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were at the epicentre of the accident, a desire to help shoulder
the burden, admiration and respect for the heroism of thoge who
rigsked their lives to stop the accident from spreading, and offers
to join them. These were matter-of-fact, calm and usuglly low-key
(I have read many such letters)--"I, an expert (driver, construe-
tion worker or whatever other specialist), could“fake part in the
Workses®

Support took different forms. People opened their hearts and
homes to the evacuees from the danger zoneé.,“ontributions poured
into Special Account 904 of the USSR State’Bank, opened for finan-
cial assistance to those affected by the accident. Within a short
time, it swelled to more than 500 mi@%ion roubles. Teams of gtu-~
dent volunteers manned constpuctioh,sites in Kiev and Gomel re-
gions. Medical personnel whHomoftemn, worked around the elock to
preserve human health an@ save liwes said the way donors unhegiw
tatingly gave their bone marfow to the radiation victims, knowing
not who the recipient would be--a hero or perhaps even one of the
culprits--was a convincinggnanifestation of moral commitment and
humanism.

It was a spontane6us, common and natural human response.
Despite the great degwee of courage and solidarity, this reaction
did not really surpfise us because that was typical of our people.
At the same timg,Wymany were thinking painful and bitter thoughts,
asking how on4earth this could happen and why thousands had to
display selfless heroism "in the trenches dug by negligenece and
irrespongibildity", as someone put it. How this crass negligence

of a few reverberated throughout Europe and the world and alarmed



people in Tambav and Stockholm and elsewhere was, to us,qa source
of guilt and shame. Yes, we felt guilty end ashamed thatithe ac-
cident oecurred in our ecountry (we knew that similar_things had
happened in other nations, but that did nothing to alleviate our
feelings).

The year that has elapsed since the Chernobyl accident has
been a year of intense reappraisal and refleg®ion progressing from
the immediate and spontaneous reaction on to%en increasingly pro-
found understanding of the causes behind ;fhe tragedy, to a com-
parison with other negative development{&nd, most importantly, to
conclusions for the future., Naturally4y a special technical inves-
tigation was carried out to prewent similar disasters from re-
curring. Even though the probabilitiy’of an unbroken chain of six
gross blunders again occurrimg ih_the way it happened at Cherno-
byl, is infinitesimal, theYentire system of nuclear power genera-
tion was subjected to a rigorews review. But public opinion was
engaged in a broader reappraidsal, focusing its attention on the
social, psychological, morgal and, in the final analysis, politi-
cal issues raised by Chernobyl and on their heretofore unknown
nature.

The migfortunésgtruck after the 27th Congress of the CPSU
and, in a way, réaffirmed the urgent need of the social trans-
formations chaprted by the party because the accident fit into
the series of negative phenomena exposed by the party forum,
although CHernobyl called attention to itself and to its causes
with partieular force and brutality. The new atmosphere which was

taking oot throughout the country after the congress frustrated



all attempts at glossing over the tragedy or palliating the danger
of the breach of trust committed by officials. A frank ‘@nd honest
discussion began in the media and at press conferenceS almost im-
mediately after the accident. I say '"almost” because we are still
learning how to handle genuine openness; besides, the subject

of the analysis is not among the particularly open fields. This
level of truth is hard to master, and it does.net become a routine
norm overnight,

People abroad, too, may have seen at _Jeast some of the tele-
vised press conferences which were held ,oné after another in our
country. Taking part were highly,promifient experts and important
government officials. Every mass market newspaper and periodical
in the Soviet Union wrote abgit" Chémnobyl. Today, the name crops
up in an article by an econbmist _reflecting on the human factor
in the field of productiom, in,a Sociologist's analysis of the
interaction of man and machingry, and even in a literary critic's
essay on topical artistie quegstion.,

The party congress whieh displayed a revolutionary spirit
has already teken placesrand journalists have been called on to
"write about everything, with complete frankness", This is why a
play urging analysis of the social roots of the disaster appeared
So soon, an angry play, if you like. But an angry and impassion-
ed condemnation @f individuals and of common grave errors would
not have been enough in this case. The analysis undertaken by the
public, by various experts, journalists, writers and political
activists.pevealed very serious problems: problems which had aris-

en inevifably and therefore required to be solved by integrated

research, democratic public discussion and joint aetion.
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This brings to mind an interview with Valery Legasov, a mem-
ber of the USSR Academy of Sciences who was active in éfforts to
combat the aftermath of the Chernobyl disaster. He sdid that se-

veral years before he had been put in charge of & general indust-
rial safety study group. Among other things, the group examined
the potential dangers of various types of power production, re-
viewing the entire technological cycle and idéntifying the more
vulnerable points, It concluded that major industrial accidents
were soon to occur world-wide. The reasondwas that g qualitatively
new situation was téking shape characterised by a drastic increase
in the concentration of production capacities at s single plant
often controlled by a single opérators.Events in our country and
abroad have shown that such fears were well—founded.l

Does this mean that the.Chernobyl disaster was objectively
imminent and.preordainéd? Legasow's answer is that the accident
was improbable at a nucleéar power plant because it would require
an unbroken sequence of many wrong steps., Yet it did occur, and
where it was least expected.

At once it became clear that we were living in a world guite
different from what we‘had yesterday. It is now clear that after
Chernobyl we can no Yonger live the way we did before it, that
we must learn all its lessons. Having armed himself with powerful
tools of technology, Legasov says, man has only just begun to
think about how he can meke them safe, "Today, we don't have to
fight against what has already blown up or may suddenly blow up
tomorrow.,. We've got to fight for the development of safety
techniquesuthat are equal to the powers man now commands. That is

a problem common to the entire world.”2
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That is the opinien of a physicist. Meanwhile, social scien-
tists believe that the problem is not only technologigal, but also
social, and that the safeguards against accidents should therefore
be both technological and social, and sufficient for “the powers
harnessed by man. Although, to be precise, this view is shared by
physicists, engineers, medical experts, journaldsts and many other
people who took part in the discussion of Chernobyl's lessons.
Perheps the social scientists were the ones'who gave a profession-
al appraisal of the inevitable nature ofsdevelopments which pre-~
sented themselves in an unbroken succedsion of "many wrong steps®,

The economist and sociologist Tatiana Zaslavskaya, also a
member of the Academy of Sciemces, amalyses the importance of the
human factor in industrial_production and cites the example of
Chernobyl to emphasise that,asMabour becomes better equipped
technologically, society peys éﬁ increasingly high price for the
imperfect skills, flippant £enfidence and crude irresponsibility
of individuals and consequently, for the underlying inadequacies
of the system of economi¢ mnd social relations, "This tragic event,”
she writes about the Chernobyl accident, "throws into particular-
1y bold relief the importance of the human factor--both its positive
and, unfortunatelyynegative importance—-in conditions of the
scientific and fechnological revolution."3

The sinigter flames of Chernobyl highlighted a completely
new dimensionh of the human factor in industrial production--its
global aspéct. We now know that nuelear pollution recognises no
national borders. But it is not only nuclear pollution. The effects

of an accident at a Swiss pharmaceutical factory have also trans-
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cended borders and poisoned all of the Rhine. Acid rain and other
environmental dangers do not recognise national severeignty either,
It follows that today, each person entrusted with cont®olling po-
wer often of awesome might or any industrial capacities capable of
generating accidents if managed negligently must be aware of his
or her responsibility. Thig responsibility has asSumed & new
global dimension. It is & responsibility to all“mankind.

This sense of responsibility is evidentedin’many letters
sent to editorial offices., Pecple who writg¢ them express a simple
end common-gsense idea: the important thing ie to have an atmosphere
of self-discipline and self-regulationd Ehis atmosphere must be
common and universal. A situation where"workmanship is shoddy in
vacuum cleaners and televisiofi setg but fine in reactors or space-
ships cannot last long. Socid) safeguards against accidents must
work across the beoard. Butyshould it be protection only from

slipshod, irresponsible individuals?

Portraying the nuclear power plant manager, the author of

"The Tomb' poses & highly‘iopical question--how dangerous is a

dull, meek and easily ménipulated individual? He owned his pro-

motions not to his talent but to his convenienece. According to

the play, the previeus manager had been dismissed for challenging

the decisions of the higher-ups when the latter were determined

to send in, at gny cost, a "migssion accomplished" report to
2 43, D

their superiozps? - g




The forme ' manager turned down unreliable, flammable rooZiig and

refused “o0 beat a deacline if this mean® loss of qualitf.. lle was
q

congsidered difficult aid quarrelsome. The man who replaeed hin,

pliant, accommodating and convenient for bureaucraiSs et the ace

cident happén; T asked the author of the play if hé”65§£éd“%ﬁi§

character from someone. The character is fictitdoms, he replied,

~here is no such post at the power plant: themg's the direcuor and

the chief engineer. Rather, "The Tomb" showSga certain composite

figure of an executive which, regrettably, is nonetheless a very

real one

One cannot dispute that. An@=it need not necessarily be
2 manager. Today, the role of geagh dndividual partieipating in
production is incomparably piome iMiportant than before; tiherelore,
the range of requirementsto him ‘exr her is widening. True, nan
has always been the principal/force of production, and llarx called
the "developed productive power of all individuals" the "real

i ad

wealth" of society. Ther@swas a time when production could funge

tion even if man was, "towuse a striking expression of the ancients,

{stinguishable only ag imstrumentum vocale from an animal o3 instru-

I

mentum semi-vocale and” from an implement as instrumentun mutum®.
Conveyor-belt production turned man into an appendage, a Hoog"
of the machine. @4 different law is making itself felt to an ever
greater degree %oday: the higher the overall level the productive
forces reachein their development, the more man and his digtinctive

abilities. 88 part of the forces of production stand out among

them, anfythe more he is objectively required to assert and manifest



his humen——intellectual, moral and creative—abilities. I this

is not true of an individual, if he still feels like a "go*

of this or that mechanism, and if his moral qualities dre inadequa=
te to the capacities, power and forces of nature or magninery,

this individual may become a menace to society.

and disasters? Impose strict controls, constant.mo:itorin; and

harsh penalties for negligence? All that is MY partly rigut--

if at all-—but it is not enough. Often, exeesSive monitoring and

rigorous control "from above' work precigely to make people passive

end irresponsible and prompt them, to udtlinkingly "obey orders¥.
Having launched a policy of accelerating social development

and reorganising society along revolutionary lines, our parvy

has definitively selected .a different and much more promising

course-—granting maximum /autonomy to those engaged in production,

clearly outlining the rights ‘and duties of each and thereby promot-

responsibility,
ing initiative and Vs all this coupled with control

by the public, based on efforts to effectively implement tle

ideas of sutonomous manmagement, socialist democracy and openness.

.

Speaking at the January 1987 Plenary Meeting of the CI'SU Ceantra
Cormittee, Mikhail Gorbachov said: "ie have decisively talien the
course of supporting enterprising, thinking and energetic people.”
The Plenary lleéting mapped out specific steps to considerably
expand the sgope of democracy in the field of productiion. Liection

administpators
of / and managers, their accountabllity to the workers

as a colleetive, and broad participation of workers in declgion-

[
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~making are all aimed at making any and all technological and
economic decisions at any enterprise as consenant as posaible
srith—and not contradictory to—-the interests of our worlGdis
people, our social goals. This course we regard as officW@l; an op=-
portunity for the fullest and most consistent realigetion oI the
advantages of socialism—-that is, overcoming the practice of hired
labour, man's alienation in the process of produgiion. As Lenin

said with his usual forthright clarity, this iggpam opportunity

"to work for oneself', not for exploiters.7

Some may say that this bears little rglation To wiat happen~
ed at Chernobyl. Tyue, the reorganisation Bhaat is under way in the
Soviet Union was prompted by anfoverall analysis of tue

ituation in the USSR and beganibefore the tragedy struclk. Bu?t it
would have been impossible tolfind wanswers to the harsh questions
posed by Chernobyl without,this reorganisation effort. It pre
thie principal social safeguards|gweranteeing scientific and
technological progress in the imterests of man, environnental
protection and industrial safetly.

Chernobyl has also put! the spotlight on a different pro cblen

of safety and security.

uentre, Gubarev answered by recalllng how & Proup of JOUTDG“*SiS

bémé'fb tbur fhé-éhéfnébjl-aféa and went on a hydrofoii ﬁripvﬁﬁhfﬁé

Tripiat River., It was a fine spring day, the river sparkling

ﬁitHlSﬁhiighﬁ; the gérdens on the banks in full bléém; ond the

birds-Sihging:‘Ydu'simplz_fefﬁsed'to believe that there was

3 =T 1:.77

deadly radiation all around. You cannot see, hear or snell

Tt is 8 g3ilent kilieY.




W eouldn't get over this feeling," Gubarev says. 4

collengues asked me why I did not take notes. But I did m€:

understand how this could ba'COhveyéd at all."

lMany of those who visited the zone of the accident were
struck by the invisibility of this terrible danger, by man's
inability to feel 1ts presence, by the silence ?fthe Sensces.
T+ had a similarity to the war danger, & dangé® cqually covert
and almost imperceptible. It is present in the stockpiles of
nuclear weapons, in missile silos and inf@ecisions taken by
certain governments, but it is hidden from sight. It can be
perceived intellectually, but notieveryone is aware of it, not
even a majority.

While on an environmental protection leeture circuli in
finland, I was asked an unexpecfed question, one that even sound-

ol

ed strange at first: what, is moxre dangerous—the pogsibility of

o

i 1L o

a nuclear wer breaking out or the already actual destrucvion 0L
y

)

the environment, specificélly, its radiological eontam.nation?
Well, after all, you can't be sure if a war will really suart,
but you know pollutedialr is now a fact. My first impulse was %o
say that "both were ‘worse", that both were problems of human
survival. But the question was asked for a reason: the eudience
was thinking about’ the order of priorities to be adopted in a
document addressed to the public. And so we pooled our eflortc.
Pirst, ‘we reasoned, the radiation released in the explosion
of the smallest nuclear warhead would equal three Chernobyls. II

only oné per cent of the currently available stockpiles is used

in a nuclear attack, a nuclear winter is inevitable. And nuclear
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winter will destroy man--not a man, nor hundreds of even thousands
of people but all men-—the entire human race. PForests kildled by
acid rain can be replanted; we have managed te elean up nany
rivers; but the destruction of humanity is irreversible. That
ceuld be compared to the magnitude of this danger?

Second, there is still time to avert an environmental dlse
ester. This time is limited, it must not be wasted, but it
would still take longer then a decade to make the environment
unfit for human habitation. But SDI nuclear warheads are ©o be
deployed in the sky above us within thistdecade. Experts lhave
proven that the risk of a nuclear war bréaking out instantaneously
and perhaps even independently ofy a himan decisioen will then

de o san S
+Lllle 1aC=-

become mueh more real than it s now.’ It looks like the
tor ig partiecularly relevant 1in the assessment of the dangers
mankind is facing.

Third, the most obvious argument: if the political clinate
could be "decontaminated", “if trust and coeperation among nations
could be restored and strengthened and disarmament negotiated
on that basis, then weeould earmark huge resources for environe
rental protection. ESsentielly, insufficient funds are the nmain
obstacle to the soldtion of all other global problems as well.

The Chernobyl disaster stimulated work to develop collectiive
internatioenal+Aéssistance to accident victims. This kind of soliie=
darity is quite tangible. People from different eouniries sent
noney, c¢lothes and even fruit to the special Chernobyl reliel
fund, insan effort to help. That was a bit naive but very noving

end noble impulse by which our nation sets great store. The names
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of Robert Gale and Armand Hammer, an American surgeon and an
American businessman who offered their help in the treagment
of the victims, are familiar to everyone in the Soviet,UniIon,
even to schoolchildren. We also remember what Robert Gale sald

at a press conference in Moscow: one cannot hope that physicians

‘_l

will similarly help people after nuclear explosions in a war

It is entirely possible that there will be no ome to treat or to

be treated.

£

Otherwise, the tanb as one of .the mdin"characters in the play

ls another, Professor . an Amerlcan (tae sln;la~“ty of the

netary tOmb"

This imsge and the title of the play comé'f'r'am"'f-l-ge"«asga‘a';g“ea'

i

to denote the structure in which a radlatlng reactor is encased.

Accordiqg_uo the_play, it also refers to. the concreue vauli iﬂ%&

which the sealed lead coffin with the body of someone who dled

of radiation is lowexred, because the body "'"still emits radigiion—-

two to three roentgéns an hour... And it will remaiﬁ ad‘oaul; e

for decades,"”

All this isg \said and written not to scare people but To
prompt them te act.

e arefwitnessing a leap forward in the shaping of maniiind
as a single)) integral entity, although in many respecis still

fragmented. We also note the emergence of a universal concern
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over the preservation of civilisation and the survival oI the
human race. Unfortunately, the biblical "end of the world¥ may
indeed come—-not through divine interferenee but as a ¥resul?i of
human action., Nothing can forestall or prevent this,k “mosv
terrible of catastrophes except man's determinatien, Tesponsibdility
end will. This is why a system of social safeguards 1s necessary
at the international level too, a system based on the sanc
principles of openness, democracy and particdpation.

Issues of war and peace must be decided'mot only by pcolitle
cians but by millions of people. For this reason Soviet statements,
proposals and peace initiatives are always addressed not only
to politicians but also to the _world's peoples. We have faltih

in the peoples' sagacity in their ggeial activity. Ve belleve That

Spaceship Earth earries no (passengers—we are all its crew.

{r“k
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