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ABSTRACT

Ly -

31, N

% . ' Lo

%% . In the absence cf constitutional guidelines for polit-
¥ ical succession in the USSR, the Brezhnev succession
. proceded on an ad hoc basis. The election of Yuri Androfov
o ‘ . .

HieS as General Secretary in November 1982 followed ar intense
%% period of political coalition building, which ensued after
€ the death of Party Secretary Mikbail Suslov in January 1982

and Brezhnev's sericus illness in March of the saame year.

Andropov's victory over his chief rival, Party Secretary

Konstantin Chernenko, indicated that a <coalition with

foreign fpolicy interests wvas able to control the succession
. and defeat a coalition of economic managers. The eguipoise
i; in the Politburo after Aandropov's election indicates that
" o key domestic and foreign policy issues were not completely
resolved with Andropov's election and that future changes in
the leadership may indicate a corresponding policy
evolution.
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I. INIRODUCTION: SQVIET SUCCRSSIONM: RRECEDENTS AND SIRUCTURE
A. nxr;nzlc THE TRAMSITION TO ANDROPOV

During the afternoon and evening of Nov 10, 1982, about
ten meabers of the Pclitburo and half again as many candi-
date meakers met in the Kremlin to discuss the election of a
nev General Secretary.®* The choice of a successor to Leonid
Brezbnev had not been decided prior to his death, though the
issue had been undoubtedly discussed privately. During the
discussions, Yuri Andropov emerged as the winner over
Konstantin Chernenko in the struggle to succeed Brezhnev.
Andropov's election as General Secretary, decided by the
Politburo and ratified by the Central Comaittee days later
vas the culmination of the nearly nine months of political
competition betveen Andropov and Chernenko that ensued after
the death of long-time Kremlin powver-broker Mikbail Suslov
in January.

Brezhnev's death on Novesber 10 focused world attention
on the process of Soviet succession politics. The death of
Stalin, nearly 30 years previous, was the last previous
occurrence of the death of a ruling General Secretary. The
occasion of a Soviet political succession played against the
panoply of a Soviet state funeral is of compelling interest,
coabining something of the drama and secrecy of the election
of a nevw Pope with .the global significance of an Aaerican
presidential election.

dics;gg:diggngéggt?tafhe participants in this meeting is
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Although succession politics are coapelling as spec-
tacle, they are, like most of the workings of Soviet
doaestic politics, iampervious to easy analysis. Many of the

- commonly held theories concerning the Brezhaev succession
were misinformed yet became part of the accepted journal-~

%
ey

- istic cancn concerning succession events. Aadropov's

election was portrayed as an element of of a KGB power play

S5 and Chernenko's candidacy was viewed exclusively as an
%22. effort to ride Brezhnev's coattails. After Andropov's
 2$~ election, he came to ke seenm as a political reformer, while
aid Chernenko vas viewed as hanging on to power by maintaining

himself at the head cof a network of Brezhnev croaies.
While, as is the case with most caricatures, these represen-
tations of Andropov and Chernenko contain an element of
truth, a close study of the succession reveals a much more
complex picture.

The tension and significance of the Brezhnev succession

- is encapsulated in the struggle between Andropov and
Chernenkc that crystalized during the Spring of 1982 with
R - Androgpov's successful bid to become a Party Secretary and
i§§ thus gain a platform from which to challenge Chernenko for

0 Brezhnev's office. Although the public record offers little
*75, to differentiate the positions of Andropov and Chernenko,
' Chernenkao's avid advocacy of economic innovation and his
% concern with ideological issues, especially involving
L2 potions of leninist leadership styles and party democracy,
3 suggest that Chernenko's candidacy wvas pitched largely to
- seabers of the hierarchy concerned with domestic issues,

‘%i; while Andropov's key supporters, both in the Spring prior to
) the Central Committee meeting that elected him a Party

SN

TR Secretary and at the November 10 meeting that elected him as
 ﬁ Brezhnev's successor vere Defense Minister Ustinov and

igﬁ - Poreign Minister Gromyko. Paradoxically (considering

vx Andropov's image in the West as a "reformer"), to the extent
'J:‘" -
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ﬁgA that Andropov's and Chernenko's political positions are

?ﬁg defined Ly the constituencies from which they draw supgport,

economic iatensification would likely be implemented at a

i§‘ ) - quicker pace under a Chernenko regime than under Andropov,

§g§ as is coamonly held. In any case, the issue of whether

5@5 * Chernenko or Andropov is General Secretary is of secondary
- importance to the political cast of the coalition that they

5 lead.

igﬁ The work of analysing the political events associated

*ﬁg with Brezhnev succession is only marginally concerned with

the events that capture world attention. In the place of
dramatic and distinct events, the sovietoligist is
confronted with making sense out of a series of essentially
"non-events®”, the subtle shift in an ideological line or the
gradual erosion of a Politburo member's standing in the
hierarchy. A few indicators of political heterodoxy pass
through the official policy of secrecy and projecting unan-
imity and a close examination of these can discern unaambig-
wous political treands or changes in the hierarchical
- relationship among members of the leadership. For examrple,
Politburo member Andrei Kirilenko, once thought to be the
likely Brezhnev successor, suffered a series of decisive
political setbacks at the end of 1981 that eliminated him as
a factor in the Brezhnev succession. Interestingly, within
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a8 the purview of popularized Kremlinogy, Kirilemko was still
?%é being touted as a candidate to succeed Brezhnev in the fall
f;f of 1982 at the same time that the coup de grace to

'ﬁéi Kirilenko's public career was being prepared to be delivered
;ig at the Noveaber Central Comamittee meeting which relieved hia
;i?? of his offical duties.

E@g' In recoastructing the story of the Brezhnev succession,
ol this paper will showv the linkage of a series of thematic

%1} ' events, i.e. events that are linked by the fact that they
iéﬁ ‘ are elements of a policy trend or a long term shift in the
e
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‘zgﬂ relationships of Politburo actors or the constituencies they

e . o .

BN represent. The decline of Kirilenko in late 1981, for
example, vas associated with general reassessment orf the

%' A role of heavy industry that was taking place (Kirilenko was

bl Senior Party Secretary supervisiny heavy industry) and coin-

piall y

S“l . cidentally was associated with the rise of Konstantin

Chernenko in the hierarchy and the latter's emeryence as a
major contender to replace Brezhnev as General Secretary.

o
f3§ Politburo decisicnmakiny is largely through consensus
VE:% or the formation of coalitions that can control a majority
oL a given issue. Although theoretically, Politburo deci-
féﬁ sions are determined Ly a majority vote, on most issues, the
% decision of the Politturo can determined without a formal
‘:22 vote. In Stalin's day, the Politburo followed the dictates
i of the General Secretary. The Brezhnev legacy is a Politburo
k:g decisionmaking process that relies on consensus.
‘?SS Practically speaking, the consensus is largely determined by
§$§ i the most senior members of the Politburo or those members
b with special expertise on the agenda item at issue. When
s the Politburo is divided on an issue, as it was in the
?Sﬁ. discussion cf Brezhnev's successor, the consensus-builders
S become coalition leaders. Although there is much talk about
e the "identity of views" among Politburo members concerning

the historical evolution of Soviet policy, the bottom lire
concerning Soviet decisioumaking is that in key matters

o

s

,"ﬁ“w’b{_ 3
o 3 5
370 g Ny

e L
i

oo under dispute, policy is determined not by "historical

iz; forces" kut rather by ad hoc¢ Politburo coalitions that can
};,} suster a majority on any given issue.

;fa The dynamics of coalition formation are the requiremeats
3,

§f§; for survival of individual actors. Dennis Ross has

§§3 suggested that the coalition maintenance has become the

pree basis for the kind of oligarchic rule that characterizes the
Ry . e R

ﬁ%"' Soviet political process today. In reference to the

'%Eﬁ consensus rule that emerged under 3rezhnev, Ross states that
‘:"v;t;' 4 -
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S0e; the General Secretary has become a broker between rival

: coaliticns on fractious issues.

.}1 ' Esgeciall' in the Fost-Khruschev ieriod, discussion _of
i cobhtentiolls issues has increasirngly been delayed and the
oy content defused by the Politburo¥s deliberate use of ag
1§\ - hoc committees to cope with divisive problens.?

)

;% After Brezhnev's death, the cautiousness inherernt in the
:ﬁﬂ requirement for coalition maintenance and the tendency of
1?5 the Politburo to evade potentially fractious issues was

heightened. Although the requirement to elect a new General
“ﬁ Secretary forced the issue between Andropov and Chernenko,
) it is not surprising that the election of Andropov was

) accomfpanied by the maintenance of Chernenko's position in
’ the hierarchy and the evolution of a sort of ruling

ﬁe diumverate.
@é, Apart from the strictures of Soviet decisionmaking, the
[1 - Brezhnev succession was influenced by certain key themes of
. Soviet domestic politics of the 1931-2 time period,

.- involving policy themes likely to be important throughout

: the Bighties. The chief issue is the problem of revital-
;ﬁ izing the Soviet econoay and the resultant debate which

% entails polarization of domestically-oriented and security-
o oriented political contituencies on the many social, indus-
. trial, and even foreign policy issues that impact of the
M§ performance of the Soviet economy. The general aims of
¢

what the Soviets call "econoamic intensification", increases
in precductivity, raising the level of material incentives

-

Ty

gﬁ for workers, etc., are not controversial. However, the pace
% and scope of the economic innovations reguired to achieve
43 these results are.

f#

N
! mommme e

» . . 2Dennis Ross, "Coalitiop Maintenance in the USSR," Horld
3 politics, Vol. X&XII, Oct. 1979-July 1980, p. 259.
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The issue of reforms is being adressed on many levels.
Oon the level of state and regional planning, the Soviets are
considering changing the means of accounting. Current
economic plan quotas are set by a net profit system which
compares an enterprise's inputs and outputs. Some indus-
tries are now experimenting with a contract fufillment
acounting method, which implies a sensistivity to the
quality and type of rroduct produced, not merely the gquan-
tity. At the level of production units, various innovations
are being discussed. At all levels, the issue of economic
intensification bears on two politically sensistive issues,
centralization of administration of the economic sector and
the allocation of resources among competing constituencies.
Especially in regard to the relative primacy of defeanse
industries in the Soviet econoay, the economic debate
touches cn some of the essentially Stalinist foundations of
the current reginme.

The econoaic debate and the emergence of coalitions
responsive to domestic and security constituencies respec-
tively in the Politburo are the chief themes of the Brezhnev
succession. Chernenko emerged from the 26th Party Congress
in February 1981, which he largely orchestrated, and the
econonsic debate in the fall of 1981 as being the Politburo
meaber mcst open to ambitious attempts toward econoaic
intensification. Clearly, Chernenko was both leading and
being led by Brezhnev on this issue. 3rezhnev's general
support for economic intensification evidently raised
concerns among the military which led to an extraordinary
Kremlin meeting between Brezhnev and the military chiefs
just weeks before his death. Andropov's emergence as a
candidate to succeed Brezhnev is evidence of the thematic
bifurcation of the pclitical elite into domestically
oriented and security oriented coalitions. The fact that
Androgpov's candidacy was supported (perhaps initiated) at
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its very beginning in March and April 1982 by Defense
Minister Ustinov and Foreign Minister Groayko demonstrated
that Andropov functicned throughout the pre-succession as a
counter to Chernenko and the constituencies that favored
large scale economic intensification.

However, Soviet dcmestic politics cannot be described
merely in teras of long term trends and many athematic
eleaents must be taken in account as well. The death of
Mikhail Suslov in January 1982 and the timing of Brezhnev's
illnesses and eventual death were important athemetic events
of the Brezhnev succession. Suslov's death accelerated the
pace of succession maneuvering by removing his potentially
decisive voice froam the Politburo deliberations that decided
Brezhnev's successor. The timing of Brezhnev's death vas
essential to Andropov's success. If Brezhnev had died
either prior to Andropov's relinquishing his post as KGB
chairman or during September or early October 1982 when
Andropov was out of the public eye and likely ill, the
closely run successicn showdown between Andropov and
Chernenko asay have had a different outconme.

B. SUCCESSION: THE LINITS OF PRECEDENT

The term 'succession,' within the context of Soviet
politics has focused, prior to the death of Brezhnev, on
four political crises, shown in Table I . Although it is
coamon to speak of succession, the difficulty in analysing
succession crises as distinct events in Soviet domestic
politics as opposed to the continual pulling and hauling of
Politburo Politics is apparent when one attempts to define
the time period of the various succession crises.

For example, assuming that Lenin's death on January 21,
1922 indicated the onset of the lenin succession crises,
vhen did this crises end? One can argue with justification

13
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that Stalin achieved clear superiority over his Politburo
colleagues at the 13th Party Congress in 1925. However,
choosing 1925 as the terminus for the Lenin succession,
excludes Stalin's struggle against the right opposition,
which was clearly part of the pattern of Stalin's political
struggle after Lenin's death. If a late date, say 1934
{(17th Party Congress) is selected to represent the end of
the succession crises, one still has to deal with the furges
of the late thirties. Suggesting even more ambiguity is the
fact that it can be argued that the Lenin succession did not
begin in 1924 with lenin's death, but in December 1322 at
the time of his first stroke.

Although the nature and duration of Soviet successions
remains somevhat indeterminate, leadership tramnsition in the
USSR has characteristically entailed the devolution of power
from a single leader to a collective leadership (See I). 1In
nominating Yuri Andropov for the post of General Secretary,
Konstantin Chernenko cited his "passion for collective
vork," paying lipservice to a the Leninist norm of collec-
tive leadership, but also speaking to the desires of a
political elite that distrusts coancentrated power. Perhags
the best definition of political succession in the Soviet
Union is that it encompasses the sequences of events that
include initial shift toward a collective and the realign-
ment of fower relationships that follow the replacement of a
established leader. A succession crisis represents a
maximum value in the oscillation between the Leninist nora
of collective rule and the tendency of the Soviet political
system to evolve, in defiance of tais norm, into an auto-~
cratic systea.3

3C.£f. ron_ Rush 5 ggge Ih g;;
agﬁgég, Co;gell 0n13'nl¥h§%!'%§l§& &%§7§
n Callunzst states thus xnvolves an 1ni
tift tron sonag rule to o 1 arch _("collective er-
g has een unst ab e, ten ing to shift back to
lin te& personal rule.”
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- TABLE I
- Leadership Crises in the Soviet Union, 1924-64

Year Ipcuatept(position) sSiyccessor (s) (position)

1924 eni ) Stal 2
3 2‘ z;uatieé 3
Kasenev (4)

1953 Stalin 41,2) Malenkov %
d. Har uolotov (é )
Beria (5,

3.7

> ¥ v e T

1957 Khrushchev (2) ualenxov‘
Molotov®

ol 1964 Khrushchev (1,2) Brezhpev (2)
5, Kosygin (1)

Chalrlln of the Council of Ministers

T Secreta
W e e,
q ad Pat{z &eader
N 4 uosco Part a . L
;- S} Pirst Deputy Chajrman, Council of MNinisters®
9 Minister cf PForeign Affairs
finister of the Iliterior

* rhs astnlgted coup of the 'Anti Party Gtoup

ehafPnak '52°2Ee 28LaE11°02 %  Risters

3 uo tov First Secretary of the Part Y.

N C. HNODELLING SOVIET DECISIONNAKING

In current theory, there is a dichotoay between group
, and upnitary actor theories for modelling Soviet decision
3 saking. The choice cf theory i~ central to evaluating the
significance of the maneuveriic involved in the Brezhnev
succession. As the narratiorn assion events in Chapter
4 desmonstrate that tbhe issue ¢ 2 pov's election as
General Secretary vas by no amc: oredetermined, the gques-
tion arises as to the significance of the dissagreesment

Y
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within the Politburo concerning the choice of Brezhnev's
Successor.

The Unitacy Actor (Totalitarian) theory sees expressions
of Politburo d;sagreenent as essentially superficial. In
this view, such d;sgteelents are transient in view of the
long~-ters goals to which all Soviet leaders are committed.
Although the totalitarian school was born in the ailieu of
the Cold War and offered an anlysis of the Stalinist polit-
ical order, it is not easy for advocates of group models to
refute the contention that the Soviet Union is shaped by
long-tera gocals of ideological domination and hegemony over
its neighbors. The argument has been aade that Andropov was
the logical choice for General Secretary because his KGB
backround wvas appropriate to pursuit of these objectives.

The totalitarian model is not wholly the product of Cold
War apalysis and the secrecy with which the Soviet political
process procedes. It is imfplied by the notion of democ-
tratic centralisa that the Soviet themselves espouse:

iaiic gentralisa gagnzfx s the following: election
€ 1ngd£arty €s; from the lowest ' to the
h;ghest° cal reports’of party bodies to their
art g zatxon and to higher bodies; strict partz
isc e agd the s ordzna ion of the'aipority t he

e
gaher Xodxes %gr fcve ﬁzenature of decisions of

This is the nora as expressed in the party ideology. 1In
practice, this dictates that party official sound alike in
their official pronouncemeats. As an example of the diffi-
culty in establishing the provenance of some slightly new
propaganda theme, much confusion has arisen concerning
Androgpov's utterances on the entire "refora" package. Thus,
Andropov's lenin's Birthday Speech in April 1982 did not
differ markedly from Chermenko's April Kommypjist article,

4Great Soviet Encyclopedia, 3rd. ed., s.v. "Communist
Party of the Soviet Uhionid o ’
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though they had koth were engaged in a political fight
concerning Andropov's election to the Central Coamittee
Secretariat.

The unitary actor theory has a certain explanatory power
in describing the development of Soviet power over the lorg
term; however, equally compelling is the fact that a close
analysis of Soviet pclicy evolution shows substantial diver-
gences nct apparent when only the broad expamse of policy
over the long term is viewed. The evidence for conflict
vithin the Soviet ruling hierarchies is firstly the evolu-
tionary nature of the hierarchy in which the survival of any
single aember is contigent upon conformitity with the rules
of the game. The Brezhnev era had many examples of such
political casualties, the most noticeable in the period of
this succession being Kirilenko. This is the a posteriori
evidence that Robert Conquest has pointed out is continually
available,S e.g. the denunciations of Khrushchev's "hare-
brained schemes and sloganeering® at the Central Committee
Plenus that deposed hia and more currently the‘renoval of
Kirilenko from the Pclitburo after Chernenko usurped his
place as Politburo member closest to the General Secretary.
Conguest also argues convincingly a3 priori that conflict is
inevitable in politics.

"To govern is to choose,” and so _there will always_be
conservat;ve and progressive, left and right divisiomns
gzago ical grodping, however narrow its spectrua

(]
q59h§§3§°§§ ST ] P T TSRt 1 11 3 13 b t3 P S

¢Ibid.
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Because of the official policy of projecting unanimity
and the secrecy with which policy deliberations are held in
the Soviet Union, policy differences between Politburo
msemabers and the existence of opposing factions in the
Politburo must be inferred froa a close reading of official
reports and speeches. For example, concerning Poland, an
important issue in pre-succession maneuverings, passages
with differing intent are contained in Brezhnev's report to
the 26th Party Congress. At different points in the report,
the leadership seems to intend to convey on one hamd a tough
line and on the other to project a conciliatory approach.
Although it is difficult to ascertain where each menmkter of
the hierarchy stood on the Polish issue, it is possible to
establish with some certainy the affiliation of some key
meabers of the hierarchy in regard to the policy options
that were discussed.

D. POLAND: A CASE STUDY

A clcse look at the official report of the 26th Party
Congress reveals the divergence of opinion among the leader-
ship. In discussing Poland, the report first states that
the "pillars of the socialist state in Poland are in jeop-
ardy," a condition prevailing because, as the report goes on
to say, "Opponents of Socialism supported by outside forces
are stirring up anarchy, seeking to channel events into a
counter-revclutionary course."? This language was very
similiar to Suslov's rhetoric later in 1982.

Imnediately following this hard-line view, a the report
gives a soft-line analysis for the cause of the Polish
problesm:

7 t ampittee o _ge CPSU o the
ST LR e adt Wi

2!’-:
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N
N The events in Poland show once ajain how important it is
O, for the Part{ to_play close heed to the voice of the
o masses, resolutely to combat all signs_of bureaucracy
. and voluntarisn (and) to actively develop socialist
v democracy.
,.. T , .
gij . In discussing the world comaunist aovement, the report
A suggests:
F) 'h, N N .
Y As the influence of the Compunist Parties grows, the
A tasks facing them are becoming more and mofe coaplex and
W diverse. And sometimes that gives rise to divergent
N appraisals and differences_id approach to concréte
> issues of the class struggie... ¥e se tQé%.Lé
© = St

o’ ogg—
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This section of the report, which makes several refereaces

[4
b,

ﬁ*f to the Lenin canon, is the work of individuals, who are not
$!~ exactly advocating pluralisms in the world communist move-
B, ment, but are hianting at an analogy between the Polish and
. 3 Soviet econcaies and the aeed for ecomoamic change in the
;f‘ USSR. Earlier, the report had sugessted that the Soviets
lbﬁ could, in reference to ecoaomic matters, "study the experi-
!}5 ence of the more fraternmal countries more closely and
" utilise it more broadly."? But then the report comncludes,
;3 reverting to a hard line ianfused with orthodox ideology:
*“4 "As our Farty sees it, difference of opinion between
&“3 Communists can be overcome, unless, of course, they are
= fundamental differences between revolutioraries and refor-
;:E mists, between creative Marxism and dogmatic sectarianism or
‘22  ultra-left adventurism. In that case, of course, there can
2 be no ccapromises.%10
s
5 ~oemeeeee-
gh 8Ibid. p. 22-3.
I sIbid. f. 11.
o 10Tbid. p.26.
ji& 19
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The identity of some of the key players in the debate is
revealed by the proceedings of an ideological coanfereance
held less than three months after the close of the Party
Congress. The conference proceedinys are significaant in that
they seem to project the 'hardline' language used in the
26th Party Congress report. Suslov convened this ideolo-
gical seaminar on April 20, 1981 on the subject of ideolo-
gical wvork in the Party. Party Secretaries Ponomarev and
Rusakov were other prcminent participants in the ideological
seainars, which, coming so soon after the Twenty-Sixth Party
Congress (February 1981), were a carefully orchestrated
conservative response to developments in Poland. In opening
remarks, Suslov said:

The sharpening of the ideological struggle in the inter-
national arena should also bé taken intod account. Our
class enenies are ofgratxng still more brazenl g
craftily. By s ver slafider and appealing t all .
k;nds c predjudices left in geo ple's mznds and bI mali-
ciousl 1ntergret1ng the shortcomings and difficulties
in our 11 e, e enémies are trying to break class-
conciousness and belief in our 1deals. And it would be
wrong to ignore the effect of aliea zdeology on the
conciousnesSs of a section of the people.t?

After setting the line on the threat of "alien ideology" at
the Mosccw conference, Suslov flew to Warsaw to deliver the
sase message to the Pclish party.

The spectrum of the policy debate, of which the ideolo-
gical conference in April was conservative view, was deson-
strated bty the report of the conference issued in 1982,
Ioward 3 High Quality and Effectivepess in Ideological Wogk:
Materials op the All-Union Semjnar of Ideologjcal Workexrs jin
Boscow, April 20-23, 1981. Although the position parers
presented in this collection were conservative, Chernenko's
Lenin Day 1981 Address was included, though Chernenko was

13padio M April 20, 1981 ted i B1S 1
tsnobiT*Hi3 B30 odELT 20 10°0s, 9BgS oL, 1g, RBLS, Dils
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not a participant in the conference. Chernenko's speech,

Y which on ideological matters reseambled the soft-line

gy - presented in the 26th Party Congress report, was included in
s ' the collection evidently to balamce the conservative bias of
g% A the conierence. This fact not only points to the existence
;§§‘ of difference of opinion on how ideology affected policy

toward Poland, but it indicates also that the moderates were
in a position to alter somewvhat the ideological tendency of
wvhat was in effect a document authored by Suslov. The exis-
tence of a middie position in the policy debate was indi-
cated by a report to the conference given by Rusakov which

ﬁ%%; stated that a council to evaluate "new economic mechanisms
FIAT . . . . .

3%23 and technical innovations" had been established involving
5?@& Soviet and Fast Bloc ministers.12 That such a cooperative

venture existed was suggested by the party congress report;

Qéﬁ its genesis wvas no doubt a centrist bureaucratic respomse to
fﬁ*; . the Poclish crises of the summer of 1980, i.e. form a
5%%; coamittee to look at the problea.

In this case, the positions of at least some of the
policymakers could be predicted by the bureucratic politics
model. Suslov, for example, as senior secretary supervising
cadre and propaganda took an ideologically rigorous line.
The opposition to Suslov most likely caame from those
‘&} concerned with the international and economic costs of

i
5@% adopting the hard line. Chernenko for one seems to have

,ﬁz advocated policies ccnsistent with the conciliatory language
if contained in the 26th Party Congress Report. Difficulties
T arise in isplementing the bureaucratic politics model

e hovever when one considers the fact that the bureaucratic
;ﬁi" niches may change without a comensurate change in their

iff- political affiliations. For example, Chernenko took over
b

oy . . .

‘&} 1273 st Ideologishesko
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21

*‘Aﬁ
9 ‘—
X
Bt
o
‘r“.‘ ';'.,‘
{.‘ L
- -
Iy
AN
b .
h W ’."ﬂ‘-.( YCRLS Bl AR L e S R L T p Nt g AT e L « - - .
, L TSRS S S S R y Y = nYy
Pt WA 34 W AT IE A BRERI N NI FEAERE N2 0 2 N PAIIN SRR

<

cd



P Lt
[ W AT IRAR IS W INTIAY
RN W OO D A PRIPLY

Suslov's duties after the latter's death, yet there is no
evidence that his policy orientation on Bloc relations moved
closer to Suslov. Pclitburo coalitions are fluid, and while
the policies of any given glaxer may be influenced by his
bureaucratic position, other factors are at work as well.

In fact, a hierarchy of influences that govern a given poli-
cymaker can be established.

E. CBOOSING UP SIDES

The paramount influence of course in coalition formation
is the requirement for position maintepance within the
pover elite. This overrides policy differences and personal
animus, as wvas the notable case of the anti-Khrushchev
coalition of June 1957 that included disparate players such
as Molotov, Malenkov, and even a Khrushchev protogee: Dmitri
Shepilov. Dennis Ross has described the caief factor in the
temporary alliance of opposing forces as "the actor's fear
of the alternative. Specifically, their fear that the
treakup of the equilibrium or coalition aay occasion
possibly devastating fresults..."13 Within the context of
the Brezhnev succession, it appears that a variegated
consensus backed the demotion of Kirilemko, though some
players, notably Defense Minister Ustinov, may have been
aligned with Kirilenko in the economic debate of the fall of
1981. This is a clear example of an actor's ancillary
concerns outweighing the influence of policy orientationm or
tureaucratic positior.

Beyond the requirement for position maintenance, the
other factors that influence coalition formation exert an
influence that is policy-relative. Jiri Valenta has cited
the fundamental juristictional determinants of coalition
formation:

13Ross, op. cit. p. 259.
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The pursuit of various bureaucratic responsibilities
with respect to contituencies leads to organizational
conflict, disagreerzents over budgetary allocations,
o:ganlzailonal values, scope of authoCity, organiza-
tidnal sense of mission, and self image. 6;ganlzatlons
less ccncerned with the budgetary implications of their
organizational missions.. .alfe are interested mainly with
theéir self image and influence in the Soviet decislomn-
making process.

In contrast to this, Valenta points out that other bureaunc-
racies are more concerned with budgetary allocations that
the vagaries of "image."14 On the thematic issue of economic
intensification, a key coalition determinant in 1981-2, the
bureaucratic politics models fairly accurately predicts the
affiliation of key Politburo players.

It is possible for athematic or non-policy considera-
tions to affect the cutcome of policy. A factor in the
formation of the coalition against Khruschev in 1957 was a
general revulsion with his personal demeanor. Reportedly,
Shepilov complained tc the Central Committee that KLrushchev
scratched his armpits while meeting with foreign heads of
state and that this was unbecoming in a leader.1$ It is
possible that this sort of ad hominem consideration played a
part in the formation of the coalition against Chernenko,
for he had been unprepossessing to say the least in his
performance at the Vienna Sumait in 1979.16

Apart froms the dynamics of the tension between collec~
tive and autocrat rule, the lack of comamaon features Letween
successicn crises suggest that there are no rules governing
Soviet succeession. George Breslauer has asserted that there
is a certain periodicity to succession crises, that a leader

the Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia," Political Sciefce
Quarterly, Vol. 94, No. 1. p. 57-8. = T -

1sConversation between Nasser and Khrushchev, 1958,

Mohamed Heikel € Sphinx and the Commissar, (New York:
Harper and Row, VSTEE . 92 the Comamissaz, (

185ee #41.

14Jiri Valenta, "The Bureggcratie Politigs Paradigm and
5
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requires seven years to consolidate his rule,t? In regard to
the power politics of succession, Roy Medvedev and others
have suggested that a key role has been played by the aili-
tary in determing the outcome of leadership crises.18®
Hovever, it seeas most useful to view Soviet leadership
crises as chiefly determined by the immediate political past
rather that being responsive to historical generalization.
What dynamism that exists within the Soviet political
systea is a result of the fact that Soviet leaders do not
serve fixed teras of office and can be called to account for
their policies should a noticeable failure occur. In prac-
tice the General Secretary can be turned out of office at
any of the regular Thursday Politburo meetimngs. It is
imperative then that the General Secretary carry with hinm
the majority of his collegues on key policy issues. Stalin
was able to do this by dictat. Brezhnev tried to rule by
consensus, in general adopting conservative, low risk poli-
cies. However, even this tact requires a skillful political
touch. Brezhnev himself in an especially illuminating
remark at the time of the Czech invasion in 1968 suggested
the hazards of being on the wrong side of a crucial policy
debate. He told a member of the Czech government who had
Lteen sumnoned to Moscow after the Russian tanks entered

Prague:

You thou ht that becanse ggu were in a position of power
ou coul Z eas This was your basic
istake. I a so annot do what I desir I can realize
erha 8 only a third of what I would lxke to do. £fI
not cast my vote in the Politburo in favor of mili-
tar intervent on what do you suppose, would have
happened? Cert z gou would not be szttzng here. And
perhbhaps I woul no e sitting here

17Geor Breslauner "Pol;t;cal Succession and the Soviet
;g% cy Agegga _yigi_ of Copmunisa, May-June 1980, Vol.

l'Ro uedvedev, "The Soviet Arny Is Still Kingmaker,"
Jhe Los eles Times, December 19,  1982.
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This is an eloguent statement of the manmer in which pclicy
can affect power politics in the Politburo.

Finally, althoughk Soviet succession poitics are played
for high stakes, it seems that the choice of a new leader.
involves improvisaticn and a great deal of chance. The
effect of the timing cf Brezhnev's death on the election of
Andropov as his successor has been alluded to before. The
crisis atmosphere that has attended the death of a Scviet
leader may be no more than an attempt to mask the essen-
tially ipadequate manner in which Soviet leaders are chosen.
Thus, Brezhnev's death engendered a political scramble which
was accompanied by the appearance of political crisis,
including the appurtenances of such crises: a news blackout
of over twenty-four hours concerning 3rezhnev's death and
increased security in Moscow. Although the death of
Brezhnev had been anticipated in the Soviet Union for some
time, a smpooth transfer of power to his successor had not
been rrepared at the time of his death. Only after lengthy
Politoure discussions during whick Andropov overcame the
opposition of his Politburo collegue, Konstantin Chernenko,
was the immediate crisis overcome, allowing Andropov to
emerge as the new General Secretary. Although the crisis
over naming a new General Secretary was short, lasting less
than two days (By the time Chernenko nominated Andropov as
General Secretary to the Central Committee on Nov. 12, the
issue had been long decided), it pointed out again the
tenuous relationship retween supreme political power in the
Soviet Union and any constitutional office and the haphazard
manner in which the Soviets have transferred power from the
death of Lenin through the present. Because policy orienta-~
tion is cne of the elements that figure in the formation of
Politburo coalitions, it is always possible that sharp

czechoslitaris ot 1t iS5 BRE 2L FRESRYSRELSE 20979, . 14u.
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;ﬂ policy changes could attend a change in the leadership.

;ﬁ However, the Brezhnev succession is largely a study in why

(, . . policy changes did not occur along with the election of

jig Do Andropov. In fact, the election of Andropov likely attenu-

?5 ! ated the pulse of change.

O Although the equipoise in the Politburo after Brezhnev's
death suppressed the initiation of a dynamic policy, the

ﬁsj necessity for the Soviet leadership to face an increasingly

”Ii complex set of problems engendere& by the flattened growth

s; curve for the econoay and exigencies of a global policy
indicates that the Post-Brezhnev collective will eventually
have to initiate fundamentally new solutions. The lasting
significance of a close study of the Brezhmev succession is
" that within the teansicn of the Andropov-Chernenko struggle
is encapsulated the rolitical issues which will determine
the course of change after the initial phase of Andropov's

tenure.
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II. PROLOGUE TQ SUCCESSION, NOVEMBER 1981 TO APRIL 1982

A. "COMRADELY SPIRITIS AND GOOD HUMAN FRIENDSHIPS" |

Leonid Brezhnev celebrated his seventy-fifth birthday on
December 19, 1981 at a Kremlin gala attended by the entire
ruling hierarchy of the CPSU. Mikhail Suslov was the senior
member of the hierarchy at the event and led the Politburo,
Secretariat, and all the First Secretaries of the Union
Republics in paying hcmage to the General Secretary. As
toast followed toast, washed down with vodka, a feeling of
great warmth was created among Brezhnev and his guests.
Apart from any personal affection felt for the General
Secretary the assembled leadership had prospered during the
decade and a half of Brezhnev rule.

After receiving his second Order of Lenin, Brezhnev,
perhaps cvervwhelmed by the fraternity of the celebration,
gave a talk that became apolitical and sentimental. He
spoke fondly of his Politburo collegues, remarking of the
harmcny cf that body:

There is a genuine nmutual understanding in the leader-
ship, a_single view about the aims of our poli¢y,
internal and external, and about the wags eading to
those aims...there is a sincere respect for each_other,
a‘gengégely comradely spirit and good human friend-
ship.

Even after making allovances for the warm atmosphere of
the occasion, Brezhnev's conments on the unanimity and coop-
eration among Politburo members could be taken as probakly
being sincere and substantially correct. For a decade and a

20Moscow Domestic Radio Service, December 19, 1981,
- Reported 1n FBIS, Soviet Union, Daily Report, Dec. 21, 13981,

p. L 9
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half the CPSU had enjoyed unprecendented stability of
cadres, contrasting sharply with the tumultuous Xhrushchev
years. [Curing his lcng tenure, Brezhnev had been able to
create a substantial chain of clients, both in tae Moscow
leadership and in the Union Republics. He had effectively
reshaped the Politburo since the beginning of the seventies
by eliminating members with irdependent power bases who
challenged his policy conseasus. By December 1981, the
Politburo was constituted, with the exzception of Suslov, of
those whc owed their curreat prominence in some degree to
Brezhnev, and whose policies fit the Brezhnev consensus.
The extent of Brezhnev's influence on the Politburo during
his tenure is shown in Table II . Since members of the
Politburo had been selected largely on the basis of fitting
into the consensus pclicies of the Brezhnev years, it was
not surprising that Brezhnev should sense unanimity among
them.

After exchanging several more toasts with Suslov,
Brezhnev continued by alluding to a topic that was on every-
body's mind: the succession.

Dear friends, when the tiame comes to Cross a new
uateished in'one's life, one begins to think involun-
tarily of the things that hapgened and of the things to
come. There is no need to talk much of the pasgt. 1t is
vell known, and , I thi nk we do not nave to blush about
it, The thou hts tend to dwell more on what the garty
and the kg e are to do in the years ahead.

what, fran g speak1ng one uoul like to be lnvolved as
long as one has the strength.2

In indicating a desire to be involved "as long as one has
the strength," Brezhmev sigpnalled to his audience that bhe
had no intention to resign his posts in the near term. The
formulation "as long as one has the strength" holds out the
possibility of possible resignation in the future, but many

211bid. L 13.
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TABLRE II
The Bvolution ofvthe Politburo, 1966-1982

April 1966 Pebruary 1982
Yoronovy (1972 Brezhnev (19575
Sge es 197% K;tzlenko 4196 )
Shelepin (19 g Pel'she (1966
Pclyansky 4191 ) Grishin (1971
Pcdgorny ‘ 977) Kunaiev (1671
Mazlrov 978 Shgherbi tsk§¥ (1971)
Kos 1n 1980 Andro o {1 3)
Sus 982& Groayko 973
Klrllen o *1 82) Romahov (1976
Brezhnev { 982) Ustinov (1976
Pel'she (1983) Chernenko é1 78)
Tikhonov (1 796
Gorbachev (1980)
*Two other indiyviduals served as full Politburo
duriny the pe:zod, 1966-82, but died Jduring

their tenure. They were:
Kul 1 -8
Grec o 1973-~6

The table lists all full members of the Politburo

from the gerlod of the 23rd Party Comgress to

the end o the Brezhnev era. The tabléd shows members

after the 23rd Party Congress with the year of de-

gar ure in farenth951s and members as of February
982 with election date in parenthesis.

of Brezhnev's collegues must have seen this as a signal that
he would hang on to pover until the end.

The period of November and December 1981 was a period of
relative strength for Brezhnev. He made his last trip
outside the country in Noveaber for a summit meeting with
Helaut Schmidt in Germany. His health had become an issue
among Western journalists during this trip, but all in all
he had performed better than during his previous summit with
Schmidt in 1978.22 In retrospect, it can be said that the

22pfter the ueet nas vith Brezhnev, the Germans issved a
statelent tha been "xngresse with the ghyszcal

stapil xtg Brelhnev. The Soviets ou%h g
spokesmah L. u. Zaayatin issueq a "denxal“ the German
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~crises. After falling ill on a flight from Tashkent to

period around the Brezhnev jubilee was the apogee of
Brezbnev's tenure as General Secretary. During this period,
the Brezhnev *cult', attenuated though it was, was in full

sving. Brezhnev received the usual awards from Socialist's
countries; Moscow publishing houses cranked out Brezhnevalia
in many forams. Among other works by or dealing with the
General Secretary, the 3rd Editiom of the official Brezhaev
biography, a book of Brezhnev memoirs, and a book authored
by Brezhnev dealing with relations between the Soviet Union
and West Germany appeared. In addition, a ‘Brezhnev' art
exhibit cpened in Moscow and a play, "Rebirth," based on the
Brezhnev memoirs, played in Noveamber and Deceaber at the
Moscow Art Theater. In the policy realm, the declaration of
martial law in Poland on December 13 represented an accep-
table denouement to the crisis over Poland that occupied
such of the Soviet leadership's attention in 1981. Although
the book was still out on Poland, Jaruzselki had provided
the Soviets with a low-cost solution to the problem of
creeping pluralism, saving Brezhnev the embarassment of
another Frague.23

In contrast with the political equipoise of December
1981, 1982 developed into a restive year for Soviet domestic
politics. The chief issue was the political succession.
During the year, periodically Brezhnev experienced health

Moscow in March, Brezbnev never again assumed a regular work
schedule. He was out of sight for a month after his March

report, which, either because the German stgtement was
intérgreted or because the Soviets wished to have the

;%st vord on the subject, stated that Brezhnev was in good

sealtg angn;%ssggﬁkg sggen-shOQti gayi. "”%hgtﬁbute g a
r rez ovie e ew Yor
1s. "November 250 1381, 87 a%4. prY.” 24 oM

23govwever the gosegtial volatilitg of the Polish sjitu-
ation is demonstrate ; the fact that Gen. Jaruzselski wvas
ghg,gg Y top Eastern Eufopean leader to be absent at the
ubillee.
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%
‘fz illness, surfaced for the Lenin Birthday and Mayday
N celebrations in the early Spring, maintained a light
i schedule schedule in the early summer, and then spent a long
:>§‘ : late summer vacation that ran close to two months.
: Brezhpev's return to political activity in late September

did not Lkegin auspiciously, as examination of the details of
the public realtion debacle connected with his Baku speech
demonstrate. By the autuan, Brezhnev was close to being

politically bors de cogbat, as his closest associates wvere
saneuvering to succeed him and rumors about the

Y
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A Fost-Brezhnev era were rampant in Moscow.

;'@ B. MNABRROWING THE PFIELD

(; Events betveen the Central Comaittee Plenums of Noveater

%ﬂ; 1981 and May 1982 drastically altered the character of the

%%E Brezhnev succession froa what had been anticipated just a

oW year or two previously. The elimination of Suslov, through

- . death, and Kirilenko, by ordinary political aeans, as poten-~

g%; tial successors meant that the succession struggle in 1982

3%@ evolved into a twvo man race between Andropov and Chernenko,

170 neither of whom had been a member of the five man ruling
cligue that dominated most of the Brezhnev era (Suslov.

e,

B -
et
R 5*&55 l_} i

Kosygin, Podgorny, Kirilenko, and Brezhnev). The eliaina-
tion of Suslov and Kirilenko from the succession swveepstakes
affected the eventual outcome not oanly in teras of their
personalities and the constituencies they represented, Lut
it determined a structural change as wvell in the outcoae.
With the elimination of the last two amembers of the
October 1964 leadership as succesors to Brezhnev, it became

%

::: certain that the passing of Brezhnev would entail the gener-
gﬁ; ational change that Sovietologists had predicted would

N occur. However, this gemerational change did not

.
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necessarily involve younger men taking over key party and
state posts, rather it meant the passing of leadership to a
nev party cchort, frcs those that had risen to prominence
under Khrns%chev to those that had risen under Brezhnev.
The elimination of Suslov and Kirilenko as contenders meant
that nc candidate could demand the post of General Secretary
Ey virtue of his seniority in the Politburo or his prestige
as a Party elder. This greatly reduced the possibility of
an interim candidate for the General Secretaryship.2¢ The
death of Suslov and the fall of Kirilenko determined that
the successor to Brezhnev would be selected from a remark-

ably hoamogeneous group. In this sense, the Brezhnev succes~

sion is structurally amore akin to the Khrushchev succession
than the Stalin succession, which involved two different
generaticns of leaders (See Table III ). The generational
change that took place in the top leadership from 1957-60
with the expulsion of the anti-party group and then in
1964-65, vhen Khrushchev and Mikoyaa, the last reamaining
members of Stalin's Politburo left the scene did not occur
immediately after Brezhnev's death. The group that rose to’
pover after 1957 was largely eliminated in Brezhnev's
consolidation of power in the 70's (See Table II ). Because
the Politburo wvas so thouroughly reconstituted since 1971,
it is a virtual certainity that the Brezhnev gemeration,
superannuated as some of its members are, will maintain key

eeaingl Arvid Pel'she was the one exce tion, bein

the olieet 3? % of the Po Pepuas taspans §559) a agind
gavzng the most n;o ity on _that body after Brezhnev's
eath. (He wvas e ec a3 a full member in 6.) However,
Pel'she, a lat d been a secoadary player in the
giezhnev Politbu:o, never rankzng higher than f;fth in the

eratc Pel'she vas never a factof in the succession
st:ugg e as it unfolded in 1982, as he had a very light

ubl c sche le after Suslpv's uneral, and he was absent
LOM uro on pu blic occassions during the crucijal
nonth :ez hnev's death. Pel'she wvas not 1in
oscov e Po itburo del;betations after Brezhnevy's
eath t oug ere is speculatxon that he wvas consulted by
telephope and cast his lot with Andropov after it was clear
that Andropov had formed a winning coalition.
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X
8- posts for a number of years. This supposition is reinforced
3“ by the slov pace of personnel changes in the top leaderstip
since Brezhnev's death.
Ml
N
:ic
‘ TABLE III
{‘ Party Cohorts and Soviet Successions Since 1953
3
3. , .
3 CPSU Pelitburo
. Pull meaber Date Elected
A 33448, uccession. 1975
i Voroshiloy 1936
N Kaganovich 1930
i Khfushchev 1939
W Beria 1346
g Nalenkov 1946
¢ Differeatial 20 yrs.
: Khrushchev Succession i
Suslov 1955
2 Brezanev 1957
Kogsygin 1960
< Pcdgornii 1960
, Kirilenko 1962
i‘ Differential 7 yrs
A .
b Brezhnev Succession
Grashxn 1977
. Andropov 1973
o Chernenko 1978
§$ Differential ) 7 yrs
o
L5
A
;; The political fall of Andrei Kirilenko occurred consid-
» erably before the November 1982 Central Committee Plenua
g} that relieved of his duties in the Secretariat and
2
?E Politburo. Kirilenko's fall is intriguing in that he wvas a
5 c¢lose Brezhnev ally, the most senior ranking member of
j‘;; »
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N Brezhnev's client chain, the Dmepropetrovsk Group, and was,

S . :

S for a long time, considered Brezhnev most likely successor.

y ' As party secretary supervising cadres and heavy industry,
y Kirilenkoc had amassed power second only to Brezhnev in the
'iz mid-seventies. At that tiae, Kirilemko vas advantageously

;3 ) placed vis—~a-vis his Folitburo collegues in that he
evidently shared a close personal relationship with the

:Ei: General Secretary. At the ceremoay celebrating Brezhnev's

i seventieth birthday in 1976, Kirilenko was the only ameaster

éb of the Politburo to use the familiar form of you (ti) in
speaking to Brezhnev.2S Kirilenko was the most likely

Pqﬁ successor to Brezhnev in the mid-seventies.

32l The decline in Kirilenko's political fortunes coincided

;;% vith the rise of Konstanin Chernenko into the top party

o leadership. Chernenko was brought into Politburo in 1978

;23 and usurped Kirilenko's position as the member of that Llody

r“g closest to the General Secretary. It was Chernenkg, not

AN Kirilenko, who travelled with Brezhnev to the Vienna Summit

h in 1979 just a few months after joining the Politburo.

YO Coincidentally, Kirilenko's patronage seemed to be in

ﬁﬁi decline; Yakov Riabov, a Kirilenko protoge, was demoted from

';; the Secretariat to become a deputy chief of Gosplam in April

1979.

Brezhnev had placed Chernenko in the key post of Head of
the General Department of the Central Committee as early as
the 23rd Party Congress (1966), thus his spomsorship of
Chernenko on this extreamely high party level coincided with
the extremely clcose political relationship between Brezhnev
and Kirilenko. Thus Kirilenko's political decline was not
an inevitable result of Chernenko's growing powver. The
reasopn Kirilenko became politically expendable for the
General Secretary in the late seventies was Brezhnev's sense

2%Jerry Hough, Sovi a hip in Transition
(Washingtog D.C?:'Bf o ng%i, %550%2p7'1537""“‘
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that Kirilenko's pover had grown to the point where it could
challenge his own. Brezhnev's own use of his position of
heir apparent to overthrow Khrushchev in 1964 was a precen-
dent for such a developaent. If Zhores Medvedev is correct
in asserting that Kirileuko had headed an effort to replace
Brezhnev at the time of the latter's illness in 1979,2¢
Brezhnev's evident alkandonment of Kirilenko in 1981-2 can
simply be traced to am act of lese majeste.

The mechanisa of Kirilenko's decline was not simply
Brezhpev's expressed personal preference for Chernenko, but
involved the nexus of policy and realpolitik. The emerging
policy and propaganda themes that were initiated at the time
of the 26th Party Congress (February 1981) heightened
Kirilenko's political vulnerability, especially the campaign
for ecomcmic intensification and the renewed drive to infuse
party cadre vith a "leninist" leadership style. Kirilenko
was associated with the traditional Soviet reliance on heavy
industry and a passe leadership style. Thus, Kirilenko was a
target for those looking to set blame for the economic slow-
down that occurred in the mid-seventies. As an advocate of
traditional management tecniques and investment priorities,
his advocacy wvas inimsical to the group of economic planners,
perhaps identified inappropriately as economic reformers in
the West, that wvere pushing innovations to achieve what the
Soviets call economic "intensification."

Kirilenko's political position may have been complicated
by the fact that he was the object of the anti-corruption
campaign that began to be publicized in late 1981.
Kirilenko's valnerability to charges of corruption may
involve Andropov in Kirilenko's fall. Kirilenko was linked
with former Interior Minister N.A. Schelokov2? as omne

'1983)"2““8 Medvedev, Andropov (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
: {

27Revoved as Interior Minister in December 1982.
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involved in shady dealings and the abuse of high positicn.28
It is possible that Andropov as head of the KGB possesed
evidence implicating Kirilenko in the sort of financial
peculation and fiduciary abuse for which lover level offi-
cials in the Soviet Union are often shot. Although
Andropov's role in Kirilenko's fall can only ke speculated
upon, Kirilenko's removal from the Secretariat and Politburo
worked to the advantage of Andropov. In the fall of 1981,
Kirilenkoc and Susiov nmust have appeared to Andropov to ke
more formidible obstacle to the General Secretaryship than
Chernenko.

Events in the Fall of 1981 indicated that Kirilenmko was
sufiering a serious political decline. The key event was the
debate over the that cccurred prior to the November Central
Comnittee Plenum. Tke tecnical issue wvas the revision of
the just effected 11th five-year-plan. The essence of the
issue was a modified version of the perennial light vs.
heavy industry debate. The problem for Soviet plamnners was
how to provide for a continued high rate of military
spending while accomodating a degree of increase in Soviet
standard of living. During the first decade of Brezhnev's
rule, key indicators such as consumption of aeat per capita
and wages showed a substantial improvement in Soviet living
standards. However, in the late seventies the growth rate
approached zero. With the example of Poland before then,
Soviet planners were forced to atteapt to mitigate the
effects of economic stagnation. Apart from locked-in defense
expenditures, a readjustment of investment priorities was a
reasonable first ster.

ixpe led from th Centtsl ¢3nm‘ttee in gune 1983. Schelokov
8 the most E{o. ent idividual affected by the anti-
corruption drive of the early Post-Brezhne?v era.

29R0y Medvedev, "Andropov's Pirst 100 Days", Dagens
g;,’rehruary 22, 1983? p. 4. 157, 2adens
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By November 16, 1981 the economic debate had been
resclved. Brezhnev told the plenum of the Cental Committee:
®I will begin with fcod. The problem of food is, on the
economic and political level, the central problem of the
vhole five year plan... The Politburo of the CPSU Central
Committee has supported the governament's proposal for
reducing by 30 billion Rubles the volume of capital invest-
ments and construction originally planned for the five-year
plan."29 The winners in the struggle were the government
econohic planners. On the Politburo level, it represented a
defeat for Kirilenko. Brezhnev then criticized by name the
ministers for construction, heavy industry, and industrial
construction, thus making absolutely clear which constituen-
cies lost the policy debate.

Kirilenko was then snubbed in the matter of awards. A
subtle shift in the relative strength of Kirilenko and
Chernenko was indicated by the honors that they received on
the occassion of their birthdays in September.39 Kirilenko
received an Order of the October Revolution for his
seventy-fifth birthday; Chernenko received the Order of
lenin and a second Haamer and Sickle Gold Medal for his
seventieth birthday. More significant was the fact that
the Chernenko award presention was more elaborate and
received more press coverage. While presenting the award to
Chernenkc, Brezhpnev gave him a very personal blessing:

¢

You (familiar) are of course a restless man. But this is
a gcod restlessness when you are thinking constantly of
how you can do more and 40 it better for the,countrx and
for the working geogle.,That is how a communist should
be. I know you do not like empty words... You bring to
evertnlng the pa;tg regulres 0f you efflczencg, acci-
racy, combined " with a éreatively bold approach.31

29pravda, Noveaber 17, 1981, p. 1.

30Andrei Kirilenkec, b. SeBt. 8, 1906. Konstantin
Chernenkc, k. September 24, 13911,

31Radio Moscow, September 24, 1981. Reported in FBIS,
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Curiously, all the Moscow-based meabers of the Politturo and

Secretariat attended the Kremlin ceremony honoring
Chernernko, except Kirilenko and Pel'she. Pel'she's absence
can be explained by the fact that he had been vacationing in
latvia since the beginning of September.32 Kirilenko's
absence may have beemn related to the growing competition
vith Chernenko.

Mihail Suslov, tlke kingmaker of the October 1964
anti-Khrushchev coup, died on January 25, 1982 after a ktrief }
illness. Suslov's prestige was such that, had he survived
Brezhnev, he might have been an interiam choice for General
Secretary. At the very least, Suslov would have replayed
the crucial role he played in the years after 1964 when his
support of Brezhnev was probably decisive in the latters
eventual ascendency. His departure had a profound psycolo-
gical effect as well. It wvas unlikely that a candidate
could suceed Brezhnev without Suslov's support while he
lived. But it is unlikely that Suslov would countenence any
overt moves against Brezhnev. Suslov's role as a guardian
of Brezhnev's prestige has surfaced often in speculation
concerning the death of the first deputy director of the
KGB, Semyon Tsvigun. Reportedly, Suslov reprimanded Tsvigun
for implicating Brezhnev's daughter Galina in an investiga-
tion of corruption invelving circus performers.33

Daily Report, Soviet Unjon, Sept. 25, 1981, p. R1.
325ovetskaya Latviva, September 2, 1981.
33Suslov's role is a gersxstent e%ggent in %he many

speculative accounts of the Tsvigun a ir. KGB
defector Vladimer Kuzichen's account in "Andro pov, the KGB

and Corru tlon in Russia", The Dai Te e ra h of London,
Jan. 23, pg 8-9. Also:__John Wo Scandals
ﬂave uoscou Ail bazz," Feb. 27, 198 2, an& #Wprfter Suslov's

Deat a String cf Soviet Surprlses," March 6, 1982, The New
T%l‘

agath of Semyon Tsvigun is an interesting footnote
to the Brezhnev succession, one that has drawn midch specula-
t10n fron Sovietologists and journalists. Unf ortunag { the
nteresting sg cu atxons concerning Tsvigun's dea f ar
has d on little redl evidence. A typical overdrawn account
of the Tsvigun affair appears in Andrew Nagorski's "The

38
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Apart from the structural chaange entailed by the eliai-
naticn of the two remaining collegues of Brezhmev frcm the

October 1964 collective and the psycological impetus given

»

to the succession struggle by Suslov's passing, the elimina-

tion of the two senior secretaries and Politburo members had

PO

an effect on the policy agenda of the succession year.
Suslov had been the Politburo member who initiated the prop-
aganda initiative against the Poles in the summer of 1981
and he had maintained the hard line on Poland that was a
factor in the declaration of martial law on December 13,
1981.34 Kirilenko had been the loser in the economic dekbate
in the fall concerning investment priorities. ,
Both the Soviet economy and Poland were key issue in
1981, and were inportant agenda items for the 26th Party
Congress held in February 1981. The report of the Congress
was essentially a compromise document, omne which did not
decide these key policy debates. Kirilenko's econoaic views
and Suslov's ideological stance on Eastern European affairs

Making of Androgov 1982," Harpers, February_ 1983. The
TIsvigun affair ,ully expi;cafég'probably would reveal much
about the d¥nam1cs of Soviet domestic politics about this
time. _The facts are_these: Gen. Semyon Tsvigun died ynex-
gectedly on January 20 2, a possible suicide. Tsvigun
ad been a close friend of Brezhnev's and had been
Brezhnev's eges and ears at the KGB since _the time of the
shakeup at that organization that involved making Androrpov
KGB Chief in 1967. When Tsvigun died, his obituafy was
signed by Andropov, Ustinov, Gorbachev and Chernenko;
Brezhnev ' was a noticeable ommission., According to rumors,
Brezhnev did not sign the obituary because of his
displeasure with thé investigation that affected _his
daughter, Galina. However, this supposition is drawn onlg
froma two facts, that Brezhnev_did sign the obituary and that
an investjgation wvas taklng place. %Subseguently, some of
the _principals were arrestéq.) . ] . o

IE in fact Brezhnev vas dissatified with Tsvigun, it is
ossible that the cause of the dissatifaction was oiher than
he investigation_ that centered around tha Moscow Circus, an
area of perlghetal interest a Head of State and the Party
boss, no matter how close his daughter was to circus O
performers. The rumors had it that Tsvigun committed suicide
after belng confronted by Suslov (It may have well been
Andrqgov, hecnenko, or any other promiient personage) with
coamitting a Eggx ggs in btinging the investigatioan to the
doorstep of thée” Gefieral Secretary. This element of the
theory 1s especially veak as it _1is unlikely that Tsvigun, as
an experienced a§ga§%§ch1k,wogld coamitted such a funda-
mental error. UT T €, 1t 1s possible to theorize that

39
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represented the traditional vantage points in these debates,
and the Congress report had to take their views into
account. With their passing from the scene the Brezhnev
consensus became that much narrower. Chernenko described
the problem of competing approaches to a Leninist social
development by suggesting a dichotomy between old and new:

A struggle betveen the old and pew _is taking place, and
not only creative but negetive tendencies eiist, Tlese,
for example, include parochialism and a narrow degart-
mental approach, bureaucratism and conservatism.3

The old/nev dicotomy was at the center of one of the funda-
mental issues of the succession year, "Leninist" leadership
style. The lenininist style, according to party ideologue
such as Chernenko, was opposed to what was characterized as
the "cld" approach. The fall of Kirilenko suggests that,
within the Politburo and its inch-wide spectrum of policy
differences, the willingness to innovate became a prime
political discriminator in the succession year.

Isvigun wvas 'set up' by a higher-up, like Andropov, but tiais
1s adving into the realm of pure speculation. 1 any g¢ase
Tsvigun'sS responsibility for the investigation of 'Boris the
GYpsy' has never been established. Further, the investiga-
tion  was carried on after Tsvigun's death resulting in
arrest of the principals._ If an attempt to protect_ Brezhnev
from adverse publicity_had been attempted, it singularly
failed; there was vorlcwide publicity of Brezhnev's_daugh-
ter's invclvement with circus performers. This result _could
not have pleased those who wished to cover up the scandal.
. The relationship Letween Tsvigun, Brezhanev and Chernenko
is nonetheless gerhane to events of the succession yearl
subsequent to TSvigun's death. Especially in relation to the
shift in the tog léadership of the KGB in May and Decemter
1982 and the role of Geyder Aliyev in the sucCcession, as.
Tsvigun had a close working relatioaship with Chernenko in
1951-2 when they both wvorked in Moldavia, and Tsvzgun vas
the head of the” Azerkaijan KGB when he recommended a
Egotoge to replace him when he became Andropov's deputy:
yder Aliyev

38Por Suslov's rcle in Polish-Soviet affairs ian 1981,
see Chapter 1.

3spravda, June 15, 1983.
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C. CHERNENKO BEGINS IO RUN

The Chernenko-Kirilenko contest was decided by late
January 1982, when Chernenko was the bemeficiary of the
reordering of the hierarchy after Mikhail Suslov's death.

On January 24, 1982 Chernenko was listed ahead of Xirilenko
in a report on the makeup of the Suslov funeral commission;
the order was: Grishipn, Pel'she, Chernenko, and Kirilenko.36
puring televised funeral proceeding, Chermenko appeared in
the front rank of mourners, with Brezhnev and Tikhonov,
ahead of Kirilenko and the rest of the Politburs. Chernenko
was nov second secretary behind Brezhmnev. At Suslov's
funeral, the hierarchy stood: Brezhnev, Tikhonov,
Chernenko, Kirilenko, Grishin, Pel'she, Gromyko, and
Andropov.

Chernenko was wvell placed to bepnefit Suslov's vacancy in
the Secretariat. He Legan to take on the attributes of a
candidate running for high office. Five days after the
Suslov Funeral, it was aanounced that Cherneako had left for
Paris as the head of the Soviet delegation to the Freach
Communist Party Congress. There had been no indication prior
to Suslov death that Chernneko would travel to Paris.
Suslov and Ponomarev had led the CPSU delegation to the PCF
Congress in 1972, and in January 1981, Marchais, leader of
the PCF, conferred with Brezhnev, Suslov, and Ponomarev in
Moscow. The fact that Chernenko was chosen to go to Paris
vas geared to enhance credentials as Brezhnev's heir in two
regards: It established him as Suslov's successor in
dealing with inter-party relationships; and it gave him
experience in diplomacy, a field in wanich he was perceived
to lack credentials.37

30; avda, January 24, 1982. The order was righted for
the obi that aggeared on Januarg 28, with Kifilenko
appearing akead of €rnenko. (Pravda, 3anuary 28, 1982.)

377 contemporaneous analysis by Micheli Tatu viewed the

41




A AR MAR Ca A AR A SN |

.....

As a close associate of Brezhnev, Chernerko was abie 1o
get foreignm policy exgerience not available to other
Politturo members. For example, on Octoper 26, 1981, he met
with Nicaraguan junta member Bayardo Arce,38 and two day
later he conferred witia the Yugosiav Ambassador.39 For
Chernenko, meeting fereign government rigures and amktassa-
dors, functions usually reserved for Brezhnev, Tikhomov, cr
Gromyko, was a sign of his special relationship with the
General Secretary. In terms of diplomatic experience, the
PFaris trip gave Chernenko a legy up on Aandropowv, wuo had
never led a CPSU delegation to a Western country or in fact
had ever officially travelled outside the communist
sphere.4¢

Chernenko may have been being jroomed for a foreign
policy rcle as early as the June of 1979, onply seven months
after his election te voting membership in the Politburo. In
June 1979, he accomrfpanied Brezhnev, Groayko and Ustinov to
the Vienna summit. Carter's appraisal of Chernenko's posi-

tion at summit meeting is interesting.

Most of our immediate attention was focused on the oqther
man of the Soviet team, Konstantin Chernenkq. We had
what we believed to be good intelligence information.
that Chernenko might well be the heir apparent, destined
to lead the Soviet Union whenever the leadershlp had to
change. 1hroughout our entire series of meeting in
Vienda, he never pade a DQoticeaple comment.” (1Y
emphasisj ¥

Paris trig a a2 legitimization of Chernenko's credendentials
as Brezhpev's sucessor. See Michel Tatu, "le Dauphin de M.
Brejnev?", Le Monde, February 4, 1982, p.3.

384oscovw TASS in English, October 26, 1981 regorted in
%ﬁﬁg, Daily Report, The Soviet Union, October 28, 1981,
39pravda, October 29, 1981, p.4.

. *OAndxopoi had still not trave%led to the dest at the
time of hilis election as Chairman of the Presidium of the

Supreme Soviet ir June 1983,

*lJimmx Carter, RKeeping Fajth (New York:3antam Books),
1982, p. 286.
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It is interesting to note in Carter's account how Gromyko's
active rcle contrasted with Chernenko's. Groayko's support
for Andropov in the succession contest, may have been rooted
in the fact that he felt a certain conteapt for Chermnenko's
foreign rolicy competence as opposed to tne experience
Andropov had accumulated as XKGB chief and member of
Politburo policy group oriented toward security issues such
as the Defense Council. It may also have entailed the under-
standing that Gromyko would continue to have near autonoamy
in the conduct of foreign policy. By the end of the
Brezhnev era, Gromyko was the dominant foreigm policy voice,
even perhaps to the exclusion of Brezhnev. According to
Zbigniew Brzeninski, it was in fact Groayko, not Brezhnev,
vho wvas the dominant figure for the Soviet side at the
Vienna Summit.+?

After Suslov's death, Chernenko assumed an expanded role
in relations vith foreign communinist parties. As the head
of a visiting delegation to the PCF Congress, Chernenko vas
within his competence as Suslov's successor. However, his
meeting with Prench Prime Minister Pierre Mauroy was not
routine and suggests an appreciation orf Chernenko's role as
a potential successor by both the French and Soviets. The
Chernenko-Mauroy talk achieved nothing of substance. MNauroy
used the occasion to lecture Chernenko on human rights
abuses in the Soviet Union and Soviet interference im Polish
internal affairs, subjects that probably were not on the
Soviet delegations agenda of topics for discussion. 1In his
first face-to-face discussion with a leader of a Western
nation, Chernenko called the French attitude on Poland
"exaggerated,” and voiced surprise that France would forau-
late "political conditions for the development of trade
exchanges between the two countries."® Chernenko added that

1983:23?1333?' Brzezinski, Power and Principle, New York:
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Soviet peace intenticns were "sincere, with no ulterior
motives."43 In addition to his meeting with Mauroy and
attending sessions of the Congress, Chernenko met with the
French Press, granting an interview to a freanch periodical.
When asked what the jobs were for individual Politburo
menbers, Chernenko refused to shed any light on the subject,
tut jokingly stated that "they all had emough work tc do."

When he returned to Moscow, Chernenko's position ahead
of Kirilenko in the party hierarchy was reconfirmed. Again
he stood ahead of Kirilenko at the funeral of General
Grushevoi in late Felbruary. The Grushevoi funeral was
significant as well in another regard. Television coverage
showved Brezhnev crying during the memorial ceremonies for
his o0ld war buddy. Erezhnev had, of course, had recourse to
venting his emotion in stressful situations in the past; for
example, during the Czech crises of 1968 Brezhnev was shown
crying on Czech Television. However, in the officially
sanctioned Soviet press, vhere even cigarettes were
airbrushed out of phctos of Stalin, the sort of human
fraility exhibited by the fila of Grushevoi's funeral was
rather remarkable. Brezhnev's cryiang over a dead frieand and
conteagorary, shown on television suggested that end of the
years of Brezhnev's rule was approaching.

Soon after this, it is rumored, Brezhnev publically
exhibited signs of apfrroaching senility. In early March,
the Moscow-based Politburo with notable exception of
Kirilenko, atteanded a performance of the play, And Thus We
Shall ¥ip, at the Moscov State Theater. The presence of the
Politburo at a performance meant that the content of the
play was being officially sanction. It treated the last
period of Lenin's life. As such, it was probably part of
Chernenko's caampaign to encourage a Leninist style of

.. %3AFP in BEnglish, February 6, 1982, regorted in S,
Daily Beport. ¥ésterp Europe, Pebruary 8, 1982, p. KT.
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leadership in the party.¢4 In the aiddle of the performance,
Brezhnev is reported to have blurted out, "look, Lenin's
. over there."

Kirilenko, whose political fortunes were on a steep
decline, disappeared completely during a critical phase of
the succession. Kirilenko's last public appearance until
May 1, 1982 vas on March 3. Rumors from a "Soviet source"
explained Kirilenko's absence by tae fact he was suffering
froa artereosclerosis,*S or he may just have been suffering
from a peclitical ‘'disease.' In mid-March, all members of the
Politburo, except Kirilenko, attended the All-Union Coagress
of Trade Unions. On Marchk 16, Chermenko, along with Ivan
Kapitonev, supervised the installation of Stepan Shalayev as
Chairsan of the Central Council of Trade Unioms, replacing
Aleksey Shibayev, who had been installed by Kirilenko at a

Lo previous congress in 1976.46 It is clear by the time of the
: . Trade Union Congress that Chernneko had becoae senior secre-
Yo tary supervising party cadces.

ey v 44The 12; had ofpened late in 1981 and had caused some
:3\4 controvers it a Eeared to favor NEpP-ty ge economic poli-
T cies. Additionall ere was criticism in” the play of a

certain unamed leader which was thought by some to refer to
Brezhnev. This is unlikely since the play received the

imprimatur cf the Brezhnev and Chernenko when they attended
a performance with other Politbhuro members. It is5 rumored

;u4 that the targeted unnaled lea er was ia fact Ki zéenko,

o which uag be substantiated Z the fact that not

3554 attend the with other n mbers of the Pol t uro. (Or he
o f may just have Deen ill.) hough the most likel Z possibility
b e cons dering the subject natter of the play and Chernenkq's
w—— to able sugport fof the production is that the unnaamed

- er is Stalin. Chernenko_had written negatively about
mienl Sta in. Accordlng tc Marc Zlotnik, several passages in

N Chernenko's vré criticize $ta11n and Stalinisia, _viz.:
N "stta es istdrtions wzthln the persomnality cult harmed
Y socialist democratization and garty and state b lldlng

Ta See: Marc z%ggnsgc "Chernenko's Platform," Problems of

e E é seems to have gan offxcxal agce tance slowl It
9 had opefied” for over a month when it received a avora bl

o, review in Pr %g% See: ;av%a, January 21, 1982 l The
W tlcle appe coxnczden on the day Suslov slipped
‘:ﬁ s igf 1 h

3 asSny Soviet Qfficial Unseen in Weeks," T

{2 Times, Maich 21, 1983. +" Ihe New lork
= eépravda, March 17, 1982. p. 1. It is significant in
ey 45
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. Brezhnev's health vwas suspect at this time. A scheduled

~ live television broadcast of a Brezhmev speech to the Trade
{;_ Union Congress was cancelled and a taped version aired the
?ﬁ next day. Then later in the month, a major address

lﬁg . concerning foreign pclicj, including an overture to the

$¥5 Chinese, that Brezhnev gave in Tashkent, capital of the
26 Uzbek S.S.R., was broadcast only in taped highlights. After
i‘l the incident at Grushevoi's funeral it appeared that a
;2? policy had Leen adopted to to protect Brezhnev from the

)

strain of lenythy performances in front of live television

cameras.
However, no media policy could protect Brezhnev from his

ovn failing health, which took a severe turn for the worse
in late March. He fell ill aboard a plane on a flight frosz

-

::.:‘" 15.’

V.
o Tashkent to Moscovw and was carried from the plane on a
xj: stretcher. When Brezhnev's returan from Tashkent was not
o
fﬁ broadcast on March 25, speculation began that he was ill, or
N even dead. In following days, there were indications that
' something was in fact wrong. A scheduled meeting between
1}& Brezhnev and the President of the People's Democratic
;5 Republic of Yemen was postponed. Brezhnev's personal physi-
jff cian, Yevgeny Chazov,4? cancelled a trip to Britain, and a
guard was put up around the Moscow clinic used by Politburo
Yy
{:4 meabers.*® It was rumored that at one point Brezhnev was
jﬁ: clinical dead, but that his physicians successfully resusci-
‘:ﬁ tated hix. Responding to the rumors, on April 5, the Soviet
- foreign ministry stated that Brezhnev vas on a "routine
0% vinter vacation."s®
>
§\,‘ - - -—uan = e
A0S
> ze ard to the ”1abor dlsc1g11ne" E n of the
- t-Brezhnev era that Chelnenko in replacing the ineffec-
oy tual Shibtayev initiated this campaign.
;E' ‘7Interest1n91¥ Chazoy was raised to full membership
. status in the Cehttal Committee at the May 1982 plenusm.
W0 s8nsoviet Leaders' Clinic Remains under Close Guard,"

g

The New York Times, April 4, 1982, p. 14
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D. CHERNENKO: ACTING GENERAL SECRETARY

By the end of March, with greghnev either near death or
on a "routine winter vaction" and Kirilenko completely out
of sight since March 3, Chernenko was as senior 2arty
Secretary the highest ranking functioning member of the
Politburo. Siance Suslov's death, the political situation
had evolved to the point that Chernenko had acquired immense
power in his bands. He was in charge of several Central
Committee Departments, adding Suslov's responsibilities to
his direction of the very important Central Committee
General Department that he had directed since 1966.
Additionally, he had usurped Kirilenko's position as senior
secretary in charge of cadres. At least four secretaries
vere reporting to Chernenko to some degree: Kapitomnev,
Zimianin, Rusakov, and Ponomarev. Chernenko chaired the
weekly meetings of tlke Secretariat and naturally played a
leading role in the regular Thursday meetings of the now
depleted Politburo. He no doubt was a leading force in the
Politburo Committee that drafted the economic report for the
May 82 Central Committee Plenua.

Chernenko was an ad hoc first secretary during this
period, which meant that to some extent, he was able to
deaonstrate the salient characteristics of a Chermnenko
administration. Probably, at this time he picked up ex
officio membership in the Defense Council (If he hadn't
already keen a member) and along with Tikhonov, Ustinov,
Gromyko, and perhaps Andropov formed a collective national
conaand authority in Brezhnev's absence.

. 49mSgviet Poreign Ministry says Brezhnev on Routine
Winter Vacation," New xggi Times, April 6, 1982, p. A6.
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TABLE IV
Active Moscow~Based Politburo, Barly April, 1982

Kenstantin Chernenko CC Secretary .

Nikolai Tikhorov Chairman, Council of
. Ministers

Yuri Andropov KGB Chief

Dmitri Ustinov Defense Minister

Andrei Gromgko Foreign Minister

Mikhail Gorbachev CC Selretary

Victor Grishin Moscow Party Boss

Chernenko's ideolcgical program was displayed in an
article he wrote in April for Kogmunist. The article
clearly established Chernenko's leading role as a leader
willing to innovate to achieve economic intensification and
his comaitment to a "leninist" style of party work. Part of -
this program was a willingness to engaje in criticisa of
deficient leadership and unsuccessful economic imnstitutioaus.
Of course, this had to be done within the context of ortho-
doxy to the essential precepts of Marxist-leninism. The
limits of criticisa that Chernenko was prepared to tolerate
were suggested by the fact that at the time taat he was
advocating self-criticisam within the CPSU, he used his posi-
tion as Suslov's ideclogical heir to cudgel the Italian
Communists for advocating pluralisa.

The core of the article dealt with the nexus of party
vork, proper leadership style and economic intensification:

Hars is caused by_ those econoaic_ leaders who prefer an

adminstrative style based strictly on directives, or

those who go_the other extreme and rely on econoamicg.

incentives’alome. Of course, economic’ incentives like

administrative directives are essential. Building

ggllgnISl just on working people's enthusiasm is dere
OFia.
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e
iéa Chernenko vent on to qualify his support for economic¢ incen-
e tives, stating that an appeal must also be made to worker's
i&‘ - "pride, professional honor, and ideological conviction."

:}ﬁ Although the article attempted to cover several bases, it
Kﬁ ) was clear that Chernenko was aligning himself with those

% © wishing to expand the scope of economic innovations. Most of
e the 'reforms' intended to increase labor productivity, the
‘:2 Schekino Plan, the Brigade Contract System, and the Abasha
Vf; agricultural plan, were based on economic incentives.

Y The themes that informed Chernenko's writings were by no
e means innovative or daring. Rather as chief ideologue he was
;tf waging a propaganda campaign aimed at mobilizing support for
;;} the consensus positicn on econonic intensification, though
o - such a campaign would be of more interest to certain

ak constituencies than cothers. The constituency for which
;g, Chernenkc spoke was to a degree defined by its position in
SQ, the bureaucracy, being contituted by government and party
s official concerned with economic productivity. HMoscow
I insiders sensed that during this period Chernenko was
fﬁa appealing tc younger party leaders seeking fundamental

.5 changes, as opposed to more cautious, incremental policies
}ﬁ% being favored by traditionalist.%? This conjecture is

) supported by Chernenko's favorable reference to new as

JQ opposed to old style of leadership in his June 1983 Plenun
fsg speech.
o In retrospect, two facts about the April Kommupist

K article are significant in regard to events in the

3; Post-Brezhnev era. 7The first is the call for labor disci-
\l‘ pline. Chernenko castigates the "unlawful earichmeant of all
¥§ sorts of dodgers, speculators, rogues, and scroungers." The
ou second pocint is that the article as a whole is a wvirtual
2 draft of Chernenko's report to the June 1983 plenum and the
"

& -

‘?ﬁ The :°ggsko Dodegé-:ror SS‘ ¥985?i;: iiig?ce Is Golden,"
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o~ subsequent Central Ccmmittee resolution. A textual analysis
,7 indicates that many of the same arguments are recapitulated
k?: ) and the same catch phrases occur. For example, the state-
> ment: “The ruilding of Communisa is not-a great favor to the
%;: nasses; it is their vital concern," occurs in both the
N Kompunist article and the plenum report, both occuring at
~- the conlusion of the argument. Besides demonstrating the
ifg enduring stolidity of Soviet prose, this fact indicates that
'$E$ Chernenko was at the center of the group formulating propa-
! ganda themes and ideclogical matters throughout the period
iﬁu of 1982-3.51
f; Apart from the appointment of Shalayev as the head cf
o Trade Unioas in March, there were no other significant
A personnel appointments during the period of Chernenko's
*:; ascendencey. Georgi Tsinev was named as first deputy to
;ti Andropov at the KGB in March replacing Tsvigun, but this was
:J : a routine promotion.S2 Actually, the Tsinev and Shalayev
;:ﬁ appointments were made in the period prior to Brezhnev's

illness. The dispensing of patronage was evidently put on
hold while the outcome of Brezhnev'!s iilaess was in doubt.
In late March and early April, Chernenko's chief public
efforts were in the fields of ideology and propaganda. The
April Kcmaunist article was the center of this effort, but
the themes struck in the article were echoed the publication
of the second edition of his book, Questions of the Rork of
the Party apd State Apparatus, in ¥ay,53 and the well
orchestrated press campaign that reviewed and publicized the
book. By mid-summmer, virtually every major journal and

$1Cf. Konstantin Chernenko, Kommupist, April 1982, No.

For Chernenko's Plenum report_and the Central Committee
resolution, Pravyda, June 15, 1983, p 1-3; June 16, p. 1-2.

SMsoviet Reports Appointment of Daeputy Chief of the
RGB, " The Nes Tobk TipeBr Narch ¥sot18880tf.C32

(MoscoySEBSSE, 3BT Bagtirsedo i dosudarstvennogo apparata,
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2 50

ATy e



. -':". ——
PRI
Sty Ay

LA

s

newspaper had chipped in with a laudatory review of
Questions of the Work of the Party and State Apparartus. A
typical review ran: “Chernenko stressed the role of the
26th Party Congress as 'the determining event in the period
waich bhas now begun,' he expands on the theme of ‘'Leninist’
style of leadarship, and states that the main task of the
CPSU is 'steadily improving the people's material and spir-
itual life and creating the most favorable conditions for
the all round develofment of the individual."S+

A significant issue in the succession is the question:

Was Chernenko able to establish a client chain in the top
leadership in the months after Suslov's death? As has been
shown, the system of nomenklatura had been in the main
quiescent during the Winter and early Spring. However,
Chernenko was able to garnish support in two ways:

1. Be was in a sense the custodian of Brezhnev's
patronage net and functioned as a conduit to the
General Secretary.

2. Chernenko as propagandist had virtuaily unlimited
access to the official media and he could use the
media to speak for various constituencies.

Superficially, these look 1like ephemeral advantages.
Malenkov enjoyed similiar advantages and was defeated by
Khrushchev who had acquired a substantial number of clients
during his period as Moscow and Ukrainian Party Boss, as
well as his years as Party Secretary in charge of cadres
inmediately prior to Stalin's death.S5% However, Chernenko's

SaReview of Chernenko's Questions o the Hork... "The
ggg&s{mgor%ggg Duty of ComnugI§!37"£7 z‘rgtar_; KPSS.

SSMalenkov su ervlsed the a;tz apgaratus from 1948-50.
In. 1950 Khrushc was olinted he Secretariat,
Malenkov frca 1950- began o function more and gmore aand
Stal;n's deput g eavxng the runnin of the part to
Khrushchev. A hrushchév had alrea established ower
bases _as Part leadet in the Ukraine and the Moscow Gorkca,
e a% formidable foundation tg work ugon when he began to
work for the Central Committee of the CP

51




ni delegates to the 20th Party Congress, and these do_not
T inclade suggotters that he gaiped during his tenure as Party
Y Secretary after 1950. (Jerfy Hough and Merle Fainsood, Ho¥
22 the Sovjet Union is Governed, pp. 200-4.) -
R SéInterviewv with Shevardnadze by V. Kozhemiako and G.
L /] lebanidze, "The Leader's Authority,"™ Pravda, 14 May, 1983,
.:_‘,
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advantages vwere considerable within the context of the
Politkuro as it had evolved by April 1982. With the passing
of Suslov, and the political demise of Kirilenko, no other
menber c¢f the Politburo could nmatch Chernenko's client
system, even if it vere held at one remove.

Party Secretary Vladimir Dolgikh, Azebaijani Party First
Secretary Geidar Aliyev, and Georgian Party First Secretary
Edouard Shevarnadze were aligned with the plans for econoaic
intensification teing pushed by Chernenko. They all more or
less embodied the precepts of "Lerinist" leadership and new
managerial style that Chernenko favored. Part of the the new
managerial style, especially characteristic of Shevarnadze
and Aliyev's rule in their respective Union Republics, was a
wilingness to emfploy a certain ruthlessmess in shaking up
conplacent beuracracies and inefficient enterprises.
Shevardnadze described an instance of managerial
salfeasance:

There was a time when nepotism, favoritism, and localisa
vere widespread in cur republic. What coula_be mnore,
contrary to Leninist pr1nc1gle$ than promotion by wire
gulllng rather than on the basis of a man's real attri-
utes?...Throwvbacks to the past still occur. Here is a
case for you a memker of our Central Committee apparatus
talephoned a party raikom and ordered that a friend of
his, an unworthy man... be set up as chairman of the
talqn_gggr bsoiils. When this became known an immediate
decisiol ﬁ§§‘také . .There is no place for such a man
either in the Central Committee of in any leading work
at all. And he was runished to teach others a leSson. 6

.The, manner in wh%ch a gouer%ul Secretar{ San cause a
shift in power through the se of patronage 1s demonstrated
hg the tenure of Malenkov _and Khfushchev as Secretarg in
chargqe_of Cadres. After Malenkov, reilaced Zhdanov in 1948,
35 of 58 first secretaries of reqiona gar;y conmittees were
replaced. During Khrushchev's pirge of the party apparatus
in 1954-5, only 20% of these Malenkov nomineés had_not been
demoted. Khrushchev's of the Party. Hough considers that
ktecause of his key Party positions "in the Ukraine and the
Moscow Gorkca, Khrushchev controlled at least 25% of the
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The natural locus for support rfor economic intensifica-
tion was the Presidium of the Council of Ministers. It was
this body under Malenkov and Mikoyan that attempted to
forwvard a program of economic reform in November 1953 and
which, under Kosygin in 1964-5 and again in 1970, tried to
move the Soviet economy away from traditional investament
priorities. PFinally, in 1981-2, it appears that the the
economists at Gosplan and the Council of Ministers were
having a say in determining Party policy. In delivering his
report the the Novemler 1981 Central Committee Plenun,
Brezhnev used the formula, *“The Politburo of the Central
Committee supports the Governments request..," which was a
significant indication that the role of the Council of
Ministers in the economy was expanding. The Chairman of the
Council cf Ministers, Nikolai Tikhonov, though no innovator,
for bureaucratic reasons was aligned with the trend toward
inpovations. During the period in late March and early April
when Chernenkd was £filling in for Brezhnev, Tikhonov was the
closest to Chernenko in teras of policy affiliation among
the members of the Pclitburo.

As an institutional entity, the economic managers
attached to the Council of Ministers favored economic inno-
vations, engaged in criticism of the economy, and favored a
shift in investment priorities away from heavy industry. On
April 23, the USSR Council of Minister met to review "the
fulfillment of the USSR state plan for economic and social
development and the USSR state budget for the first quarter

2.

.. That the above was not an isolated instance and the the
villingness of the new managers to use the "new broom" tech-
nigue is indicated from these laconic reaarks b{ .
Shévardadze: "Of course the establishment of authorit
requires constant dedication., Anyone who_is not capable of
this has no place aagng the leadership. For example:; When we
started our work following the resolution on the’ Tblisi
Gorkom, several ministers and party raikom officials handed
in theilr resignations. They realized that the new, far mcre
complicated tisks were beyond their powers." (Ibid.)
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e of 1982," i.e., the blueprint adopted by the Central
N Committee in November 1981 at the suggestion of the govern-
f - ment. The minister's note that personal income had Lteen

-

RN 7,

rising and domestic construction was being carried cut orn a

‘.
. 8 2
0.

A large scale. However:

"

At the same time seious shortcomings in the fufillment
of plan targets were noted at the Session. The produc-

N tiob Elan wvis underfulfilled by enterprises in ferrous
Y nmetaliurgy, the constructioh materials industry, light

. industry, fhe meat and dairy industry and certain other.
o sectors.
{Lg The Council of Ministers stated that almost the entire non-
e military sector of the economy was in trouble and prescribed

< a list of reforms, guided by the precepts of the 26th Party
f“' Congress, and specifically the Central Committees decisions
at the November 1981 Plenum. Tikhonov presided over the

”

’\E meeting, which was also attended by Dc¢lgikh, Central

Ef Committee Secretary in charge of heavy industry.S?

S During the spring of 1982, with Chernenko's influence on
\ . the ascendent, his group of supporters benefited, not only
’;ﬁ by being associated with the dominant policy line at the

Ei% time, tut by receiving other leadership perks as well.

3

Extensive press coverage was given to the ideas and activi-

ties of Aliyev and Shevarnadze, whose regimes in Azerbaijan
and Georgia were held up as economic and managerial models.

Y
h = NN

.o TASS reported on Shevardadze's views on improving the tea
".

:g crop, an indication that for the Tass editors Shevardnadze
}4‘ possessed a near universal competance to pontificate on just
»jﬁ about any subject.S® On April 26, the Order of Lenin was
43' presented to the City of Tblisi, and in Septenmber,
J.. . .
X Azerbaijan received the same award. In April 1982, Aliyev
~ S

e

3N S?pravga, April 24, p.2.

- S8TASS Domestic Service, reported in FBIS, Daily Rerort,
6 Ihe Soviet Onjon, April 14, 1982. p. R 6.
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was selected to make a goodwill trip to Mexico. Such an
unusual trip outside the Soviet Union for an Azeri Party
First Secretary was an indication that Aliyev was held in
high favor by the leadership.59? Dolgikh was promoted to
candidate status in the Politburo aiter the May 1982 plenum,
and Aliyev was promoted at the November 82 plenum to full
status. Had Chernenkc's ascendency in the Secretariat
remained unchallenged, the group of his associates would
have benefited even further.

However, Chernenko's ascendency ia party affairs, propa-
ganda and the formulation of domestic policy did not extend
to security issues and foreign policy. Thus, though the
logic of political events in March-April 1982 would point to
growing political power for Party Secretary Chernenko, a
counter trend develored, involving political cohesion among
Politburc members responsible for security and foreign
policy issues. The alliance between Andropov, Gromyko, and
Ustinov that occurred during the period of Brezhnev's
absence wvas a result of concern with tae evolution of
economic policy, Chernenko's ascendency (which perhaps
threatened the collective leadership), and the sense that
Brezhnev's successor should emerge from the ranks of those
in the foreign policy establishment who had been most
responsible for guiding the Soviet Union to superpower
status in the Sixties and Seventies. Brezhnev's absence
from Moscow, which was an opportunity for Chernenko to cut
his teeth as party leader, ironically also provides the
context of a challenge to Chernenko's growing power Ly a
coalition that was led by Andropov.

S9The selection c¢f a Caucasian Party First Secretary to
ke an emissary to a third wcerld country is not_unusual ¥
Soviet standards. What makes Aliyev an unlikely candidate
in this particular case is that Aliyev as a Muslim did not
match ug well vith the fact that MeXico has a largely Roman
Catholic¢ population.
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After he left Tashkent on March 25, Brezhnev was out of
public view for about 4 weeks. By April 21, the rumor that
he had died had circulated extensively in Moscow. The rumor
had been started by the foreign diplomatic and press corp
which had taken note of activity at the Central Committee
building.é9 Brezhnev appeared on April 22, 1982 at Lenin's
Birthday celebratioa, conspicuously remaining for Yuri
Androgpov's speech in order that his presence be noted by
television cameras.®?! Brezhnev's death was the wrong infer-
ence to make from the evidence of unusual political activity
in Moscowvw. In actuality, discussions were being held anmong
the leadership in prepation for the May Central Coamittee
Plenun.

60Paris AFP in Englisa, April 21, 1982, reported in
EBIS, Daily Report, S@viet 0Onion,

61pDoder, op. Cit..
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ol IIX. THE PINAL BREZHNEY CONSENSUS

Sﬁ | '

N A. THE ANDROPOV FACTOR

i The celebration held in the Kremlia on April 22, 1972

‘ij commenorating Lenin's Birthday occured in a political milieu

x;f dominated by the impending succession and the evolving

 5€ contest retween Party Secretary Konstantin Chernenko and KGB

i’ Chief Yuri Andropov. The chief significance of the event

- was that it marked the return of Brezhnev to public view,

g@ his first appearance since Marck 25. Brezhnev was able to

a?ﬁ walk to the podium and stood unaided during the playing of

:i the Soviet national anthem. In terms of public perceptions

‘\ﬁ Andropov benefited by being the main speaker at the well

«&; publicized rally, but Chernenko was not ignored by the

;ﬁ. ) cameras either. During Andropov's speech, Brezhnev turned
to chat with Chernenkc on at least one occasion that was

§_w captured by the television camera.%42 At the rally, Chernemnko

*Eﬁ appeared to rank third in the hierarchy while Andropov

ranked perhaps sixth or seventh. Kirilenko and Pel'she
remained absent.

A2 Andrcpov's Lenin's Birthday address was the only major

i,; address that he delivered in 1982 before being elected

3‘1 General Secretary. The fact that Andropov wvas chosen to

Tl make the speech indicates very little in terms of his bid

;;: for a position in the Secretariat. This was the third time

’2 Andropov had spoken on this occasion. (Cherpnenko had given

:: the Lenin's Birthday address in 1981.) Andropov did not use

&: the occasion to make a strong policy speech or delineate an

- "Andropov Program." The address stuck close to-the consensus
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formulations that derived from the 26th Party Congress. In
terns cf policy, Andropov's speech was of secondary impor-
tance and was probably to an extent derivitave of
Chernenko's April Kompunist Article. The day before
Androgpov's speech, TASS broadcasted a review of Chernenko's
Kommupist article, which in a sense established the frove-
nance of the propaganda themes of Andropov's address.s3
Andrecpov's address was non-controversial, reflecting
consensus views, concentrating on the theme of economic
revitalization, promipnent since the November Plenunm.

The main sphere of the the activity of the people is the
e¢conony. Therefore, it is here that there is so much
significance in the conscientious creativity of the .
nasses, their ipnitiative and spontaneous activity, their
deszie and ability to work honestly. The party's
requirement that ever¥ person be reached clear

reflects the concern that this "everyman" should not be
lost sight of as a personality, that his voice and his
opinion “should be heard and taken into account.%*

To a Westerner, the fact that a KGB chief would evince such
tender ccncern far the Soviet everyman seems a bit odd.
Hovever, Andropov vas merely reiterating the then current
line on socialist democracy. Andropov's speech somewvhat
Faraphrases:

Rights and freedoms have a clearly expressed aim: to
drav the broad mass of the people into the management of
the state and society. This is the essence of Socialist
democracy. Lenin said: "Political l;bertg means the
fggedou 2§ the people to arrange their public, state
affairs.

-

63Tags International Service in Russian, April 21, 1982,
ﬁgggttg% by FBiS., Beport, Sovjet Union, April 28,

¥ -

64Moscov Domestic Service in Russian, April 22, 1982,
feggrted in IBis, Dally Report. soviet Ufiod, april 23,

’ - -

é3Konstantine Chernenko, H i S in Soviet Societ
(New Ycrk: Internaticnal Puﬁ.f%gggs%%g%§'7%£ 20viet Society
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This is from a Chernenko work that was a belated propaganda i
respose to Carter's Human Right's policy. The comparison
demonstrates the lineage of the "ideas" in Andropov's
speech. Sharing the same proéaganda themes, the speeches of
Andropov and Chernenko could have be written by the same
speechwriter, as is indeed likely in some cases. Although
Andropov's and Chernenko's policy orientation only slightly
differentiated in the months prior to Brezhnev's death, the
dif ferences were significant in that they reflected the
competing constituencies that supported the candidates
rather than a divergence in policy.

On May 24, 1982, Andropov's appoiantaent to the Central
Committee Secretariat was announced, making apparent that
Androgov would contest Chernenko for the Brezhnenev succes-
sion. Andropov most likely began to politic for the post of
General Secretary only after Suslov's death, quite apart
from whatever ambitions he held prior to this date. Suslov
kept the 1lid on succession maneuvering as long as he was
alive, and the fact that his death portended an accelerated
succession struggle was apppreciated iamediately by H
Sovietologist in the West and, it appears, by politiciams
vithin the Soviet Union. 6

Andropov had been considered a possible candidate for
the succession for a long while. Analogously to the situ-
ation pertaining to Cardinals considered papabile prior to
the election of a nev Pope. Elements of Andropov's creden-
tials were his persopal gqualities, his sophistication and
intelligence, qualities apparent at least in reference to
his Politburo collegues. These characteristics have
impressed Western analysts. Jerry Hough wrote in a

6‘8 gi erenczi “la disparation de M. Socuslov
:1s§ e Ro es equ1 bres r 3xles au sein du bureau
ne, Janua g g
{a it Suslov Gone" ghe New York
x;;gg, eb. 1982, p 23.
59




~ fre-succession analysis, "If the Central Committee selects

0 the best-qualified major contender as Brezhnev's successor,
then it will surely select Andropov."6? By March 23, rumors
were circulating Moscow that Andropov preferred "a political
to a police 'role.'"&® The rumor campaign in Moscow was the
smoke to the fire of the restructuring of the Politburo that
occurred coincidentally with Brezhnev's fourweek illness
that began on March 26. Except for unofficial reports,
there were no indications of maneuvering among the top lead-

2%
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ership. Nevertheless, they were occurring. On May 1, 1982,
Andropov appeared to rank eighth in the hierarchy atop
Lenin's toab. Significantly, in Baku, the capital of
Azerbaijan, Andropov's portrait was hung fourth, behind
Brezbnev's Tikhonov's, and Chernenko's.%? This was a good
indicator of Andropov's enhanced status, as the year before,
Chernenkc's portrait bhad been bhung fourth in Baku, which
anticipated Chernenko's official change of status by six
sonths or more. Then on May 24, Andropov was appointed as
Central Comnmittee Secretary, the first unambiguous pablic
sign since Suslov's death that Andropov was positioning
himself as a candidate to be Brezhnev's successor.
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Andropov's growing political strength was demonstrated
tvo days later when be stepped down as KGB chief, completing
the transfer from a "police" to a "political" role, and
Vitali Fedorchuk, the head of the Ukrainian KGB, was named
as his replaceaent. The appointment of Fedorchuk was ispor-
tant in that it demonstrated that Andropov could block
Chernenkc in matters of personnel appointments.?9
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é7Hough, op. cit. "Soviet Succession: Issues etc." p.32.

é6s8paris APP in EBnglish, March 23, 1982, Reported in
IBIS, 1he Soviet Upiod, Dally Beport, March 24, 1982, p. B7.

\;

ronanot Si8o 2 BRI B2R2GRE Badh 00Ty, 1002
709KGB Chief Sgitg for Higher Duties,"” The New York

A Iiaes, day 27, 19
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Finally, on May 31, capping Andropov's political efforts
of the Spring, Andropov stood ahead of Kirilenko at an cere-
sony during which Brezhnev received a aedal from Le Duan. 7?1
Chernenko and Andropov were now one/two ir the Secretariat
behind Brezhnev.

B. POLICY AND THE ANDROPOV COALITION.

The wilieu for Andropov's precipitous rise in the hier-
archy was the power vacuuz that existed after Suslov's
death, a situaticn exacerbated by the absence of Kirilenko
during the months of March and April and, more iamportantly,
Brezhnev's absence for a month after March 20. It was prob-
ably during this period, in late March and early April that
Andropov put together the coalition that secured his
election on May 24 as Central Committee Secretary. This
occurred in spite of Chernenko's ascendency in party and
economic affairs. By May 1, when Andropov's picture was
hung fourth in Baku, it is likely that the decisions
involving the stréngthening of Andropov's position vis-a-vis
Chernenko were already weeks old.

The core of Andropov's winning coalition im the Spring
vas defined along essentially policy-orientation lines in
the diminished ruling Politburo of Chernenko's regency (See
table IV). With the absence of Suslov, Kirilemko, and
Brezhnev, the key Politburo-led committee, the Defense
Council, wvas reconstituted. The membership of this tody at
this time wvas: Chernenko, acting first secretary; Androgov,
KGB Chairman; Ustinov, Defense Minister; Gromyko, Foreignm
Minister; and Tikhoncv, Chairman of the Council of
Ministers. The membership of the Defense Council at this
time wvas probably identical to the membership in the early

Tiprayda, June 2, 1982, p. 1.
61
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ii Post-Brezhnev era as identified by Vernon Aspurturian.?2
N Within the Defense Ccuncil group there was a natural 1ivi-
- . sion Ltetveen members with essentially domestic
ii Constituencies, and members with primary national security
."l !
~y
R
™
5& TABLE V
0 Constituencies of Members of Defense Council, April 1,
jb 1983
\

X BRassie iiaigply Secumier

2 Tikhonov Gromy
3 Ustxnov
sQ
=,
a1
‘
AY
%q
N ;interests. (See Table V). Tikhonov was a member of the

Council ¢x offjicio as Head of Government and likely had
little input in security policy decisions. Chernenko's
experience in foreigm affairs wvas limited and had been

% acquired only recently, and for a senior Soviet leader he
bad a noticeable paucity of associations within the Soviet
military.?3 Andropov, Ustinov and Gromyko were concerned
that the Soviet international position not be constrained by

Py 72Ve on As t rian, "Sov;et Forei n Polxcy at the
48 Crossroa elivered _to Ih$ o %% the
- sgg June 26-9 re h% Pe
f noted that the const;tuencs of tﬁe
c

_ Defense Coun wvas probably revealed during the tober 29,
o 1982 K renl n neetln hetve n_the party hlerarchy and the

- lzlltary c 1efs. With the deletioh of Brezhnev, this groug
e (And rogov etnenko Gron ko, Ustinov, and Txﬁhonov) formed
2 the ma 3efensecgo akan group at the time of

AN rezhnev's abs arch and subsequent to Breznev's
o eath. They al so were the Polxtburo partiCipants in the

b October 29 ting.

A

o 7=z :es dvedey, Andropov (Oxford, Uk: Basil

iy Blackvel 95 , P98 ( ‘
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the regquirements of dcmestic econoaic developaent.
Certainly, Gromyko, who had been the key foreign policymaker
in the Politburo since the late seventies, did not wish to
see his authority pass to ghernenko. Apart from the group
wvith national security interests, others in the leadership
were concerned that the campaign for economic inteansifica-
tion might be imglemented at too gquick a pace.

The Politburo maneuverings that took place prior to
Androfpov'!s election to the Secretariat by the Central
Committee represented Chernenko's first serious political
setback 1n 1982. Andropov was able to secure the support of
the essentially the same forces that were instrumental in
his November election as General Secretary. According to a
Soviet source with access to the Central Committee, this
group included Ukrainian Party First Secretary, V.V.
Shcherbitskii.?* On the other hand, a group with primary
responsitility for the economy coalesced around Chernenko at
this time. The "special working group" of the Politkuro
charged with drafting the Pood Program that Brezhnev identi-
fied in his May 1982 Central Committee Plenum Report was
functioning at this time.?% Chernenko unquestionably headed
this group, which, after all, determined the Party Progran
through the mecahnism of the May Plenuam resolution.

Although Andropov'’s move to the Secretariat was in a
sense a victory for anti-Chernenko forces, the policy and
personnel changes effected by the May Plenum and the subse-
guent appointaent of Fedorchuk as Andropov's replacesent
taken in total appears to be a compromise result,

Certainly, there is nothing in the eveats of May to suggest
that the Andropov victory had been at the expense of

7eangesterners Eeat Talk That Andropov May Have Been
g;ctor in a Struggle New York Tihes, NOv. 15 1982, p.

;;?aiggxn E‘giish Aay 2u, g98%98§eport§d in FBIS, Daily
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ff Brezhpev's authority. The Plepum resolution, the last cI
. the Brezhnev era, concerned itself wita food production,
\ . Brezhnev's pet issue.
133 : %hile Andropov's election to the Secretariat wvas a
1 political setback for Chernenko and portended his defeat in
ji, November, it does not follow that Andropov was an unaccep-
table to Brezhnev as a senior party secretary. As well as
té holding similiar policy positions, Andropov and Brezhnev
e evidentialy had a cordial personal relationship, with
5& Andropov occupying an apartment upstairs from Brezhnev in

the apartment house on Kutezovskii Prospekt. Although
Brezhnev no doubt favored Chernenko to be his successor, his

%ﬂ chief concern was to insure the continuity of his policies.
‘15. In this sense, Andropov's election as General Secretary was
v accertable. It is unlikely that Brezhnev had second

?;i thoughts about Androgcv, of the type Lenin expressed in his
;ﬁ last Testaaent concerning Stalin In any case, the key

}i: discussions involving Andropv's transfer probably took flace
“ prior to April 22, that is, while Brezhnev was still recu-
;@ ) perating. Presented with a fait accompli upon his raturn to
ﬂﬁ Moscovw, Brezhnev's illness thus rendered him passive in this
o

] key debate.

» Chernenko's argument opposing Andropov's move to the

4 Secretariat vas that such an important personnel change

o should be postponed until after the succession and that the
most iamportant issue to be addressed by the May Plenum was

éﬁ the Food Program. After losing his bid to prevent Andropov
N, from moving to the Secretariat, Chernenko made an effort to
éu place a political ally in the post of KGB chief. Chernenko
ﬁ‘j vas unable to attain this objective, because a Politburo
gﬁ majority did not want to risk the potential eventuality of
?: ) Chernenko becoming General Secretary and having an ally as
ig KGB chief. This would be a high risk scenario, reminiscent
§§ of the Malenkov-Beria diumverate in the months after

% 64
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Stalin's death. The candidates Chernenko proposed were
likely Chebrikov and Aliyev. However, again Andropov was
able to block him, by astutely naming a candidate witn
connections to n&ither himself or Chernenko.

Chernenko g:oposed two candidates on the Politburo's
behalf, but a third, proposed by Andropov, was
electe&—-an unprece&ente event in_the Central )
Committee. Brezhnev avoided being directly involved in
the confrontation. 74

Reportedly, Aliyev was dissapointed with not getting the top
RKGB job.??

The appointment of Fedorchuk has all the earmarks of a
political ccmpromise scrupulously wrought to preserve a
delicate political eguipose, rather than an Andropov power
play. Senior to Fedorchuk were Tsinev and Chebrikov, both
first deputy charman of the KGB. But both likely were
politically unacceptable to Andropov because of close asso-
ciation with Chernenko through Brezhnev. One former asso-
ciate of Fedorchuk's has claimed that the Ukrainian was
Brezhnev's choice for the top KGB job,?® a possibility that
reinforces the notion of Brezhnev as an arbiter in the
Chernenkc-Andropov struggle.

The shift of Andropov from the KGB to the Secretariat
involved one of the most sensitive issues in Soviet domestic
politics, the relaticnship betwein the head of the KGB and
the General Secretary. The subordination of the security
forces to the political authorities had been firmly estab-
lished after the fall of Beria inm July 1953, after which the

rTénAndropov _a Cautious No. 1," la Stampa (Turin Dec
12, 1982, pp i-2+ »" La Stampa ( ),

T pliyev, Rising Star in the Kremlin," Los Angeles
Times, Novdaber 29, 1982- p.i. entin,” 208 adaeles

?8peter Deriabin with T.H. Bagleg "Fedorchuk, The
%5353, and_the succession,™ Qrbis, V 1. 26, No. 3, Fall

¢+ P. 630.
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'&: former Ministry for State Security (MGB) was reestablished
:i: as merely a State Committee (KGB). The October 1964 collec-
{: . tive evidently further defined the KGB role by establishing
5& an unstated rule that the the occupants of %the position of
:E Chairman of the KGB should not be a client of the General
;ﬁ Secretary. Neither Semichastrei nor Andropov were Brezhnev

clients; the former was associated with Schelepin and when
he was purged in 1967, Andropov's candidacy to replace hin
was forvarded by Suslov.7?79 Events during the succession year
confirm this policy. While the succession was in doubt,
Fedorchuk, an essential neutral candidate was placed at the
head of the KGB. After Andropov's election, Fedorchuk was
replaced by Chebrikov in December. Chebrikov attended the

ale)
o 8t

oy

(7

‘Es same Metalurgical Institute in Dnepropetrovsk as Tikhonov?®o
' and was associated with Chernenko through the Brezhnev

?fj client chain. Thus, the desired balamnce between the General
ﬁf Secretary and KGB Chief was again achieved by Dec 1982.

(1\ C. THE CONSENSUS ON THE ECONOMY: THE FOOD PROGRAM

fﬁ The food program announced by the May Plenum indicated
;ﬁ that the top leadership was still inclined to support

8 economic programs designed to enhance Soviet standard of
_:_ living. This was based on the belief that increased

j:g consumer welfare could yield increases in labor produc-

155 tivity. The election of Andropov to the Secretariat was
¥~

79Androrov'!s role in the collective leadersaip_indicates
o that he was aligned to Suslov_and his rise in the leadership
: may have countefed by the early seventies the increasing

- welght of Brezhnev's clients in the Politburo. To insurfe
T that the KGB would not gu:sue policies hostile to the

el General Secretary, twc Brezhmnev clients, S.K. Tsvigua and
V.S. Chebtrikov were named Andropov's immediate deputies.
These clients included Kirilenko and Shcherbitskii (members

E of Brezhpev's Dnegropetrovsk Group) the defense minister,
N Marshal A.A. 3rechko (a Brezhnev 1n-law), and D.A. Kunaev
- who worked under Brezhnev during his period as Kazakh part
$\ First Secretary.

:é 80Zhores Medvedev, Andropov, p.121.
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irrelevant to this policy trend, but the upgrade of
Dolgikh's status to candidate member of the Politburo was irc
line with the trend tcward economic intensification.

In his report to the Central Committee, Brezknev stated
that measures to provide the country's population with food-
stuffs within the shortest possible period was an urgent
economic and sociopolitical task.®! Brezhnev's mentioned the {
constancy with which the party had attempted to imprave |
agricultural production under his leadership, citing the
improvenents in the lives of the rural population and the
increased investment in the agricultural sector that
followed the March 1965 Central Committee Plenum.
Realistically, though, Soviet agriculture remained the
weakest part of the Soviet economy. The perennial nature of
the food problem in the Soviet Onion was underscored by the
fact that the the Brezhnev era opened and closed with
Central Committee Plenums devoted to the problem of agricul-
tural production.t?

The Soviet Union had had poor harvests since 1979. The
1581 harvest had fallen perhap 40 million metric tons short
of the planned grain production figure. Even though
Brezhnev had abandoned autarky in temperate zome food prod-
ucts in the early seventies, these shortfalls caused
enduring prcblems for the Soviet government. The crisis in
Poland loomed as an example of social turmoil resulting from
food shortages. In fact, the Moscow leadership had to coge
with a butter shortage in Moscow in December of 1981, which
coincided with the period of crisis leading up to the decla-
ration of martial law in Poland (December 13, 1981).
According to the Moscow correspondent for Le Monde, Soviet

81Tass in English, May 24, 1982, reported in FBIS, Dail
Report, ihe §21;§g ggion,yuay'zs, 1685.Fp. R 2. —2s2 22dal

82yjz.: the March 1965 and May 1982 Plenums. The

October 1964 Plenum was_coancerned with ousting Xahrushchev
and estaktlishing the collective leadership.
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officials were associating their problems with the fprotleas
N of the Pcles.

Ca 0f cou:ise the situation is worse _in the provinces. "It

S is pucs more grave than in Poland," we were told bg a

o Soviet source. Ration cards exist in many towns, the

o same source told me€.... This poverty is not new. What is

. new is that it is sroken of openly. Of course, the
ropaganda official tries to explain that it is all the
ault of the Poles.?83

With butter shortages in Moscow and even the party and
government elites forced to consume stale bread occassion-
ally, the consensus for the Food Program involved was
irncluded those who siaply wished to preempt social disrcup-

e
U I

IO~

;i tions as well as those who favored economic innovations.

:j The problems 9f the infrastructure of the food industry were

: described in an article by V. Arkipenko that appeared in

: April in Kommupist, the same issue that contained
Chernenko's article on ideology and organizational work.
Appearing when it did, the article was part of the prop-

¢ aganda groundwork for the policy resoulution of the May

- Plenum. According to the article, Bread and the People,

:; inefficiency in the sectors of the economy that transport,

j} store, and process fcod products exacerbates the problens

o caused by an insufficiency in agricultural production. The

f: failures of the bread production enterprises are typical.

;2 it is not uncommon for Soviet bakeries to sell loaves that

j} are either burned, incompletely baked, or totally misshapen.

- In an investigjation in Irkutskaya Oblast, 24 of 48 investi-

i: gations of baking enterprises resulted in the rejection of

:% at least part of the products tested and in five cases, the

- entire output of the taking plants was condemned.

-~

;2 e3npepuis trois semaines Moscou manque de beurre," le

a Yonde, December 4, 1¢81, p.6.
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o The sccpe of Arkipenko's criticism extended beyond tne
. baking enterprises. The problem is not just located at the
'ét . baking plants. ©Often flour is improperly milled, tainted by
5;3 inféstation, or adulterated with low grade fillers. The

Y mills themselves often receive unwashed and infested grain.
:%: On the other side of the production cycle, the baked loaves
\ﬁ are improperly stored and wrapped, as few opakeries are

‘t& supplied with plastic trays or wraps to prevent spoilage.
{;E Finally, Arkipenko assignsto the bread truckers "the leading
'ﬁ? and far from honorable position in the staleness conveyor
X'_ belt."e¢ In addition to the problems of the bread industry,
?;E Arkipenko criticizes failures in the consumer industries

}? sectors: "The best way to preserve its (bread) freshness is
}f to keep it in breadboxes, the latest models of which are

;; exhibited at the Bread Baking Industry Scientific-Industrial
'ﬁs Association. They have seperate partitions for rye apnd wheat
,ft bread, with saucers and vents. However, this item is simply
?; not to be found in the stores, for industry has not taken up
( its production."

:f: And:"Stale bread could be used better if automatic elec-
$£~ tric toasters (operating on the same principal as self-

i{ regulating irons) vere available. Slice the bread, put it
! in the toaster 5 minutes before the meal, and put on the

f;i table hot and crusty slices that are enjoyed by both adults
2;: and children. This would be good...if such appliances were
Y available in stores."

\:f Arkipenko's article suggests that the policy orientation
:3: of those who favor economic intensification may include

;iz favoring light over Leavy industry and a reduction in

fg; defense spending. Suggesting that the "gun or butter”

';E choice was an element in the economic debate, Arkiperko
‘iﬁ wrote in Kommunist, "We must adait that the light and food
v,

A mommmmmmeem s

Y ssy. Arkipenko, "Bread and People," Kommunist, No. 6,
& apr. 1982, pp. 89-%00. SE=SSsess
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ﬁ; industries fell behind the headlong development of heavy

jf industry, particularly the part related to the country's
(', . defense." Traditionalist may have found the expression of
; ; this sentiment unsettling. Demonstrating the pervasiveness
?ij of the new economic thinking, bowever, the military journal
o Krasnaia 2vezda published an article admitting that the

| preferential development of heavy industry was in part to
e Flame for the Soviet Union's inadequate food production.®s

T

3: With official journals sanctioning such talk it would be

A surprising if some constituencies such as the military did
A pot feel increasingly uncertain about their allotment of

ég economic resources.

té D. LANE DUCK GENERAL SECRETARY

tj When the May Central Committee Plenum closed, Brezhnev
‘3; had in effect, completed his formal party functions.

&: Brezhnev was on vacation much of July and all of August.s®
A Rhen he returned to work in September, he suffered an

f » unusual embarrassment wvhen he gave his first live televised
;:ﬁ speech since April in Baku on September 26. Brezhnev's

N performance on that occassion gave the impression of a

Fi leader ccnfused and not fully in control. The rumors of

o Brezhnev's resignmaticn were commomplace in the late suamer,
&S and perhaps by that time support to evict Brezhnev from his
He post had reached the Politkuro, even the inner group around

the General Secretary. In the early summer, it was common-
et place to speak of Brezhnev putting in "two hour work days,"

§ e 3
L

jﬁ and the clear evidence of Chernenko and Andropov running

. after Brezhnev's position did not enhance the image of

EH durability.

?E 83N, Karasev, "Cegtral Problems of the Five-Year-Plan,"

s EKraspaia zvezda, M¥ay 7, 1982, p. 2.

] . . .

i 86Brezhnev vacationed in the Crimea from July 3 to

. August 3.

O
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Andropov's political jains that culminated in the Mavy

Central Committee Plepuam did not detract from Chernenko's

- political prestige, which continued undiminished. This
phenomenca resulted from the fact that Andropov and
Chernenko were both operating within the same policy
consensus. On June 2, Czechoslovak Party Chief Gustav Husak
presented Chernenko at a Kremlin ceremony an award honoring
Chernenkc's seventieth birthday. Considering the fact that
Chernenkc had turned seventy on September 24, over eight
months previous, the award spoke more to Husak's apprecia-
tion of Chernenko's high political status than to his agppre-
ciation of the Russian's contribution to Czechoslovakia.

The sumper amaonths were a guiescent period in regard to
successicn politics. Myron Rush's assertion that Andropov's
tenure as secretary from May to November "attracted little
public notice® and that he "delivered no public speeches
luring this period" is substantially 'correct."®? However,
indropov did make some public appeareances and speeches. On
June 22, Andropov attended ceremonies associated with the
Dimitrov centenery at the Kremlin, and on June 24 he gave a
short speech accepting awards on behalf of the entire
Politkburc during the celebrations for the Kievan sesquimil-
lenium.®8% Andropov's general absence from the propaganda
canpaign for the Food Program was contrasted with the vocal
support given to the rrogram in speeches by Tikhonov,
Gorbachev and Cherpenko. Andropov positioned himself to
secure the support of the constinuencies who favored keeping
the pace of economic change slow. Traditional groups viewed
with some alarm calls for NEP-type reforms, such as appeared

87Myron Rush, "Succeeding Brezhnev," Problems of
Comaypisa, Vol. fxx11, Januafy-February, V983, p. T.
B

88Radio Moscow, Jun 22, 1982, re orted 1n FBIS, The
g_v;gt Onion, 33;15 Beport, Jun 23, 125 ‘T‘
ad1o” Moscow, Jun 24, re orted 1n ?Bi_ The Soviet
Union, Daily'Beport,’Jun 24, 1582, pp 21
71
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~ in an article written by Anatoli Butenko in New Times.
£ Butenko said that the current econoaic system was "divorced
from the masses,®9 Although Andropov was generally silernt on

B -, e
[}

}"2 economic matters in 1982 prior to his election as General

f: Secretary, it is likely that Andropov had distanced nimself

‘23 from the views of eccnomists like Butenko. 1Irn contrast to
Andropov, Chernenko displayed no reticence in speaking about

. econonic issues, making a series of speeches endorsing the

recent resolutions of the Central Committee and Supreme
R Soviet concerning the Food Program. In Krasnoyarsk,
Chernenko called for "a complete restructuring of the

* D
., ‘l‘l‘l .2

LR T

econoay."9?0
T Although Andropov was not prominent in the campaign for

o the Food program and dissappeared entirely from public view
Q; during September and most of October, he was being actively
;iﬁ touted as a potential successor to Brezhnev in the Western
,: Press. The development of Andropov's media persona in the
;Q Western rress had a life of its own, apart froa Andropov's
: actual activities. Western journalists tended to downplay
-‘: | Andropov's KGB backround and instead speak of his "compe-
j$ tence and backround in foreign t*affairs."91! Reporting in
'3 more depth on Andropov's personality, The New York Times

carried an interview on June 13 with Soviet emigre, Vladiair
Ny Sakharov.?2 Sakharov is quoted as saying:

.|.
‘o

E: ———mm—mm—m—amme

Y

e 89Anatoly Butenko, "Socialism in Form and Deformation,"
- ney Tines. #ln: 1§85<’ ‘
f: 16 :g;satchi%QZUp To New Tasks®™, Sovetskaya Rossjya June

f: ‘The dif erent'approach to the matter of "discipline” that
) Chernenko adopted contrasting with Andropov's labor disci-
] line campaign in the immediate Post~BrezZhnev era was also

4 nggested hg ;be Krasnoyarsk speech. He said: "There is
. B»u talk of discipline. The ptoblem is that the words are

= not alvags backed up with painstaking daily orginizational
N vork or flexible, well conceived cadre policy."™ (Ibid.)

N 91KGB Chief Quits for Higher Duties," The New Jork

- Iines, May 2%, %982. g o" Ibg New

92WRyssian says DS Fascinates KGB's Chief (sic)," The New
York Iimes, June 13, 1982. p.24.
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I think he's likelz to be more ungerstanding than the
gresent Soviet leadership of the internal constraints in
he country, of the political facts.

Sakharov goes on to say that Andropov understood US poli-
tics, "™ wvas interested in American popular music, favored
Western alcoholic beverages such as Scotch and French Cognac
and had Western books in his home library, ranging from How
Green Is My Valley to.... Valley of the Dolls."
purported taste for jazz, his ability to speak English, and

Andropov's

his general sophistication, opposed to the somewhat toorish

image of Politburo members in the West, became standard
eleaents in both analyses of Andropov that appeared in the
Western media both before and immediately after Andropov's
election as General Secretary.

When Brezhnev returned to Moscow at the beginning of
Septemkter after his two month working vacation in the
Crimea, there vas a rampant rumor campaign pointing to an
imninent Brezhnev retirement. "Soviet Government sources"
stated that Brezhnev would probably retire amid unprece-
dented honors in December, at a time to coincide with the
sixtieth anniversary celebration of the formation of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.®3 "Diplomatic Sources"

in Boan reported to the German News Agency on September 5

that Brezhnev was seriously
about to step down in favor
possible including Tikhnaov

circulated France, Aadropov
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. 93nsgoviet Officials Hint Brezhnev Yay Ret
This Year," The New Ilork Times, September 5,
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Recognizing the rpervasiveness of the rumors, the Soviet
Foreign Ministry replied: "These reports are nonsense."9S
Thus, on September 24, Brezhnev made what turned out to be
his last trip outside the Moscow area, partly to disgell the
potion of infirmity. In travelling to Baku, for the csten-
sible reason of presenting the order of Lenin to the
Azerbaijan S.S.R., Brezhnev's coterie likely felt the
General Secretary would demonstrate political wiability.
Additionally the trifp served to put the Brezhnev imprimatur
on Aliyev and the Azerbaijan managerial innovations. For
all of these reason the visit, which lasted from Septemkter
24-27, was extensively covered by Soviet television.

However, an embarrassing performance in a speech given
by Brezhnev in Baku on September 26 that was broadcast on
national television largely vitiated these goals. The Baku
Speech is made more significant by the fact that seemingly a
policy to shield Brezhnev from potentially embarrassing
media performances was reversed at the last moment. The
risks of allowing Brezhnev to_ perform on live television had
been deamcnstrated at the 26th Party Congress in February
1981, when Brezhnev's speech wvas only shown in the opening
and closing remarks, the bulk of the lenghty speech being
read by a Soviet announcer. Earlier in 1982, Brezhnev's
speech to the Trade Union Congress in March was pre-empted
at the last moment, rresumeably on account of Brezhnev's
suspect health.

However, in spite of this cautious media policy,
Brezhnev was comfromised at General Grushevoi's funeral when
he was shown weeping. Evidently there was some difference of
opinicrn concerning just what could or could not be shown.
When Brezhnev was carried from his plane on the return from
Tashkent in March, the television cameras were definitely

9SHamburg DPA in German, Ibid.
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absent. This usual folicy of caution then makes all the
more intriguing the logic of the decision to interrupt
reqular daytime broadcasting with a live television remote
from Baku on September 26 of a Brezhnev speech.96¢

The éentral event of the Baku trip was an award ceremony
before a joint session of the Azeri Central Comrittee and
Supreme Soviet held Lenin Palace in Baku. In his opeaing
remarks, Aliyev thanked Brezhmnev for the award in terms that
suggested the gratitude was felt personnaly by Aliyev as
much as on behalf of the Kepublic:

The award  (Order of Lenin) from the motherland and the
hxgp appraisal insgired worklng_kze:bal an to new
achievelments; every person putting his labor, energy and
soul into the common couse. The pégpile tnougﬁt and
dreant of one thing, to be worty of the honodor of

eiving this award from the hands of that most dear,

re .
BSISEs S0, 10 Shorhi.drestest pou, of, o, TiBsS,

After the meeting was opened and Brezhnev rose to speak,
a series of untoward events occurred, all covered Ly a live
televisicn broadcast.®® As Brezhnev began to deliver his
speech, his aide Aleksandrov became concerned, and began
leafing through a folder. He then got up and walked off the
podium. Soon Aliyev followed him. As the camera showed
Brezhnev speaking and Aleksandrov's and Aliyev's seats
empty, the remaining officials on the dais were looking off
camera, where evidently a discussion was taking place.

- ety «= ——— - -

..968For accoupts of the broadcast and_speech, see FBIS
Daily Rerort, e Soviet Unjion, Sept. 27, 1982, pp. HT1-24.

971bid, p.R7.

98Regular daytinme progranging had been interrupted with
the annoincement, "In a féw ainutes tiae, central television
and all-union raalo will begin a_direct relay from Baku of
the solemn meeting of the Céntral Comnittee O0f the Ccammunist
Party of Azerbaijan...." Ibid. p.R5.
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When Aleksandrov approached the rostrum where Brezhnev
was speaking, there vwas some agitation in the audience.
. Brezhnev continued to read his speech, evidently oblivious
to Aleksandrov standing next to him. Aleksandrov then said
to Brezhnev: "Leonid Illich, I beg...*

Then, the audience inexplicably began to applaud.
Brezhnev said, "I am not at fault, Comrades,"™ which was
greeted with more aprlause. Finally in a complete breakdown
of decorum, the audience was shown on television laughing
and smiling. After a delay, Brezhnev began to read a new
text, stating "I shall have to start at the beginning."®?

The circumstance of the Baku speech, occuring as it 4did
among rumors of Brezhhev's resigmation, raises the possi-
bility that incident of the mistaken texts was contrived to
embarrass the Brezhev politically. This view is supported by
the fact that the Baku incident was broadcast contrary to to
a policy to minimize Brezhev video exposure that had beer in
effect fcr some time. In that the effect of the embarassment
of Brezhnev was to give credence to the elements in the
party that favored tle General Secretary's resignation, it
is possible that Brezhnev was in fact "set up."” Such an
interpretation would point to the connivance of Brezhnev's
aide Aleksandrov, and probably Aliyev, which seems a very
reaote possibility. However, the sense that Brezhnev should
step down was evidently gaining credence at that time and
the theory that Brezhnev was set up cannot be ruled out
completely. The incident may have been simply the result of
ineffectual preparation on the part of Brezhnev's -aides, the
Azeri hosts, or most likely, Brezhanev himself. It any
event, the televised fproceedings from Baku on September 26
gave a graphic representation of the ineffectual management
and growing physical debility of the leadership.

D D W . - oy o s - -

990p. Cit.
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E. TBE FINAL DAYS

The sense that a leadership crises was brewing in
Septenber was enhance by the fact that two senior party
secretaries,; Andropov and Kirilenko, were absent froam public
view during the month of Septeaber. Interestingly, Androrov
was absent on September 24 from the funeral of Marshal
Bagramian, an event that was attended by every other aemeter
of the Mcscow Politburo and Defense establishment, excert
those participating in the Brezhnev trip to'Baku and
Kirilenko, whose political status, on the decline since
September of 1981, was under severe attack.100 In early
October, Kirilenko's name was not amony sigﬁatories to an
obituary for the Tatar First Secretary Musin, a notable
omission.19! In connection with rumors that Kirilenko would
retire in mid-November, "unofficial sources" reported that
Brezhnev would retire in December as General Secretary and
retain his position as Head of State, aaintaining the
perquisites of office for himself and his family.io02

The rumor that Brezhmev would gquit his post as General
Secretary and retain the post as President of the Presidium
of the Supreme Soviet is intriguing, apart from the fact
that the rumor associated with it, that Kirilenko would
resign, proved to be true. Brezhnev serving as President,
vhile relinquishing his post in the Secretariat, was a
strategy that most supported Chermenko. If Chernenko wvas
indeed Brezhnev's nusbter one candidate, which is almost
certain, then one can envision a scenario in which Brezhnev
as elder statesman would remain in the Politburo to lend his

100For an account of the Bagramian funeral proceedings
seeg "Moscow TV Coverage of MarsShal Bagrazian Funeral,”

FBIS, Daily Report, So¥iet Unjom, Sept. 23, 1982, pp. Vi1-2.
101pravda, October 5, 1982.

102nsenior Soviet Official to Buit, Diplomats Told," Tke
1os Apgeles Iiggg, October 26, 198.Z.
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‘{: authority to Chernenko, as the latter transitioned into tune
N role of General Secretary.
(‘# - On Octolker 26, several hundred top military leaders dcwn
jf. to the corp commander level and the top political leadership
Eﬁ met for an extraordinary meeting in the Kremlin. Meetings
N of this type had occurred in 1967 during the crisis over

- naming a successar to Defense Minister Rodion Malinowsky and
‘;; in 1972 grior to the Nixon suamit. Brezhnev claimed to have
%?; called the meeting at the behest of Ustinov, and it is

{j possible that the intent of the meeting was to shore up

\ Ustinov's position within the defense establishment, as he
:; was mentioned by Brezhnev three times in a short speech.

N

i The rhetoric was horatory, as Brezhnev avoided making any
N conmitments to increasing military spending, though the

d intent of the meeting was to placate those in the military
}: who felt that the campaign for economic intensification

L

- might entail cutbacks in military expenditures. It may be
.ji that contrikuting to the disenchantment of the military was,
{ . as Zhores Medvedev suggested, the unhappiness of the mili-
'ﬁg tary over Brezhnev's [rosing as a war hero and other excesses
o of the Brezhnev 'perscnality cult.'103 The malaise within

ﬁﬁ the military may not have been focused on any specific issue

' but a general unhappiness with the trend of events in the
;5' final Brezhnev years and an appreheansion felt by the

.

P A
R

% e St
- 103Z2hores Medvedev dropov . 101.
- Medvedev says that ﬁr%%ﬁﬁég*ﬁ'ggorificatiqn.of his war
" record was "a source of derision _among the military." Though
}3 it seens unlikely that this could havé been a major issue in
,ﬂ‘ the relationship between the military establishedent and the
- quxt;cal regimeé, there a precedentfor the "rewriting" of
- 1sto:g becoping a signific¢ant issue in political-military
relatidns. This occurfed in 1956 and it linvolved Zhukov's
support for de-Stalinization, which_a more accurate

ds agprq;sal of the role played by Stalin dnrlng the war. After
-~ Stalin's death in 19S3, numerous_ memoirs of Soviet )

- commanders apgeared, uﬁlch downplayed the idea that Stalin
) had masterminded the_v;ctorz_of the Nazis. The coatinuing
" reemergence of "rewriting” history as an issue in the Soviet
o Onion feaffiras the vali ltg of the guip: The key to success
L in Sov1et,§911t1cs is not the ability to predict the future,
ii but an ability to predict the past.
2% 78
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§ pilitary leadership concerning the political ramifications
(; of the Brezhnev succcession. All in all, Brezhnev's speech
- was a rehearsal of the themes of Grishin's and Ustinov's
- speeches delivered in connection witk the Great Octoter

fg, Revolution ceremonies, which reflected an increase in the 7
G level rhetoric aimed at the United States.10¢

oy In the final weeks before Brezhnev's death, Andropov's
ﬂ public role was muted as compared to his Politburo

ig coleagues, Chernenko, Ustinov, and Grishin. Chernenko

. travelled tc Georgia on October 28 to present the Order of
" lenin to the city of Tbilisi. Chernenko represented his
;: visit as a personal embassy from the General Secretary.
A

gi We have a duty to Tibilisi, the capital of Georgia,

- Leonid Illich said to me in conversation the other day.
A The city bas been awarded the Order of Lenin, and it

N would be good to present the award. I hoped to find

4 tlme.mgse but the preparations for the CPSU Central
"5 Committee plepum and the USSR _Supreme Soviet session and
u other urgeiit business simply do sot pernit me to leave

» Moscow, éven for a short time.10

It is possible that among the matters in preparation for the
?f CC meetings vere the promotions of Ryzhkov and Aliyev.

ﬁ Fhile there were certainly political issues to deal with in
: Moscow, for which Chernenko as head of the General

A Department had iaportant respomsibilities as well, the Baku
8 incident of September 26 must have weighed in the decision
ug to keep Brezhnev at home.

B On Ncvember 5, the Moscow leadership convened for a

:g Kremlin celebration dedicated to the anniversary of the

[ Great October Revolution. Grishin was selected to give the

)ZJ speech, his third oprortunity at this forum. It is perhaps
¥

104Kcppupist, No. 16, November 1982, pp 14-16.

Cherpnenko and Andropov both attended the October 26 meeting,
the first time they had been seen together in public since

May 1.
10Spravyda, October 30, 1982, p.2.

p
EX B
2 e ata%a "t

79

AP A -4

3
« X
o
o

]
-
]
'l
A




- PO RN it S it et it Thee v Rt U i gt e LA e B pharsnti LA AL Sd R TN T~ .'\'1

0
"éﬁ significant that Chernenko had never spoken on this occas-
e sion and had been passed over again. The Grishin speech
Siﬁ * reflected the new tougher Kremlin line on the international
jii si%uation, advocating "ideological vigilance," a thene
Aol absent from Andropov's Lenin's Birthday address. The lineup
.?kf on this occasion showed that the leadership stood: Brezhnev,
_i Tikhonov, Chernenko, Andropov, Grishin, Ustinov, Gromyko,
}&§ and Gorbachev. At this event again, the television cameras
3%& showed special favor to Chernenko, as he was shown together
e with the General Secretary during the playing of the
' natioral anthenm. 1086
;:% The Brezhnev Politburo was mustered for the last time on
i:§ November 5, 1982, the anniversery of the Great October
'$;£ Revolution. Kirilenko, whose portrait had not been hung on
;3; the Nevskii Prospekt, was absent, confirming that he was
'Eﬁ politically hors de ccmbat. Pel'she continued to ke absent,
‘Si' giving rise to rumors that he had died.107 Ustinov gave a
iﬁﬁ short address which again pledged the Soviet Union to £follow
i "lenin's peace policy,” but went on to adopt the harder line
Eé: current since the October 26 meeting that "the Communist
jgf Party and the Soviet Government are taking necessary meas-
Q&; ures to consolidate the country's defenses and enhance the
' vigilance of the Soviet People." 0On top of the Lenin
43{ Mausocleum, the leadership stood left to right: Ogarkov,
o~ Ustinov, Brezhnev, Tikhonov, Chernenko, Andropov, Grishin,
;;: Gromyko, and Gorbachev. After the speech, the camera showed
t# a select group of the leadership talking to a group of
‘Qﬁ little children. The group was comprised of Brezhnev,
fii Tikhonov, Chernenko, and Andropov. This confirmed that
2,

b e

_ : 106M¢cscow Doaestic Television, Nov. S5 1982, regorted in
zk . FBIS, Daily Report, Sgoviet Union, Nov. 8, 1982, p O1-13.
A 107Denied by a mepber of Pel'she_Yoscow staff tqQ a

- French regorter. "Arvid Pel'she is alive and in good

e health," the Leporter was told. (AFP in English, Nov. 6,

e 1982, rerported in FBI1S, Daily Report, Soviét JUmion, Nov. 16,
“‘ 198 2 P P - R 1 o)
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Andropov had passed Grishin ir the hierarchy and now rarked
fourth, just behind Chernenko.

Brezhnev stood for two hours on the Lenin Mauoleua on
Sunday, November 7. It was his last public appearance. On
Wednesday Morning hé suffered a heart attack and sometime
Letween 0800-0900 hrs his heart stopped beating.108

108pravda, Nov. 12, 1982, p. 1.
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IV. THE POST-BREZHNEV CONSENSUS

A. GENEERAL SECRETARY ANDROPOV: A PASSION FOR COLiECTIVE
WORK?

The first public indicatioan that Andropov had defeated
Chercenkc in the leadership struggle was the announcement
that he had been chosen to lead the ifuneral commission.109
The official line on the succession was that Andropov was
the unanimous choice of the special Central Committee Plenun
that on November 12. Novosti Jirector, Lev Tolkunov,110
described the CC session that elected Andropov:

There was no E;Oblem in deciding who would be chosen
since Konstantin Chernenko had fominated Androggv for
the post of Party_ General Secretarg. The election of
Andropov was ypahinous. Some five hundred people
including candidate members of the CC, attended the
meeting and all raised their hands when Andropov was
nominated.111

Chernenko's nominaticn of Andropov was meant to project
unanimity. Chernenko cited Andropov as being Brezhnev's
"closest associate" and as having "a passion for collective
work." The bulk of Chernenk o's speech was an enconomium of
Brezhnev's leadership and regret for his passing. 1In these
latter sentiments at least, Chernenko was no doubt
sincere.tt2

1091t may be more than accidental that Stalin led
wenin's funeral commission and Xarushcanev, Stalin's.

. 110Named editor of Izvestiia soon after Adropov's acces-
sion.

111The Daily Yomiuri, Nov. 14, 1982, p» 1, regorted in
§§§§ baily Report, The soviet Onion, Yov. 16, 1982, Amnnex,
. 112Radjo Moscow, Nov., 12,1982, resorted in F31S5, Soviet
Union, Daily Report, November 12, 1982, RKu.
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if Ulimately, however, the predictable Central Coamittee
}S unanimity staged on the aorning of November 12 is irrele-

: vent. The actual Andzopov-Chernenko struggle took place at
j$ the Politburo meeting on November 10, just hours after
ZQ Brezhnev's death, but prior to its public announcement (see
Z::

L
- TABLE VI

f; Chronolcgy of The Brezhnev Funeral
"~ Nov 10 Early A.M Brezhnev suffers a_ heart attack and
Q- is taken to the Politburo Clinic.
zﬁ 0830 hrs Effort to revive Brezhnev cease.

-~ Afternoon Politburo deliberates succession;

" & Evening Andropov chosen General Secretary.
N Nov 11 1100 hrs Qfficial Announcement of Brezhnev's
<~ death.

;: 16G0 hrs Andropov announced as head of
- funeral commission.
‘ Nov 12 Late A.MN. Chernenko nominates Andropov for

- General Secretary to the Central
< Committee. Election Upanimous.
r Nov 15 1245 hrs Brezhnev buried in the Kremlin.
> Five minutes of silence observed
- across the USSR

Table VI). The showdown that had been set up by the May
i Central Committee Plenum climaxed in the Politburo delitera-
tions that rproceded in the crisis atmosphere of the imme-
diate hours after Brezhnev's passing. Rumors of a power

.
.
RS

" struggle between Androrov and Chernenko appeared almost
fi immediately in the Western press,113 and their validity has
x-c
o TTTTTTTTT T
. 1135ee: "Westerners Hear Talk That Andropov May Have
Ny Been Victor in a Struggle," The New York Times, Nov. 15,
-2 1982, p 8.
3
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subsequently been established. One of the first "leaks" Ly
an official source ccncerning the Chernenko-aAndropov duel
was a statement given by Pravda editor, Arfanasyev, at the
time of the funeral, "Chernenko had the possibility of
replacing Brezhnev. But many responsible men of sincerity
chose Andropov instead."1!i4 jAfanasyev's contention is

People _would like to _know who voted for Andropov as
General Secretary and who voted for Chernenko. This
could influence policy and that is why they are so

interested.115

A struggle Letween Andropcv and Chernenko is implicit in
Bovin's remarks, which is a tacit admission that the offi-
cial line suggesting unanimity was misleading and that a
showdown did in fact cccur.

At tlte time of Brezhnev's death there wers twelve
members of the Politburo who could participate in the vcte
for a new General Secretary.11é However, a number of factors
determined that the selection of Brezhnev's successor would
te made Ly a smaller group. By this time Kirilenko was not
an active Politburo member, 11? and Pel'she remained absent
from Moscow during the funeral, as he had been throughout
much of 1982.118 presumably other non-Moscow based meabers

A - - —— > ———— - -

11eTnterview in Tckyo Kyodo, Nov. 16 1. Reported in
FBIS, Daily Report, Ihey§g§¥§f‘ﬁg' v.F gz, B

ion, Nov. 16, 19
118Intervievw of Bovin ip Dagen Nyheter, February 27
1983, p 10. 22deh Xiaekel, ¥ 2l

1180f course, nquinallg the General Secretary is elected
by the Central Comnrittee, Dut the Politburo, as the CC's
executive organ, in effect make the determination.

. 117Kirilenko walked with Brezhpev family and was not
included in any _grougpings of_ Politburo members during the
Brezhnev funeral, He fOrmally "resigned"™ his Politbiro post
at the next CC Plenun.

118There vere rumors about this time that Peltshe was

dead. He appeared im public however at the end of the
month.
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of the Pclitburo, such as Dikmuhammed Kunaiev, may have
missed scme of the early discussioans.

Though Pel'she may have been consulted by phone, the
ultimate configuration for the Politburo meeting to elect
Brezhnev's successor was likely ten voting members present.
With ten voting members, an awvkward majority of six to four
would be required, unless a non-voting chairman was named.
Medvedev describes the crucial Politburo session that
elected Andropov:

It is clear that a meeting of the Politburo was called
for the evening of Novembér 10, We know that it tempo-
rary Chairman was Shcherbitsckii. After an acount of
the circumstances surrounding Brezhnev's death, Soviet
Defense Minister Ustinov delivered an address in which
he proposed Yuri Andropov as the new General
Secretary.11?9

If Shcherbitskiy did chair the meeting, it probably indi-
cated that he was neutral in the deliberations. Certainly
it did not indicate that he voted with the majority.120 3
precedent for one mesber assuming a temporary chairmanship
of the Pclitburo aeetings was Mikoyan chairing the Presidium
meeting at which Khrushchev attempted to reverse the deci-
sion of his collegues in 1964. Mikoyan was probably neutral
at that time or even slightly sympathetic to the First
Secretary.

The Politburo deliberations on November 10 were decisive
in determining that Andropov would become General Secretary.
Wolfgang Leonhard demcnstrated, through an analysis of the

prior to Brezhnev's death, that the editors of that journal

11980y Medvedev, "Three Steps: From Balance to Crisis,"
Dagens Nyheter, Nov. 27, 1982, S.u.

13°R§£ortedly Shcherbitskiy supported Andropov in his
successt bid t0 join the Secfetariat in May. As a member
of Brezhpev's "Dneprqgetrovsx Group", he wmay have been
acceptable to both sides.
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égi were not expecting Andropov to emerge as General Secretary,
[ but on the contrary were pushing Chernenko.}21 The

;; - contention that the Andropov aad the election sewed up prior
;fi to Brezhnev's death and taus that the Politburo was

S presented with a fait accompli on November 10 is incorrect.
ﬁk While it is true that the core of Andropov's support was in
, place after the key Pclitburo deleiberations in April that
‘ii led to Andropov's moving to the Secretariat, the death of
';: Brezhnev signalled that another round of horsetrading was to
ﬂi take place. Even among Andropov supporters, the matter of

! insuring a collective leadership was a key agenda item in
.gﬁ the deliterations. The matters of subsidiary appointments
LS to the Pclitburo and Secretariat had to be discussed. In all
ﬁ% these matters, it seems that the chief intent of the leader-
3 ship was to insure that a balance of forces exist between
;3 Andropov and Chernenko.

-J; Concerning the key issue of who would become the new

if General Secretary, coalitions would at first form along the
. ) lines of the key vote in the Spring to elect Andropov to the
:ﬂ Party Secretariat, and again the foreign/domestic policy

5 orientation distinction was an important imput into coali-
&: tion formation. Chairman of the Council of HMinisters

Tikhancv forwarded Chernenko's candidacy and, as in the

;: spring, Defense Minister Ustinov and Foreign Minister

H% Gromyko were key supgorters of andropov. Policy, however,
:ﬁ was not the sole determinent in the building of Andropov's

vinning coalition.

It is quite possitle that no actual polling of tke
Politburo took place on November 10 in regard to the
election of Brezhnev's succesor, save perhaps a formal unan-
imous vote after it had been established in the discussions

s

ALLEZXRY

q that Andropov had acquired majority support among his

v
J

] S

aﬂ

S 12tHolfganq Leonhardt, "Die iachablpsung Gedanken 2u

Breshnev un Andropow," Osteuroppa, March 19 3 PP. 7-8.
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:ﬁ collegues. Again, the key to Andropov's election was not
Al
l* the attainment of what Khrushchev derisively called "a math-
e&| i ematical majority." Rather, it was the fact that he first
%:; . secured the suppart of senior Politburo members who could
;Q' act as coalition builders and then the support of key swing
‘. votes. A schematicized version the architecture of coalition
- building on the question of electing a new General Secretary
\'.5 is shown in Table VII.
o
';’5 ' TABLE VII
3
xg Coalition Building on the Chernenko-Andropov Showdown
o Coaliticn Builders
A Pro-Chernenko Pro-Andropov
A Chernenko Andropov
. Tikhonov Gromyko
33 Ustinov
B Swing Votes . .
o Grishin, .
: Shcherbitskii
P Pel'she#*
' Junior Members
e Gorbachev
) Romanov
) Kunaiev
. Non-Particifpant
Kirilenko
>
1* 2 .
e *Not present at the_ Kremlin meeting,
&3 tut possibly consulted by telephoie.
o
=
o
,fi Of course, awaiting the publication of the minutes to
e the meeting that elected Andropov or the memoirs of one of
kot the particirants, a reconstruction of the events that took
':;} Flace nust be to an extent speculative. The account
ﬁif presented here is consistent with the logic of Politburo
e coalition building.
st
L)
%
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Chernenko could call on the support of members mest
closely aligned with Prezhnev: Tikhoanov and Kazakh First
Secretary Kunaiev. Tikhonov's selection in 1978 to be First
Deputy Chairman, Council of Ministers, in effect put him in
line to Lkecome Kosygin's replacement, jiving Brezhbev closer
control over the Soviet Government, securing yet another
high office for a memker of Brezhnev's Dnepropetrovsk
cligque. Kunaiev owed his political fortunes completely to
Brezhnev, their carreers rising and falling in unison,
Kunaiev lost his post as Party Secretary in Kazakhstan when
Brezhnev was 'demoted*' in 1960 and gained the position kack
when Brezhnev came back into power in 1964. Chernenko could
likely ccunt on these two votes added to his own, and
considering the outcome, that was perhaps the limit of his
solid support.

Apdropov's power Lkase was more variegated. By all
accounts Ustinov and Gromyko were the key members of the
Andropov coalition; indeed Ustinov's backing was possibly
decisive.122 stinov is supposed to have noaminated Andropov
for the fpost of General Secretary at the Noveameber 10
meeting and Gromyko to have seconded the nomination.123 This
is supported by the fact that after Andropov's election,
Ustinov and Gromyko koth improved their rankings in the
hierarchy and wvere especially prominent during the regular
Central Committee Plenum held at the end of November.

If Chernenko's support came from the Politburo members
closest to Brezhnev, the inverse was true of Andropov's
support. Andropov benefitted from the fact that Suslov had
remained an independent power broker in the Politburo during
the Seventies, and that Suslov's clients as well as

122Tpterviev with Medvedev in La Repubblica (Rome), Jan
4, 1983, p.d.

123lLeo Wieland,  "End of the Dnepropetrovsk Clan,"
Pragkfucter Allgemeine Zeitung, Dec. 7, 1982.
88
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Brezhnev's entered tke Politburo during this period. In
additicn to Andropov himself, Gorbachev and Romanov were

) associated more closely with Suslov than Brezhnev. In addi-

' tion to this Group, Moscow Party Boss Grishin, perhaps more
than any of the other members of the Politburo, had an inde-
pendent power base. Others such as Gromyko, wao had been an
ambassodor to the U.S.A. in the early forties, as well as
Grishin, who had occupied bhigh party posts since the
Khrushchev era, were reportedly unhappy about Chernenko's
swift rise in the hierarchy on Brezhnev's coattails since
the late seventies. Aadditionally, Gromyko was thought to
resent Chernenko's intrusions into the foreign policy sphere
during Brezhnev's last years.

Considering the least influential members of the

Politburo in the coalition building scheme, it is inter-
esting to note Mikbhail Gorbachev's prominence in the early
Andropov regime, which suggest a political payback for his
support of Andropov during the succession debate. From a
policy point of view Gorbachev cannot be described as ininm-
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ical to Chernenko's ecocnomic program. However, Gorbachev
was connected with Andropov, however peripherally, through
Suslov. And, as the sost junior member of the collective,
his influence was slight and he would naturally seek to vcte
with the majority. Imn any case, the junior members of the

J&§ Politburo would not have an effect on the outcome unless
WX they voted as a bloc, and by acquiring at least Gorbachev's
. vote Andropov could safely disregard this group. The key to
'?ﬁj Andropov's winning coalition lay in the votes of the swing
.5&3 group. When Andropov was able to secure the support of
oy Grishin and Shcherbitskii, in addition to Ustinov, and
I;: Gromyko, his election was certain.

- The decisive policy determinent that brought together

-. l’ .
)
'.l

Andropov's winning coalition was the differentiation of
Apndropov's and Chernenko's economic policy that occurred in
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;QE the supmer, and the sense that the pace of social and
N econcmic change might be too swift under Chermnenko.
%9, - Chernenko had few ties to the constituencies upon which the
32 : regime based it stability: the defense establishment and
:;5 ) the KGB. Regional Party leaders like Scherbitski, Ecmanov
f*‘ and Grishin may have bteen dubious of Chernenko advocacy of a
- "Leninist® style of leadership, party democracy, and
;ﬁ econonsic restructuringe.
ig Chernenko had ccmmitted a tactical blunder in a speech
N given in Tblisi at the end of October that may have alarmed
ok his coilegues. Chernenko stated:
22
‘:g Unfortunately, there are still leaders who feel uncon-
2 focy are Sompelont people ans priscimied ind honest T
s Solov- attnough, "irpi6asanty 1o SetEisacy sad usefni to
S everyone. 124
ot
aﬁ Elements of Chernenko's persopnal style may have weighed
f Z against bim as well. Brezhnev himself described Chernenko as
‘%ﬁ : "restless" in a speech honoring Chernenko on the occasion of
‘IE his obtaining the Order of Lenin. "You (familiar) are of
;tﬁ course a restless man," Brezhnev continued, "But this is a
oy good restlessness when you are thinking constantly of how
o you can do more and do it better for the country and for the
&g working people. That is how a communist should be."125 No
o doubt some of Chernenko's Politburo collegues were wary of
b the fact that the logic of Chermenko's party democracy
;a carried to the extreme could mean dismissals of even
:ﬁ: Politburc members. On the other hand, Andropov was a known
2%’ quantity and his tenure at the XGB indicated that he could
5: ke judicious as well as tough. Even amoag supporters,
H o,
.'_\J
< T T
s 124prayda, October 30, 1982, p.2.
'f§ 12SRadio ﬂoscowe September 24, 1981. Reported in FBIS,

Dajly Report, Soviet Union, p. R1.
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Sii Chernenkc's political dJurability in the Post-Brezhnev era
L may have been suspect, since heretofor nis political promi-
({,_ . nence bad been exclusively due to Brezhnev's patronage.

2;: Ancillary to the guestion of paming a successor to

E?ﬁ Brezhnev as General Secretary is the issue of who took over
Yo the command of the Scviet armed forces after Brezhnev's

.;_ death. One of the pcsition's vacated by Brezhnev's passing
v§§; was the chairmanship of the Defense Council, constitution=-
?E‘ ally the supreme command authority in the Soviet Upnion. It
s is sufpposed that its chairman, the post occupied by

P Brezhnev, is Commander-in -Chief of the Soviet Armed forces.
f%f Although it is logical to consider that Andropov now

ES commands this authority by virtue of his being General

f? Secretary of the CPSU, this fact has never been formally

£ announced. Though it virtually cectain that Andropov becanme
:;s the man with his "finger on the button," there are no known
e provisions for a smooth tranfer of this authority and there
f%ﬁ is some gquestion as to just who was in control in the hours
{ after Brezhnev died.

%;ﬁ: In 1953, Beria's political strength was enhanced by the
‘5: fact that he had supervised the Soviet nuclear weapon's

V:B program pricr to Stalin's death. The influence of the mili-
V! tary has often been cited in Brezhnev's consolidation of
421 pover after the Octoker 1964 coup. The fact that Brezhnev
f‘g was probably designated the CC of the Soviet military bLy
':; the Octolker coup plotters is an aspect of Brezhnev's power
.*f consolidation that is overlooked. Brezhnev's control of the
'{$ Soviet 'tlack box' was an unstated but potent bargaining

,.: chip ir bis power consolidation.

:ﬁﬁ In regard to civilian coatrol of the military, the
4;; Soviets prefer, in theory, to rule as a collective.

»:g: Howvever, the demands of command and control in the nuclear
2% age sakes imperative that the defense council grant certain
?g provisional powers to its chairman as a requirement of

o
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; responding guickly tc an emergency. N> doubt the arraaye-
. ments for a transfer of command authority was one of tkie

' first issues addressed after Brezhnev's death. It appears
ff ' that Cerense Minister Ustincov took controi of the Soviet
o . command authority as a temporary measure. This no doubt
- added weight to Ustinov's counsel at tane 2olitcuro meeting
- on November 10, perhaps even forcing the issue in favor of
- Androgcv. During tae Brezhnev fureral, Ustinov played a

_ prominent role, giving a speech at the Brezhnev burial cere-
. moni€s and moving ahead of Grishin in the party aierarchy.
Ustinov was a part of the four man teaa in control

during the 3rezhnev funeral, which coansisted of Seneral

Secretary Andropov, Chairman of tae Council of Ministers
Tikhonov, Party Secretary Chernenko, aand Ustinov himself.
It is intriguing that this group did not walk from the Trade

- YRR~
el

Union Hall to lLenin's Mausoleum witan tne Brezanev funeral
cortege with the other members of the Politburo, bat

MU AN

. evidently were transpcrted tnere in an armored limousine. It

—

is gyuite possible that this arrangement was a result of
requirements having tc do with the Soviet command autaority,
especially since the group in the limousine with the addi-
tion ¢f Grcmyko were the Politburo meabers of “he Defense

P Il e N
[N DAL A
-

Council during Brezhnev's absence in tae Spring.126 Although

the Soviets have asserted that the Andropov accession met
: the requirements of a gquick, smooth transition of power,
this transition at the nexus of political control and mili-

.
«

Caaatal s
'-‘-:- -.‘.‘.A 03

tary cocamand authority was not as expeditious as the
Soviets would have liked. Passibly, the aultiple issues

AN S

involved in the composition and control of the Defense
Council were not solved until the round of Central Committee

NI
S

and Supreme Soviet meetings held later in November.
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Brcadcast of 3rezhnev Funeral.

1265cyiet on
Soviet Uniomn, Daily Report November

Peported in FB
15? 1982, p P8
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Brezhnev was buried at 12:45 in the afternoon oL
Novemter 12 amid the greatest pomp of a Soviet State rfurneral
since the death of Stalin, nearly thrty years previously.
Gun salutes were fired in all pajor Soviet cities and work
wvas to be stopped at all factories and enterprises at the
moment of burial. Pactory sirens and boat horns were sounded
for three minutes. TIASS even reported on the reguiem mass
said fcr Brezhnev's soul at the Moscow Cathedral. Patriarch
Fimen, along with metropoli tans, members of the Holy Synod
of the Russian Orthodox Church celebrated the mass. TASS was
careful to note that cccasion of the aass was the "death of
the President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR," and not the General Secretary of the CPSU.t27

Andropov, Ustinov, A.P. Aleksandrov, and Victor
Pushkarev, a Moscow worker, gave adreesses at the funeral.
Andropov's speech stressed continuity with the agenda of the
final Brezhnev years.

The Earty will continue to do everything necessary to
further raise the living standards” of the people, for
developing the democratic mainstays of Soviet society
for strenghthening the the economl¢c and defensive mlgﬁt
of the country, aid for strengthening the friendship of
the fraternal™ peoples of the USSR...  The CPSU will
undevxatlngl{ anslate into life the decisions of 26th
congress o he party and will of the Soviet people.12®

It was noticeable that neither Tikhanov, as Head of
Government, nor Chernenko, Brezhnev's closest friend in the
Politburo, gave speeches, indicating that perhaps some
wounds were leftover from the struggle to elect Brezhnev's
successor. ‘

.. 127TASS in English, ¥Yov. 14, 1982 regorted in F8IS,
Daily Report, Soviet Onion, November Y5, 15982, p. P5=77
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,33 Throughout the Brezhnev funeral, the standing of the the

leadershiy was difficult to discern exactly, as individuals
g occupied various spots in the line-up to the right and left
’ of Andropov during different phases of the ceremony. What
was clear however wés that Andropov, Tikbanov, Ustinov, and
Chernenkc formed a special group in the leadership, as they
did not walk in the procession from the House of Unioas to
the Lenin Mausoleua in Red Square, but were conveyed in
limousines. After the speeches were given the leadership
lined up to act as pall-bearers and then stood in roughly

TABLE VIII
Politburo Hierarchy at Brezhmev's Puneral

7. Shcherktitskii
8. Gorbachev
9. Kunaiev

. e
sag the same order at graveside (See Table VIII). The Brezhnev
.3;j era closed when Brezbnev's coffin was somewhat unceremoni-
- ously dropped when workaen attempted to lower it into the
'€§ grave. The dropping cf Brezhnev's coffin was not intended to
5%3 insult the memory of the late Gemeral secretary, but
S;Z millions of Soviet television viewers aust have drawn
0~ exactly that conclusicn.129
{ﬁf resui:’ggcording to Zhores Hedvedgvﬁ the incident was the

_0f poor Soviet dorkmanship: "Watchiny _the funeral

proceedings live on television ia London, I first thought it
was a deliberate symbol. Later I discovered that it was an
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1 B. STALEMATE

'i' Two questions emerged atfter Andropov's election: What
. would be the directicn of Soviet Policy under Andropov? and,
- How quickly would Andropov consolidate his power? In regard
to the pclicy issue, it is difficult to ascertain the extent
to which new policy initiatives were implemented under
Andropov. The issues commonly held to be Andropov initia-
5 tives, the campaign for labor discipline and some restruc-

{ turing of the economy, are hardly new themes. There was a
propaganda campaign for labor campaign under Brezhnev in the
early seventies and the economic intensification issue
certainly did not belong exclusively to Andropov. The lack
of a clearly defined "Andropov Program® was related to the
limitaticns placed on the General Secretary in the current

» "
-

collective leadership.
- The issue which has received more thanm a mere gloss from

l"

( . Andropov was the anti-~corruption drive. However, it would be
' wrong accept uncritically the commonly expressed assuaption
that Chernenko was the guardian of the Lrezhnev system of
cronyism and was thus inimical to the anti-corruption drive.
In his June 1983 Plenum Speech, Chernenko was sharply crit-
ical of Soviet social scientists (which includes Brezhnev

v ae
PO

r 3 '.l
o

associates) and has removed personnel under his supervisicn,
e in spite of their long association with Brezhnev.

- - - - - . - -

segqments of sdciety dur1n§ Brezhnev's years in power. It is
said that although his coffin was made to normal Kremlin
specificaticns, it was not strong enougn to_hold a heavy
corpse. When the coffin was lifted to be placea on the

- catafalque for the lylng in state on 12 Novemper, the bottonm

- collapsed and Brezhhev's body fell through the ﬁole.

- Within a couple of hours a new metal-plated corffin was

. groduced as a replacement., It was this change that caused
he slip which millicns of Soviet viewers watched in amaze-

.
Y
o accidental sign of the shoddiness which penetrated all
o
\.“
[

f? ment. The two funeral attendents found... the (reinforceqd)
o cgfﬁln tco heavy for thea."™ (Zhores Medvedev, Andropov, pr.
@ .
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Roy Medvedev has assessed the negligible changes orf
Androgov's first one hundred days as being a result of the
Soviet method of traansferring power.

In the first 100 days since Brezhnev's death there have

been no changes eveh vaguely comparabl vith those

u xch ta e place during a_ U Pres;dent's first aonths in
g e House. The néw leader simply takes oyer the

new eaders post, not his influence ol powver.?

Of course, this is a precise description of the inertia of
the early Andropov era; however, such inertia is not
inherent in the Soviet systea. In fact the rule has been
that periods of succession have involved policy shifts, as
vas the case with the dynamic policy reversals which
occurred in the first hundred days of the Post-Stalin and
Post-Khrushchev eras. The fact that this did not occur after
Brezhnev is the result of tvo factors. First, as vas the
case after lenin's death, there vas a general satisfaction
in the Post-Brezhnev era with the policies of the preceding
leader. Secondly, Andropov‘'s power in the Politburo was
effectively checked ty Chernenko's, resulting in a polxtzcal
stale¢nmate.

Although the political stalemate resulted in a degree of
lethargy in teras of policy formulations, Andropov's rule
wvas a period of political tranquility dominated by a powver-
sharing godug vivendj betveen Andropov and Cherneanko. The
most graphic expresicn of this arrangement was the excep-
tional fcraulation used in the prolouge to the June (1983)
Plenua Report im which Chernenko is invoked as giving the
report that formed the basis of discussion for the Central
Comnittee and Andropov is described as the head of the
Folitburo.13% The Central Committee formula bears the same

1983} p. Mpdropov's Pirst 100 Days,” Dagens Hyheter. Peb. 22,
r'i e -

131June (1983) Central Committee Resolution, reported by
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mark of political coarromise that was shown by the gesture

g of Chernerko nominating Andropov at both the Central

. Conmittee meeting in November 1983 that elected Andropov
ﬁ ! Genera)l Secretary and the Supreme Soviet Session in June
ig . 1984 that elected him as President of the Presidium of the

Supreme Soviet. Chernenko's language on these occasion also
) suggests compromise, not capitulation. For example, in nomi-
e nating Andropov for Presideat in June, he stated that the
3 Politburo "found it expedient™ that Andropov simultaneously
hold the top party and state post.!32 One report elaborated
_ on the power-sharing arrangesent between Andropov and
g Cherneko by stating that when "Andropov went to Prague for
an East PBloc sumait ccnference in January, he appointed
Chernenko as his deputy.*133
The perhaps contentious nature of the political equilib-

% riuma of Andropov's tera is suggested by the fact that
E’ . absences due to illness among the top leadership eangendered
éj rumors of a pover struggle. Andropov evidently required

recuperation avay from Noscow both during March and Foveaber

of 1983 and Chernenko was absent fros public view in April.

] Chernenko's absence from the April 22nd Lenin's Birthday

; celebration and Andropov's absence from the Nov 7th Great
October Revolution day celebration indicated in retrosgect
only the frail health of the leadership. Alexander Bovin's
commented on this issue:

It would have been 1ggica1 to talk of a gover strnggle
beto:o the pover But aoow that t has

:s:a,;"x 8f hardly TaIf of‘a"pover strjgsle; 85 the

i4' . iaiii June 15. 19831§5033§3ed 1§ i&;& Ihe Soviet Union.

: < 132R0 gert Gill.ii;'ngo'i‘ts nal: An?tggg: 1?,P§3§§?‘nt

1 13hov of Onity,”
. t:tarz in '°31*f”a£§‘5§‘kga§tpﬂ§f“ by EBIS, Ihe Soviet
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collective eadershz see no_sigas of a
& gtet all, closér to thepgrellln than

stru
Bdfcted tried %,%he Krenlinologist. It only takes me
fteen minutes on the bus to get o the Kremlin.13e

In actuality the collective leadership was not informed
by unified political objectives as Bovin suggested, but
rather by the fact that a political stalemate had occured
due to the egnipoise in the Politburo betwéen coantending
coalitions. Herein was the paradox of Andropov's consolida-
tion of power. On the one hand, he acquired in a short
period the offices of General Secretary (Noveaber 1983) and
President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet (June
1984) . Additionally, by May 1984, he wvas publicly acknovl-
edged as Chairmar of the Defense Council and Head of the
Politburo. In the the accumulation of honorifics, Andropov
wvas certainly ahead of Brezhnev, for wvhoa it took 17 months
to acquire even the title of General Secretary (October 1964
to March 1966).

On the other hand, Andropov did not consolidate his
pover in terms of personnel appointments. There wvere few
additions to the senior leadership, as Andropov did not set
in motion the kind of client netvork needed to cement his
leadership. In this regard, Andropov's long tenure at the
KGB wvas an unfortunate hiatus from the Party Secretariat.
Andropov's subordinates from his days as Party Secretary in
the Sixties, of which Busakov was perhaps the most proai-
nent, vere not likely to fora a powerful client chain in
theaselves. In the same vein, Chernenko maintained his
stature as a Senior Secretary. 1In the iammediate
Post-Succession period, he solidified his position as heir
to Suslov,being elected to Suslov's old job as Chairmen of
the Poreign Policy Cosaission of the Soviet of the Union at

13
(sl tAEIET I, 450 HEE 2 feoevin Rassas prieter
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the same Supreae Soviet meeting that failed to elect

Androgpov President of the Presidiuam.
4 Andropov's failure to unaabiguously consolidate power
.- . and Chernenko's continuation as a viable coalition leader
vas evidence of the pover sharing that attended Andropov's
5 tenure as General Secretary. Though apparently stable, the
Post-Brezhnev systea is inherently volatile, as any one of a
puaber of critical issues may have an impact on the polit-
ical struggle.13% Thus the choice of a leader in a time of
crises will be both an outcome and deterainant of policy
change. As Andropov and Chernenko represented in the Soviet
decisionsgaking process leaders around which groups repre-
senting foreign policy and domestic interests respectively
L3 might have coalesced, the decisive outcome of the leadership
' struggle in the Post-Brezhnev era will be a resolution of
the cospeting interests of these constituencies.

ts that the Poiliby "22:%‘2,.‘2‘2 Secessitates that the.
rront coiioctg !ig break ug g

E’ Ec-s to onvigggo !1thon confiicts the 1ead—
. B2t over iuag t‘Ctb'i it In
> 3202& R {Indl :n.§§ e ﬁ§ ion B t::intﬁxt
lgl:.giozoéna sglcttlc ctist’. b :3§§:r,‘8§n2 oﬁse'
. :Pg .’iiilgi TR the inovitagility of such
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