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New Soviet Approaches
tc Economic Planning
and Management ’

The Sovict lcadership is moving toward a new approach 1o cconamic
planning and managcment. The Politburo is trying to improve the cumber-
some coordination process, overcome the diffusion of authority among the
many overlapping government ministrics, and gatin a tighter hold on
national prioritics:

« Speccial goal-oricnted programs arc being drafted and included in the
11th Five-Year Plan (1981-85) to focus attention and resources on high-
priority civilian cconomic problems—cnergy, food, conscrvation of rc-
sources—that transcend traditional lincs of burcaucratic authority and
suffer from fragmented management.

« So far three special monitoring and troubleshooting commissions have
becn created under the Presidium of the USSR Council of Ministers to
aoversee management of target programs and to force interagency
coordination, and othcrs may be in the offing.

Moscow is attempting to apply project planning and management tech-
niqucs—Sovict-style “*‘managcment by objectives”—developed in the de-
fense spherc to critical problems in the civil sector. The changes at the
Councit of Ministers appcar aimed at institutionalizing to some cxtent civil
cconomic counterparts to the Military-Industrial Commission (VPK),’
which oversces coordination of defense programs. These efforts, howcever,
do not constitutc a genuine reform of the economic system and arc not like-
ly to be cffective. Rather, they reinforce the system’s traditional burcau-

- cratic featurcs by increasing centralization and control.

Though not radical or innovative, this approach is, noncthcless, highly
controversial because it threatens to undermine political-administrative
arrangements that have prevailed (or nearly two deccades. In pressing the
target-program approach over the past two years, Genera! Scerctary
Brezhnev has drawn the party apparatus more directly into economic
decisionmaking and has blurred party-statc roles and responsibilitics.
Whether this approach will survive him, however, is not certain. The key
dccisions and policy choicces for the next plan will bc madc at a time (1983-
84) when lcadership maneuvering and succession politicking are likely to be
especially intense. At the same time, the political uncertainty and risk
generated by the succession process will probably constrain both the pace
and scopc of management reform.
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This approach could also add a ncw dimension to military-civilian rcla-
tions. The creation of other commissions under the Council of Ministers
Presidium possibly could evolve over time to the dctriment of the VPK and
may have caused concern that the military may lose some of its privilcged
status and that civilian prioritics increasingly may competc with defense
programs for scarcc resources and lcadcrship attention. Should the new
commissions and target programs b2gin to encroach ou the prerogatives of
the military-industrial complex, such apprehension would mount rapidly
and impact significantly on Icadership debate and the political succession.
? B
On another level, the target-program approach may reflect added lcader-
ship concern over Sovict vulncrabilitics and weaknesses exposcd by recent
Western trade sanctions and technology ecmbargocs. The programs suggest
some regime cfforts arc under way to rcduce cconomic dependence on
foreign imports over the long run and to limit Western political lcvcrage.



New Soviet Approaches
to Economic Planning
and Management

Introduction

As the presuccession struggle gathers momentum, the
improvement of cconomic management—a perennial
problem that has become a key issuc in succession
politics in the past—is once again rising to the top of
the Sovict lcadership's agenda. Ever since the summer
of 1979 the Brezhnev regime has scented determined
to improve the basic workings of the so-called cco-
nomic mechanism. Inparticuiar, the planning and
managcement of key large-scale development problems
have moved to the center of the cconomic debate.
Futurc cconomic growth, technical progress, agd an
improved standard of living hinge on how well the
Sovicts dcal with such problems as improving the food
supply, restructuring the cnergy balance, raising labor
productivity, or developing new natural resource
bascs. Yet, it is increasingly cvident that the prevail-
ing structurc and mcthods of cconomic and political
administration arc inadcquatce to the task. Spurrcd by
the continuing cconomic slowdown and sluggish rc-
form cfforts of the burcaucracy, General Sceretary
Brezhnev announced, in November 1981, that the
Politburg had decided to air the whole question of
organization and management at a forthcoming mect-
ing of thc Central Committec. A scnior party official
told ,5 that a
special plenum on management is currcntly in the
works and could take place this fall

This paper is onc of a scrics cxamining rccent re-
sponscs of Sovict lcaders to unusually scrious ques-
tions about the functioning and future of the
cconomy.' It describes Moscow's development of new
approaches to the planning and management of high-
priorily national programs, cxamincs the growing
intervention of the party burcaucracy in cconomic
decisionmaking, and discusses the cconomic and polit-
ical implications of these new approaches.

' For a dctailed discussion of the July 1979 party-government
dccree on economic reform and related measurcs, sce DDI Re-
scarch Paper SOV 82-10068 (Confidential), May 1982, Sovier
Economic “Reform” Dccrees: More Steps on the Trcadmill (u) and
forthcoming DDI Rescacch Paper The Role of Territorial Produc-
tion Complexes in Soviet Economic Policy

Groping Toward a New Approach

In the past Sovict lcaders have sought to manage
major civilian development projects through normal
administrative channcts and without fully integrating
them into the five-year plan. As a result, such projects
have fallen victim to divided responsibility ‘ragment-
ed organization, and piccemeal solutions. Built pre-
dominantly along rigidly hicrarchical and narrowly
compartmental lines, the Sovict administrative system
lacks clfective mechanisms for sccuring the closc
interaction and intcgration needed for these multi-
agency policy cfforts.”

Current leadership cfforts apparently arc geared to
build into planning and management a “program™ -
frame that focuscs on priority problems that crisscross
scctoral and regional lincs rather than to supplant the
basic branch-of-industry and territorial dimensicas of

* At times, the Sovicts have created special management systems,
headed by councils or commissions subordinated to the highest
organs of the government, to make policy and cnsurc resource
allocation for ccrtain priority programs, such as for the nuclear and
space programs. Isolating such national programs as spccial abjects
of high-level management has been clearly the exception, however.
In general, responsibility remains undefined or diffused, and special
organizational arrangements to facilitate coordination have not
been made or fall short of the mark

General responsibility for organization and administration of
complex programs is usually catrusted to a “hcad™ ministry or
department. In practice, however, the powers of head ministrics arc
inadcquate (o ensurc effective operational control of participants
belonging to other ministrics. An April 1982 article in Kommuanist
noted that the question of clarifying and cxpanding the specific
functions and prerogatives of head ministrics “has been raised
frequently but in vain. The problem is that some departments have
no inteation of surrendering their rights.” Another Sovict manage-
ment cxpert in an cconomics journal in November 1981 sirmilarly
stated, “The economic mechanism, in fact, has (unctioned apart
from [the system of head ministrics}”

Currently, the controversy ccnters on whether cxisting bodics,
with some limited rcorganization and changes in their powers,

" should act as lead agencices for programs or whether ncw, tempo-

rary program management bodies should be created. These ques-
tions conccen more broadly problems of redefining the roles and
responsibilitics of interbranch functional agencics (especially Gos-
plan and other state committees), of branch ministrics and depart-
meats, and of territorial organs as well ) :
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the cxisting systen.® Institutionally, the lcadership
appears to be-creating, 1o some extent, civil cconomic
counterparts ta the Military-Industrial Commission
(VPK).* These commissions, under the USSR Council
of Ministers Presidium, provide integrating mccha-
nisms to monitor and steer high-priority programs
through the burcaucracy.’

Target Programing. For the 1981-85 plan the Sovicts
drew up for the first time a list of top-priority
<conomic and social problems for which special target
pragrams arc being drafted (scc table). Thesc pro-

grams arc to be formally incorporated into the plan as

* The cost of some of the largest programs cquals and even exceeds
that.speat on the development of entire branches of the national
cconomy. Writing in the official planning journal in Juac 1979, onc
Gosplan cxpert estimated that the target programs may consumec
up 10 20 to 25 percent of all resources allocated for the development
of the econamy. In a Scpiember 1980 Komnunist article, another
Sorvict specialist suggested that the target programs should not
garnce more than 15 1o 20 perecat of all capital coastruction funds.
The size of the sharc of capital iavestment devoted to these
programs has itsclf been—and is likely to continue tu be—a subject
of heated controversy within the lcadership. Too many long-term
and very costly projects could constrain even further the already
limited flcxibility of cconomic planners in the new era of scarcity
when capital investment is expecied 10 grow cven morc slowly. The
aumber of programs also must be limited fest the priority principle
becomies diluted.

* The VPK oversces and cpordinates military rescarch, develop-
ment. and production programs. It provides liaison and mediation
for the Ministry of Defense the military-industrial ministrics.
Gosplan, and the parlyE °

b

N AMART I44E in 1ne cconomacs journa!l of the Siberian Division of

the Academy of Scicnces in March 1951, one Sovict cxpent
summarized the general role of these high-level commissions as
“‘coordinator and monitor as well as arbiter and judge in interdc-
parimental disputes.™ Setting up special commissions under the
Council of Ministers Presidium is not a new innovation. Such
commissions have often been formed to hendle specific tasks, but
they are usually ad hoc and tcmporary bodies. Similarly, USSR
deputy premices have long cxercised general coordination for
related branches of the cconomy or for specisl policy arcas. As with
head ministries, however, the specific powers and exccutive over-
sight functions of deputy premicrs have been poorly dcfined, and
they apparcntly have onlv a small support staff to help them
conduct their business.

[n a scnse, thea, the creation of the new Presidium Commissions
to monitor specific target programs may be scen largely as an efforg
to institutionelizc on a more formal basis arrangements and
methods of coordination that have been conducted on an informal
basis in the pas* hut are no longer effzctive in the contemporary
Sovict setting.

m

-soon as they are ready.* TRE Sovicts deseribe these
superprograms as the “main links Zaod “backbonc™ of -
the current plan and cconomic striutegy

The actual preparation of thes: target programs,
however, has been slow and difficult. Last November
both Brezhnev, at the Central Committec plenum,
and First Deputy Premier lvan Arkhipov, in a Kos-
munist asticle, stressed the novelty and complexity of
this task. While joint party-government decrees issucd
since mid- 1981 provide a framework of authorization
for scveral programs, some programs, in fact, still
appear to cxist in namc only. In January 1982 a
deputy chairman of the USSR State Planning Com-
mittec (Gosplan) implicd in a Sovict publication that
only 11 of the 15 comprehensive programs were fixed
cnough to have been written into the 1981-85 plan
when it was approved last year. In a March 1982
article in the party’s organizational journal, Gaosplan
Chairman Baybakov rcferred (o only 14 supcrpro-
grams, which suggests that onec may alrcady have
been dropped from the prioritics list

Even the most widely touted target programs, more-
over, arc still caught up in burcaucratic and mcthod-
ological bottlenecks. Although the May 1982 plenum
of the Central Commitice finally approved the basic
guidelincs for the long-awaited food program, many
dctails have yet to be worked out. At the last Novem-
ber plenum Brezhncv also criticized delavs in develiop-
ing the program for reducing the usc of manual labor.,
The West Siberian oil and gas complex, according to
Sovict acadcmician A. G. Aganbegyan, still has “no
program*’ and is like “an army without a plan of
attack.” The Baikal-Amur Mainline Rajlroad (BAM)
program is limping along, with only parts of it

‘ Some of these programs like the construction of the Baikal-Amur
Mainlinc Railroad or the redevelopment of the RSFSR's noncher-
nozem soil zonc, are not nzw. They cxisted as scparate line items in
the 10th (1976-80) and apparently even the Ninth (1931-75) Five-
Year Plans, but they were not fully integrated with all scctions of
the plans and frequently amounted to little morc than the sum of
separate (and uncoordinated) branch and rcgional assignments.
What is ncw about the 11th Plan is that the leadership has formally
drawn up a list of priority problems, fixed their number, and is
engaged in & comprehensive effort to program and fully include
them with all the requisite accommodations and resource adjust-
ments madc throughout the structure and conteat of the five-ycar
plan



Economicand Social Comprchensive
Target Programs for the 1980s =

Programs oricntcd to solving cconomywide problems
1Yood

[ncreased production of ncw consumer goods
Recduction of the usc of manual labor

Conservation and rational utilization of raw
materials and cnergy

Extensive usc of chemicals

Comprehensive usc of mincrals
Production of cxtremcly scarce matcrials that
. .arclagelyimported
Programs dealing with specific priority scctors
Machiae building
__ Fucland cncrgy complex
Transportation
Mctllurgy
Regional crash development programs _
’ Decvelopment of the West Siberian oil and gas complex

Construction of the Baikal-Amur Mainlinc Railroad (BAM)
and cconomic development of the BAM zone

Agricultural redevelopment of the RSFSR's nonchernozem
e e+
Development of the Angara-Yencscy region in East Siberia

« Thesc programs arc teatatively identified from various Soviet open-
source malterials, Four of the target programs are major rcgional
development programs that focus largely on the establishment of
new resource (particularly cnergy) bases and giant industrial centers.
These programs ace closcly associated with the creation of so-called
territorial production complexes (TPKs). For a discussion of TPKs
and their particular planning and management prodlems, sce The
Role af Territorial Production Complexces in Soviet Econontic
Policy (forthcoming rescarch paper;

included in the current plan. The draft of the trans-
portation program, according to the Sovict press, will
not be rcady before the end of the ycar; a joint party-,
government decree mandated that the program on the
usc of chemicals be completed by mid-1983

Administrative Restructuring. To improve the cffcc-
tiveness of the administrative hicrarchy, Sovict lead-
crs arc creating special governmental commissions to
monitor target programs and formalizing lcadcrship
roles that cut across deparimental boundaries. The
authority of Gosplan tn these target arcas also has

been strengthened by the creation of program-oricnt-
cd departments. At the February 981 par{y congrcss
Brezhnev revealed that a commiission on the West
Siberian oil and gas complex had recently been’
formed under the USSR Council of Ministers Presidi-
um and that a companion intcrageacy regional con-
mission (located in Tyumcn’) had been established
under Gosplan. He called thesc actions “steps in the
right'direction™ and emphasized that “this work must
continuc.”

In July 1981 another commiission was sct up under the
Presidium for the conscrvation and rational use of
resources, and by decision of the recent May plenum «
similar commission has bcen crcated to oversce the
national food programn and thé *“agro-industrial com-
plex.”™ " All three commissions, hcaded by deputy
premticrs, arc analogous in scope and position to the
VPK, and a similar approach is likely for other target
programs.

Similar restructuring is taking placc in some repub-
lics. The Ukrainc, which has six target programs, has
cstablisticd coordinating commissions under the
Council of Ministers for all of them, with a deputy
prcmicr personally in charge of cach. In Latvia, onc

- central coordinating commission (led by a deputy - -

chairman of the Council of Ministers) has been sct up
and oversces all 12 of the republic’s priority programs.
Presidium commissions for the food program and
resource conscrvation along the lines of the new
bodics in Moscow also arc being formed in all the
union rcpublics.

Georgian party boss Eduard Shevardnadze is advanc-
ing the administrative restructuring cven further. As
carly as last ycar, he established a republic commis-
sion with himsclf as chairman to oversee preparation
of the food program and, already in late January of

' The “agro-industrial complex™ in Sovict parfance generally covers
the Ministry of Agriculturc, the ministrics providing inputs 1o
agriculture {such as fertilizers. pesticides, machinery, mixed feed,
repair seevices, roads, storage, and transportation facilities), the
Ministry of Procurement, and the ministrics managing the food
processing and milling industrics. Organizationally, however, the
acw Presidium Commission is defined morc nacrowly and cacludes
Sovict ministrics producing machincry for food production and the
USSR Miristry of Production of Mincral Fertilizers even though
proponcents of the agro-industrial complex concept had urged that
they be represented.

wleonfrdemtixt="



this ycar, a republic-interdepartmental coordinating
counci! under & deputy premicr to oversce the agro-

industrial complex. In another institutional departure,

the Georgian Central Commitice in mid-May decided
to sct up 2 republic coordinuting council on science
and technical progress that Shevardnadze also will
head with other members of the republic party burcau
(that is, the Georgian politburo) leading various work-
ing groups. At republic party meetings Shevardnadze
has suggested that thesc restructuring cfforts may be
only a first siep and possibly a backdoor approach (o
morc gencral administritive reform and greater party
ceatrol. ‘

The Party’s Role in Target Programing
and-‘Economic Management

The political pressurc for target programing and
administrative reform is coming from the party be-
causc there arc no appropriatc governmient bodies that
can cffectively handlc these questions. As a rcgional
party (irst secretary cxplained in the September 1981
issuc of Komumunist, **Someconc must take the initia-
tive and assume responsibility.” *By the fogic of
things,™ he added, *“‘thc party commitice must act as
such an organizing center.™

The increasing pafly tntervention in target program-
ing is being openly debated in the Politburo. Foliow-
ing Brezhnev's lcad, scveral top party officials have
cmphasized in recent months the Party's strategic role
in target programs:

« In a Pravda articlc in August 1981, Grigoriy Roma-
nov noted that the L.cningrad party oblast commit-
tec “unites and dirccts™ all work in this arca and
stressed that cach program **must come under strict
party control.”

At reeent republic plenums and in press articles
Vladimir Shcherbitskiy and Shevardnadze have em-
phasized the supervisory responsibilities of republic
and oblast party sccretarics for priority problems as
well as the need for governeaent restructuring for
morc cffective management of target programs.

More importantly, Andrey Kirilenko argued in Kom-
munist in August 1981 on behalf of a greater party
rolc, obscrving that the imperatives of technical prog-
ress’ require more comprchensive program planning

W

. Tand more active party mlgrvcnuon in modernizing (he

cconomy; it two back-1o-back p.trl-\-govcrmmm con- -

ferences on problems in the nuclear power industry in
July 1981 and February 1982—spansored by the
Central Committee and presided over by Kirilenko—

“stricter party control™ was the recommendcd solu-
tion for improving the siluulion. /

Konstantin Chcrncnko, on the other hand, appears to
be opposcd to this view. In the September 1981 issuc
of Komnunist, Cherncnko accented the need for the
party to address the social problems of the technologi-
cal revolution and pressed for rcducing its managcerial
role. Chernenko claimed that usurpation by party
officials of cconomic management functions “only
credtes the appearance of strengthening the party's
role and, in fact, often does much harm.™ He insisted
that clearer delincation of functions, not substitution,
is recquired “'so that cveryonc knows his own lines.”

. Citing Lenin, he also implicd that a better distribution

of functions was nceded cven at the Central Commit-
tee. Chernenko repeated these poinis in February
1982 and again in April in articles in Voprasy: istorii
KPSS and Kommunist

Shcherbitskiy and Shevardnadze have been more
cquivocal. In general, they arc “prointerventionist™
and support tighter party control over prioritics and
the management burcaucracy, but they apparently
belicve these goals can be accomplished by forms of
party intervention less dircet than thosc Kirilenko
advocatcs and by less direct control from central party
organs. These two republic party Icaders have cven
cchocd the Cheracnko line that usurpation of econon-
ic management functions by party.officials lcads
incvitably to reduced managerial responsibility and
cffectiveness. At republic party special plenums on
scicnce and technology in April and May of this year,
on the other hand, they both, like Kiritenko, insisted
on the nced for greater party intervention 10 break the
barricrs of burcaucratic and tecchnological conserva-
tism.

The Central Committee plenum in November 1981
failed to resolve this issuc. From his published ce-
marks Brezhnev scems to have come down more on
the side of the prointerventionists stressing, *“We have

N



a right ) cxpect that mrl) committees at all. lc\'cli
will enhince .mprcu.lbl\ their influence on cconomic
life.™ At the same time, he warned that influence was
not 1o be cquated with petty supervision or substitu-
tion for cconomic and administeative organs. Pravdu
has rencated these themes in its postplenum ceditorials,
along with the point that the drawing up of target
programs “is within the power of any party organiza-
tion.” The cditors of Komrstunist have similarly em-
phasized that the target programing approach has
acquired “the force of a gencral party dircctive.”™ -

{mplications and Prospects

Becausc of the infancy of most target programs and
the new organizational structures sct up to monitor
them, their impact is uncertain. This approach to,
cconomic management, nonctheless, might have i tm-
portant implications for cconomic policy, political
succession, administrative reform, military-civilian re-
lations, and Sovict forcign policy. Fundamentally, the
approach is politically unsctiling for a broad array of
Sovict burcaucratic elites because it threatens to
underminc—and undo—basic organizational policics,
institutional rclationships. and opcrating principles
that have regulated Sovict politics during much of the
Brezhnev cra. At the same time, it imposes increascd
demands on an alrcady heavily burdened burcaucrauc
cstablishment.

Economic Policy and Planning

Special programs and greater party control arc not
likely to be cffective in solving the cco- omy's major
long-tcrm problems and chronic ills. These adminis-
trativc approaches may crcate cven greater imbal-
ances and bottlenecks and impedc cconomic perform-
ancc. They may prove, particularly if implemented
with force, to be new Khrushchev-style “*harcbrained
schemes.™ 1. & Junc specch in Krasnoyarsk, Party
Sccrctary Konstantin Chernenko implicd that Brezh-
nev’s food program alrcady is meeting heavy behind-
the-scenes criticism when he emphasized that it was
not a “‘wild, abstract, and incffective™ plan of action.
At the same time, Kazakh party boss Dinmukhamed
Kunaycv similarly denied there was anything “‘super-
natural or impracticable™ about the program. Beyond
these difficultics, the programs themsclves promisc to
have a long gestation period, and their integration
with overall cconomic plans promises to take much

—Comraential

more time. Thus. they may prove to-be ™ p.\pc""n};u;“
rather-than viable ways of dcngmng and m.umglng

the future, - - -

The real impact of these target programs on Sovict
decisionmaking, if any. is likely (o be fclt in the next
five-ycar plan (1986-90) rather than in the current
onc. In the interim, these programs no doubt arce
chewing up a sizable amount of burcaucratic man-
hours. In tcrmis of the planning cycle, the key deci-
sions and policy choices for the next plan will be tiken
in 1983 and 1984 despite present delays and bottle-
necks. By that tinie the mavor programs should be
well ficshed out, and they probably will weigh heavily
in cconomic plan deliberations. As recently demon-
strated by the food program, Brezhnev already is
trying to usc this policy planniag tool to lock the
lcadership into a particular coursc of action and to
guarantee the investment resources needed for its
implecmicatation, but whether this tactic will survive
succession politics is problematic,

Burcaucratic Politics and Leadership Succession
Whalcver their economic cffect, however, the target
programs will probably have a grcat impact on bu-
reaucratic infighting and succession mancuvering.
The programs themselves are products of the Sovict
political process and refiect the mindset of the ruling
clitc, its penchant for administrative approaches and
strong burcaucratic aversion to radical structural
reform. The programs create possibilitics for new
political alliances and interest groupings that criss-

* cross scctoral and regional lines. Burcaucratic compe-

tition among target programs also will probably build
as cxisting programs {ight to maintain their priority
whilc other projects struggle to acquire target pro-
gram status. As overall responsibility for target pro-
grams is vested increasingly in the deputy chairmen of
the Council of Ministers, (riction could dcvclop
among them, as well as between the Council's Presidi-
um and the more traditionally oricnted ministrics

* For an cvaluation of the recently announced Food Program in
gencral and for a more claborate discussion of the agro-industrial
complex, sce forthcomineg CIA {atclligence Asscssment The Brezh-
nev Food Program
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Even within the Politburo and Sccretariat, some
members” prestige and political fortuncs might be-
comc increasingly wrapped up in the target programs
under their scctoral or territorial supervision, particu-
larly if they and their programs get caught up in the
struggle for power and policy after Brezhnev. Cher-
nenko has identificd himsclf closely with the fed
program shile sfikhail Gorbachev, the Secrctary for
Agriculture, will bear prime responsibility for its
implcementation. Viadimir Dolgikh, the Sceretary for
Hcavy Industry and new candidate member of the
Politburo, appecars to have general oversight of the
cnergy and conscrvation programs. Politburo candi-
date member and Russian Federation (RSFSR) Pre-
micr Mikhail Solomentscy would scem to have keen
interest in the fate of the program for agricultural
redevelopment of the RSFSR's nonchernozem soil
zanc and the Siberian-bascd programs

The political succession and the uncertainity it cre-
ates, on the other hand, might have a dampening
cffcct on the prospects for reform of cconomic man-
agcment. No teader likely to succeed Brezhaev would
have, initially at lcast, the power to push through a
comprechensive reform program over the oppasition of
entrenched burcaucratic intcrests.' In addition, oc-
causc of the advanced agc of the present ruling group,
Brczhnev's replacement may be only an interim suc-
cessor, and lcadership turnover will probably acccler-
atc in the coming ycars—a factor that will complicate
further the problems of building a conscnsus on and
commitment to reform. Any major management re-
form. thus, will probably havc to await the emergence
in the latc 1980sof & somewhat younger group of
Politburo members who might bc more receptive to
change and scnsitive to deficiencics of the cxisting
system as well as the consolidation of the new party
leades's position. In this scnse, succession may open
the way for rcform but only after a possibly lengthy
transition period

Mecaawhile, chzhncv‘s own cfforts in recent months
to force administrative change and to ry to prear-
rangc the succession in Chernenko's favor have
prompted political reaction and burcaucratic resist-
ance that could subvert his program approach and

* Both the leading succession contenders at ths moment-—Cher-
nenko and ncwly appointed Sccretary Yuriy Andropov—signifi-
cantly lack crpericnce in the cconomic arca.
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precipitate the succession-struggle. At the saarc time,
Brezhnev's frail physical health, if not cro'di‘r'\-g poliu- . .
cal authority. probably s(reagthens doubts @ong his’
collcagucs and the burcaucracy about his capacity to
carry out his policy designs and cven possibly (o
continuc at the icadership helm. As cited carlicr,
Sovict lcadership statements indicate that differences
have emerged over the foad program, complicating its
futurc and its managerial schemes. [n the coming
months. prcoccupation with the power struggle may
overshadow all other Politburo concerns.

Administrative Restructuring and Economic Reform
These devclopments, morcover, appear Lo have shifted
the debate on cconoemic reform. Until recently. Sovict
leaders sought to improve cconomic performance pri-
marily through further centralization of planning
rather than rcorganization of management. Burcau-
cratic restructuring was gencrally downplaycd, wc
belicve partially in overrecaction to Khrushchev's “cx-
ccssive organizational itch™ and arbitrary ways. Hav-
ing restored the . »utem of centralized branch minis-
trics, abolished vy Khrushchev, the lcadcrship
adopted a conscrvative and cautious attitude toward
structural change. Over the past lwo ycars, however,
Brezhnev, who unlike Khrushchev did not gencrally
forcc radical organizational rcforms on reluctant col-
lcagucs, has increasingly pushed the pacc of adminis-
trative change along with the target program ap-

) proach.

This approach to planning and management suggests
possibly two alternative organizational paths for the
future. On the onc hand, target programs arc provid-
ing a vehicle for organizational changc—albcit limit-
ed and ad hoc—in both tiic guvernment and the party.
Restructuring is assuming the form of additional
burcaucratic laycring and of special coordinating
commissions in both hicrarchics rather than any
fundamental change in their formal administrative
structurcs. Although this may bca prolonged and
piccemeal process, and any significant breakthroughs
may not come until after the succession, the ground-
work for institutional change is being laid




Ou the other hand, the programs and new coordinat-
ing organs can be scen as burcaueratic devices for
limiiting the scope of organizational change. They can
create the appearance of lcadership action and struc-
tural change while avoiding substantive modifications
of the planning and managemcent system. In short,
they may be used to finesse the problems of real
administrative reform. How they atee used and abused
for political purposes will refleet the coursce of succcs-
sion politics and the extent to which the programs
themselves become means of conducting the struggle
for power by aspiring individuals und groups

Governmental Reorganization, Governmental restruc-
turing has centered on cfforts to give the Presidium of
the Council of Ministers a more active rolc in man-
agement of the cconomic burcaucracy and to cnable it
to function more cffectively as an **Economic Burcau"
and court of appcal in interdepartmental disputcs,
standing between Gosplan and the Politburo. The new
commissions provide potentially important leverage
points at the top of the administrative machinery
where Icadership views and political pressurc can be
brought to bear for purposcs of improving problem
solving, overcoming burcaucratic squabbling, and
forcing intcragency coordination in vital policy arcas.
Becaus¢ Presidium commissions often functionde
facto as auxiliary agencics of the Politburo and—like
the VPK—niay be overscen dircctly by the Party
Sccretariat, these measures also appear aimed at
strengthening the cffectiveness of the Politburo itself
and of the rolc of Central Par(y organs in the making
and managemeat of cconomic policy

Although this approach is not acw, changing political
conditions on top of the continuing cconomic slow-
down during the past two years have permitted inten-
sified restructuring cfforts. Since the departurc of
Alckscy Kosygin as premier at the end of 1980, his
successor, Brezhnev's associate Nikolay Tikhonov,
and a acw tcam of deputy premiers have been scem-
ingly more willing and able to press Brezhnev's
supraministerial coordinating bodics. The three newly
crcated Presidium commissions under the Council of
Ministers, in fact, may be incipicnt forms of thosc
spccialized supraministerial organs called for by
Brezhnev as carly as the 1976 party congress and
subsequently at almost every major leadership forum.
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The death of véisran party idcologue Mikhail Suslov
in January 1982 also rermoved fram the Politburo and
Sccretariat an important conservative and stabilizing
force who gencrally opposed cconomic reform and
institutional experimentation *

Party Reform. The target programing approach and
structural chinges under way in the governmental
machincry raisc the prospect of some organizational
adaptation in the party apparatus as well. Having
undonc Khrushchev's institutional innovations and
restored the pre-1962 party structure. his successors
have adopted as staunchly conservative a stance (o-
ward organizational cxperimentation in the party as
they have in the government. Indced, the formal party
statutes have not been modified at all by the past two
congressces, an absence of change unprecedented in
Sovict party history. Since parly organization tradi-
tionally mirrors the governmental cconomic structure,
howcver, there will proba bly be pressure to rcalign
functionai responsibilitics so that the party apparatus
can police cffectively the newly cvolving system of
target programs and goverament coordinating bodics.

Somc movement alrcady is being made in this dirce-
tion. A few oblast party committecs have begun to sct
up spccial offices or staffs (o oversee key programs. In
line with the decisions of the May 1982 plenum,
agricultural departments are being established in
rural district parly. committces to monitor implemcn-
tation of the food program and coordination within
the agro-industrial complex. In general, tlhic new
managerial approach and increased aceent on party
control of cconomic administration suggest that a
rcgrouping, and possibly cxpansion. of the party appa-
ratus may be in the offing along with some organiza-
tional change. Such changcs will be controversial,
however, and probably will be slow in coming and
perhaps largely cosmetic

The recent changes at the Council of Ministers also
would sccin to bear directly on the assignment of
responsibilitics within the Politburo, the allocation of
tasks and organization of wark within the Sccretariat,
and the relations between central partly organs and




the highest levels of the Sovicet Government. Although -
we do not know what kinds of ad hoc adjustments
have becn madc with respect to these issucs, some
organizational adaptation in the Party machincry
would scem to be on the agenda. At the same time,
whatever ncw structural designs arc adopted. they will
necessarily become wrapped up with larger political
mancuvcring and personal rivalrics within the lcader-
ship in the struggle for Brezhnev's mantlc.

Military-Civilian Relations

On another level, this approach could add a ncw
dimension to military-civilian industrial cclations. In
the past, the military did not have to contend with any
civilian countcrpart of the VPK. The creation of
comgmissions unaer the Council of Ministers for ccr-
tain civilian programs and their cndowment with
broad monitoring and coordinating responsibilitics
like thosc of the VPK is a ncw wrinkle. Thesc
commissions, noncthcless, arc still largely cxperimen-
tal and untricd structurces with ill-defined powers and
an uncertain future. Until they gain rcal authority
and legitimacy through the experience of their uscful-
ness, their effectivencss in oversccing their own pro-
grams remains problcmatic, and their ability to chal-
lenge the VPK or to cxtend their burcaucratic sway
over the operations.of.the defense industry is very
much in doubt.

Whether these new structures and programs bccomce
merely minor irritants or major constraints on the
military-industrial complex remains to be scen. At the
May 1982 plenum, Brezhnev seemed to make special
assurances to the military that the food program
would not adverscly impact on dcfensc programs and
national sccurity. Yct, to the extent the ncw ap-
proaches help the Savicts gain a better hold on their
critical civil scctor problems, they may affcct the
balance between defense and civilian prioritics and
the -ability of military program managers to carry out
their missions. Civilian target programs may begin to
compete with dcfensc projects for incrcasingly scarce
resources and leadership attention.

This contpetition is likely to be more indircct than
explicit, however. By trying (o stretch the priority
principle to cover critical civil sector prablems, Soviet
leaders will necessarily reducc the resources available
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_for nonpriority activities. W hile the battle over priori-

ties will gro\\" more fqlcnsc. the niip struggle proba- -
bly will not be between major military and major
civilian programs but is mor: tikely to take place
within the civil sector. The real losers in this new
game arc likely to be thosc civilian projects that fail to
win priority status. At the same time, it is possible
that these projects might include some organizations
that are third or fourth order supplicrs or producers
for the military. As a result, some dcfensc programs
and defensc industrial activitics might be indircctly

" affccted by the new approaches.

As yct, there is little evidence on how the Sovict
defensc cstablishment actually stands on the new
planning and management approaches being uscd in
the civilian sphere. Articles in the military press
somectimes depict target programs as having “stratc-
gic'* or “sceurity” significunce, suggesting high-level .
support, particularly for thosc programs oricated to
critical scctors like machinc building. metallurgy, or
the fuc! and encrgy comglex. Here the armed forces
themsclves have a strong vested interest in improving
Savict economic performance and expanding produc-
tion and innovation capacity. Military opinion proba-
bly also favors gradual upgrading of the traditionally
neglected civilian.industrics that will provide broad,
infrastructural support for ncw wcapon sysiems. Rc-
cent statements in the Sovict press by high-ranking
officers, including Dclensc Minister Dmitriy Ustinov
and particularly General Staff Chicf Nikolay Ogar-
kov, reflcct keen sensitivity to the prospects and
implications of intensificd cconomic warfare with
Washington and, accordingly. to the nced to overcome
cxisting vulncrabilitics and weuknesscs. Similarly, the
military high command probably is not totally impcer-
vious to arguments that improvements in social condi-
tions. consumer welfare, and the overall health of the
cconomy will ultimatcly impact on Cavict defense
capabilitics in the broadest scnsc

At the same time, the ncw management approachcs
probably :instill apprchension in military circles. The
formerly unique position of the VPK and the absence
of civil cconomic counterparts at the apex of the




governmental structure reflected clearly the institu-
tionalization dnd legitimation of the priority of mili-
tafy over civilian néeds. Some members of the mili-
tary may fear that the recent institutional changes
could cvalve over time to the detriment of the VPK
and of dcfensc industrial activitics. The military
establishment also may be concerned that the target
programs could take on broader dimcnsions during
the succession. Should the succession shape up so as to
give risc to a morc open debate over investment policy,
the target programs might get caught up in the
strugglc for power and disputes over resource alloca-
tion. Should they become vehicles for conducting
succession politics, the programs might comc into
morc explicit conflict with the defensce establishuncat.
The particular way the target programs and ncw
coordinating structurcs cvolve may also give somé
signs about the statc and dircction of the allccation
dcbate and the broader tradceoffs between defense,
cconomic growth, and consumption. * )

Forcign Dimenslons

The lcadership’s scasitivity and desirc to protect itscll
from trade bans and technology embargocs scems to
have become a common thread through the target
programs as a wholc. The list of programs was
initially compiled during thc imposition of Western
ccononiic sanctions against thc USSR in reaction to
the Sovict invasion of Afghanistan and the declara-
tion of martial law in Poland. Onc of the original
programs singicd out for this ncw priority status
reportedly focuscd on the development of certain
scarce but unspecificd strategic goods that had been
major import items in the past—rcflecting lcadership
concern over Sovict vulnerability and dependence
cxposed by the sanctions.”

Brezhnev hammecered on this theme at the May ple-
aum on the food prograni. He cited the growing
‘dcpendence of the USSR on food imports as “a major
strategic concern,™ and he crmphasized that a key aim
of the target program was to restrict food imports
from capitalist countrics in order to ““guarantce
against all cventualitics.” With the US grain cmbargo

10 Such guonis might include high-quality speciality stecls that make
up the sccond-largest Sovict import item nex( to grain. Tin,
tungsten, and molybdenum arc stratcgic matcerials (that might fall
within the framework of this program. Large-diameter pipc also
might bc on such 3 critical target lis

in mind, Brezhagy declared, “The country cTndot”
depend on the whims of Western leaders who are
trying to usc internationdt tcondaic relations us a
means of political pressure.™ And he added with
cmphasis, *We have ncver put up with this, aor arc

g

we going to.

Alongsidc the theme of reducing Sovict dependence
on Western stales, increased stress is given to grealer
reliance an cooperation with socialist countrics, and o
integrating the target programs more closcly with the
cconomic strategy for the 1980s of the Sovict-led
Council for Mutual Economic Assistancc (CEMA).
Premier Tikhonov sounded this linc in Junc at the
annual conference of CEMA country premicrs in
Budapest by soliciting member participation in the
Sovict food program o nd calling for tighter Bloc
cohesion to counter Western policics of cconomic
warfarc. The coming months arc likely to scc in-
creased Sovict pressure on the member states (o
coopcrate in common critical arcas. In particular,
there will probably be cven greater dovetailing of
Sovict target programs with the five long-term
CEMA coopcrative target programs (encrgy, fuct and
raw matcrials, machinc building, foodstuffs, industri-
al consumecr good... and transportation) adopted at the

cnd of the 1970s

On another level, the target programs reflect the
Sovicts® apparently cnhanced willingness to consider
the relevance of aspects of East Europcan cconomic
cxperience to their own current and long-term policy
concerns. The food program in particular draws ex- -
plicitly upon Hungarian and Bulgarian agricultural
practices. Morc broadly, howcver, a special commis-
sion has been crecated recently under the Presidium of
the USSR Council oi Ministers (hcaded by deputy
premier and Gosplan Chairman Baybakov) to study
the applicability of East Europcan cconomic systems
(o the USSR and to scc if there are any lessons that
might offcr some answa:s {or its troubled economy.
The target programs provide a possible vchicle for
transferring sclected aspects of East European cco-
nomic reforms to Sovict soil, a dimcansion that Sovict
cconomic reformers arc increasingly likely to play up.




