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Konstanth
HIS Role in
Br' hnev Successnon
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L Brezhnev Successwn ' j

Konstantm Chernenko'

5 jhc USSR s top pohcymakmg body .
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His Role in the

" ! | o |

1 Thc pohttcal rtsc of Brczhncv s formcr a|dc and close conﬁdant Konstantin

Chcrncnko. into the upper ranks of the leadership has been spectacular. -

| Aftcr 10 years workmg behind the scenes as the leadership’s top
: ddmlmstratwc officer, Chcrncnko was promotcd three times between April

1976 and Novcmber 1978. During the process he became one of four in the

Soviet lncrarchy-—Brczhncv Andrey Kirilenko, and Mikhail Suslov are the
i othcrs-~who hrc both party secretarics and f ull members of the Politburo,

l

, j g | :
b i
S Brczhncv has given thc 68-ycar-old bureaucrat many opportunitics to

improve his chanccs of becoming the next General Secrctary. Although

1 thcsc cfforts have met with mixed success, Chcrncnko remains a potential
candtdatc to succeed Brezhnev. ; :

| Q‘M I

: : 1
'| Chernenko probably owes his raptd advancc to Brezhnev's growing reliance
i on him, partlcularly when strains seem to have developed between Brezhnev

and those who once had been his closest alhcs—namcly. Kirilenko and
Brezhnev's Ukralman co'lecague; Vladimir Shchcrbltskly The evidence

-1 suggests that at the root of this tension was Brezhnev's concern that his own

political posmon mlght be thratcncd by thc ambitions of thmc Politburo

'allus il

! § | g !
As Brczhncv s nght-hand man on the party Secretariat, Kirilenko was able

| steadily to widen his own base of support within the party elitc and, as

Brczhncv s health bccamc increasingly unécrtam and his collcagues began
to look beyond him, he was able to strcngthen his claim as Brezhnev’s heir

' prcsumptlvc At some point Brezhnev probably realized that if he did not

have a candidate of his own to counter Ktrilcnko, he would not just losc

" influence over the succession proccss. but cncouragc its carly

| i

¥ lmplcmcntatnon | N ‘a‘.

?f: I .

ne Chcmcnko acquxrcd Pohtburo status in addition to his membership on
thc party Secrctariat, he was in a strategic position to rival Kirilcnko; signs

- of some slippage in thc latter's standing were almost immcdiatcly cvident in
“late 1978. In this rcspcct. Chernenko's rise effectively helped to stabilize

IBrczhncv S pollttcal position and to check the drift of support to Kirilenko.
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L0 Brczhnev. howevcr. docs I
i cstabhshmz Chcrncnko as heir apparent. In the (“ nal analysis, Chcrnenko s
i chancc of success will dcpcnd on Brezhnev's ablluy and willingness to help
s Chcrncnko extend his authomy tirroughout the vast party bureaucracy and

1 to brohdcn his base of polmcal support, This has always been Kirilenko's

not seem to havc madc much progrcss m _ -

strcngth It was only toward the end of 1979 tha& there was some evidencc
that hcrncnko might have assumed slgmficant new exccutive responsibil-
ities in party affaurr l | l . ‘ } |

Thcfmva‘non of Afghamstan howcvcr. appears to have nltcrcd thc Lioviet
polmcal landscapc. Brezhnev's firm pubhc support of the Afghan incursion
sccms!to havc left Chcrncnko, the most stalwart supporter in the lcadership
. of Brezhncv S pollcy of |mprovcd rclatlons with the United States, out on a
" limb. While Chcrncnko may hope to becomc a focal point for a more
modcliatc posltlon on Afghamstan sucha posmon is not likely to prevail in
 the immediate futdrc. !

Lo ; f : 5
Chcmcnko c&uld still cmcrgc as a compromise candldatc If the Politburo
cannot agree on who the next General Sccretary should be, Chernenko
m:ght'bc perceived as the least thrcatcnmg to the political fortuncs of the
. principal contenders. Chernenko's biggest drawback is that the primary
sourcc of his current power and mﬂucncc-——Brczhncv——may no longer be on
thc sccne whcn thc sclecuon process occurs.

§
!




R ':Backgrouad. ’l‘he Maklnu of lll Executilve

ol

i : became head of the Central Commmce s General
Dépnrtmcnt The dcpnnmcnt oversses the handling of

. Komtanin Chemenk ol
BT i:.;His Roleinithe . ‘:
Brezhnev Successlon 1

| Oﬂlcer
~|' e ‘, g "
ley Assocmlons Wlth Bmlmev ' I §

’C ernenko first came in coqtact with Brezhnev in the

“early'1950s in the Moldavnah chubhc. Brezhnev

‘headed the republic party orgamzatlon and Chcrncnk 3
‘ wis head of tiie propaganda ‘and agitation department.

'Ci\erncnko had held a!scries of reglonal barty posts | in.

thE Russnan chubhc bcforc going to Moldavla From :

‘then on his career was closcly t:cd to Brczhncv s. D
' i R

,H

Chernenko was transfcrred to thc Central Cbmmmcc. _

'nppnrntus in Moscow in 1956, thc same year that

ent'in Kazakhstan. In 1960, when Brezhnev was |

bf lhe Supreme Soviet (Prcsndent). Chcrncnko was |
'nppoimcd chicef of the Prcsldlum s sccrctnriat In this
pdsmon he served for l‘our ycai's as Brczhncv s
Fxccutwcaid |:| i’i i
In .luly 1965 aftcr Brczhnev rcplaced lenta
Khrushchev as party First Sccrctary. Chernenko

aﬂ communications and corfcslpondencc generated by
v the Politburo, the party Secretariat, and OthCl’ leader-

Lo shlp budies. One of its chief lrcsponeubthtu:,s is the i
i shcphcrdmg of mcmoranda..draft speeches, and other

‘iniportant documents undcrgomg coo:dmatmn in the
party’s decisionmaking machihcry. Thc dcpartmcnt
alpo performs a number of othcr sensmvc functions,
including the processing of clt zens complamts to top
party officials and mmntammg archival material.

' s it !
Manauer of the Paper F!owi IL t I
As superviser of the Gcnclal cpartmcm. Chcrncnko
‘essentially functions as the lcadcrshlp s top exccutive
ol‘ ficer. He is responsible for organmng the weekly | !
mcctmg of the Pohtburo——-thc Sovict Union' 's top %
pohcymuking body—and is thc authoriu on proce- |
‘dural aspects of the dccnsnonmkkmg proccss Even after
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Bn‘czhnev returned to the Secretariat from an assign- .

m
hppomtcd tothe posmon of Chairman of the Prcsndlum ,

IOLIVINYE I I IV AL a

Konstantin Chernenko ‘
v | : | ‘
h|s clcvauon to the top party bodies he continucd to
head the dcpartmcnt For instance, at 2 Supreme
Sovicet scgsnon in December 1977, soon after he became
a candidate member of the Politburo, he was observed
making sure that ccrtain papers circulated only among
the full mcmbcrs of the Politburo present at lhc

session. He was listed as a “department head”
party handbook as rcccntly as 1979. I:I

Ina systclm where access to information is an
importunt clement of power, Chernenko's position
clearly is of considerable influence and importance.
Accordlng hernenko has consider-
able discr;cuon in routing documents, and thus can, to
some cxtent, i.;dircqtly influence policy decisions.

|
|
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’ -g‘(_r.latm. for instance, that on occaslon
Chernenko has deliberately slowed down the decision

procc«. as a means of burylng propo#.xlx that: Brczhncv
opposcd{ b

3 i * | 5. i |
Ev |dcncc of blatant. p.xrtmnsh:p by Chcrncnko in . I
Brcz..ucv « behalf has been scant, hawever, and there
have bu.n many contrary mdlcahom{ of scrupulom
Ancntmn to collegial procedures. Evcn though |
Chcrmnko s relationship to Brcrhndv is close, hc has
not served strictly as a personal aidei his department is
at the service of the entire Icadcrshnp Chernenko ;
probably could not have held such a ﬁcnsmvc post §0
Iong had he not fulfilled his cxccu!nvc duticsina %

- competcnt and generally nmpartul way. Although he
has not imprcsscd orcign obscrvcrs he has been
described by one Sovuct:&:ﬁas dynamnc

- and intclligent administrator, capablc of gr.mpmg new
ld(.n‘. : ; .
i |
|
|

Chemenko s Ascendancy, 1975-7

Y - S

fm Alhng Brezhne* Leans on Cllamenko P
' Cherncnko's rapid political risc began after Brcrhncv s
. firss cxtcndcd ilincss during the wmicr of 1974-75.
Fragmcmary evidence suggests that it was Brezhnev's
growmd reliance on Chernenko during this period that
" hecounts for his sudden emergence into national
promméncc after 10 years in the back rooms. From
late December 1974 through April 1975 Brezhnev
madd few public appearances and was cvidently |
hmplla ized for varying periods of time. The full
nmurc of his illness is not known,: but it may havz been
partly rlolltlcal Criticism of Brczhnev's policics was
rcporltcdly 'voiced at the Dcccmbc‘r 1974 Ccmral
Comm ttee plcnum. T ' | 1

| | ! EI : . i ' : ‘? ’
For d pcrlod of umc aftcrward Brezhncv seemed to
nolatc msclfsomcwhat from polmcal life. He
cwddntly attended few of the weekly Politburo meet-
ings held in the first three and a half months of 1978,
began to use Chernenko as an intermediary

Politburo coileagucs. Brezhnev's deteriorating
has probably made it difficult for him to

Iwith hl
hcalth

: ’conduct business with his collcagucs in the same

parsonal mformal manner that prcwously markcd his

_? H Lo
AR
T

.

Brezhnev, Gromyko,
and Chernenko at Helsinki
meeling i

stylc of Icadcr%hlp This has contributed to the
introduction of more buréaucratic procedures;
Chernenko's authority has grown corrcspondmgly in
rcccm years. [:| |

!
!

Chcrncnko first gained publnc prommcncc in July 1975
whcn he accompanicd Brezhnev to the Helsinki
c.ummlt mecting culminating the Conference on Sccu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). This was
followed by additional I'ofays into the forcign policy
ficld. Brezhnev appeared to be not only relying on
Chernenko, but to be looking for new ways to give him
broader experience and lhus to enhance his leadership
crcdcnuals '

Thc following March CHcrncnko was awardcd thc

‘ Ordcr of Lenin **for scrvices to the party and state.”

The award, unrelated to hny anniversary or cvent, was
announced just days before Chernenko was clevated to
the party Sccretariat at thc conclusion of the 25th
Party Congress and appcurs to have been an cffort by

' Brezhnev to guarantee support for Chernenko's pro-

,mouon Brezhnev subscqucmly presented the order to
Chcrncnko personally, ralthcr than leaving that func-
mon to President Podgornyy, as protocol dictated.
1Brc7hncv s gesturc pubh&:ly conveyed his pcrsoml
‘rcgard for Chcrncnko in 1a way few acuons could.
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‘ time of the 25th Party Conzress in carly 1976. Desplte.
Brezhnev s ever-growing prestlge and hls steady acqui-

| at le' to translate this authol‘ity lnto greater power to .
| dictate personnel actions. Pl ‘

i - 1 ! b i

l

| 2 :
2 Indeed, there has bedn a l'ar greater degree of |
' jcbmpromlse in leadershlp appointments over the past
| few years than is evrdent on the surface. Brezhnev
D nllajorlty in the Pohtburo. m terms of solid polltlcal
: shpport. continues to be natrow and fluid. Brezhnev
! has had to exercise great pohtlcal skill to maintain Ithm
"' majority; he appears to have been assisted in this task
by a measure of good luck and by the' general political
standoff in the lcadership. Brelzhnev s senior colleagues
abparcntly believe that their own lndwrdual intercsts
I, are best served by the mmntehancc ol' the status quo.
b and they are therefore just ns reluctant to see any |
ybunger challenger thrcaten Brezhncv as they are lo
allow Brezhnev htmsell‘ to gam total polmcal control
UL R
, P 4 .
Chcrncnko s promotion to tho Secrctanat came at a
i itime when Brezhnev's margrn of political support was
narrow especially within the Secretariat. At that time
Brczhnev had to contend wntH three pbwerful secre-
‘taries who were full members bf the Politburo; Mikhail
.. Suslov, Fedor Kulakov, and Andrey Kirilenko. As the
P pnncmal guardian of collecttvlty. Suslov had long
P nctcd as a counterweight to Brczhnev in the leadershlp.
o Suslov s role, however, was a balancmg one. Numerous
I ‘reports| |suggcst that he has i
b supported moves to enhance Brerhnev s authority |
L whl ¢ at the same time gwtnglatd and coml'ort to those
‘ younger leaders secklng to plTh Brezhnev into retire-

l | P

i
] P : ] I
P : lJulakov 's allegmnce to Brczhnev also seems to hnve

f ' ment. SRR !

i 4 !

|

- i been ambiguous. Although hd had worked closely wrth
; ;,‘ Brezhnev on agricultural matters for years, rumors
y ’before and after the 25th Party Congress. linked him

i f; s tlon of the trapplngs of power, he has not always been .

Co
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i
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 with efforts to force Brezhne\) out. (ln at least onc |
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instance, Kulakov s said to have had Suslov's bless-

ing.) In any event, signs of discord hetween Brezhnev

_ and Kulakov were clearly visible by 1978. Kirilenko

was the only .sennort secretary who eould fairly be

" described ds a member ol‘ Brezhnev s polntucal ma-

[ " ,' chine.|:| | ﬂ. '( 3

1 ¢ | : i R
Chernenko 5 appomtment to the party Becretanat at
the 25th Party Congress also occurred within the
context of continued careful balancing among various
Politburo groupmis with no appreciable increase in
Brezhnev's strength, Brezhnev's success in promoting
Chernenko was offsct by the appointment to the
Sccretariat of Mikhail Zimyanin, former Pravda

~ editor and a presumed Suslov ally. The same kind of

pairing was evrdenl. in the addition to the Politburo of
party Secretary Ustmov and Leningrad party boss
Grigoriy Romanovl Although Ustinov had had a close
and mutually supportive working relationship with
Brezhnev, he also had long worked closely with .
Kosygin'and other independents. Romanov, while he
has backed Brezhnev on certain issues, scems politi-
cally and ideologically closer to Suslov, Furthcrmore,
Romanov's elevation put him in direct rivalry for the
succession with Politburo member Vladimir
Shcherbiiskiy, who was thought at the time to be
BrczhneY‘s Ukrainian protege.

i

Chernenko's elevation as one of 10 sccretaries thus

brought no immediate benefit to Brezhnev in dealing
with the senior independents in the Secretariat, nor did
it seem to result in any major expansion of Chernenko's
responsibilitics. Nonetheless, it placed a trusted Brezh-
nev ally on the first rung of the lcadership ladder.
Chernenko continucd, as he always had, to operate
largely bchmd the scenes. As a result of his enhanced
political standlng. the General Department cvidently
gained i m prestige. Arttclcs that he wrote in the next
year suggest that he had begun to deal more broadly
with party management questions—not only questions

of management technique but how better to ensure the

fulfillment of party decisions. The need to pay more
attention to rank-and-{ile complaints and suggestions

expressed in letters to the Central Committec was an
‘ever-present theme that reflected one ol‘ the responsi-
blhttes of his departmcnt '

|
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f 5long ormed the mainstays of his

.
L i |

. lChcrncnkc:: also contmucd to gain broadcr cxpcrlcncc
! Iin the
. | the Hcismkl meeting in support of Brc7hncv S pohcncs
| land in {hc 'summer of 1976 began occasionally

reign policy field. He wrote several amclcs on

appcar‘ng at Brezhnev's annual summer mectings with
East Europcan leaders in the Crimea, Brezhnev's quict
grooml g of Chernenko paid off when strains began to
dcvelo in/Brezhnev's relationship with those who had
llucal suoport——

) and Shchcrbuskly | o

I
i
b

Kirilen

i | Lo
l ! 1 [
sslon Polltlcq N

; i i i
Breanev Cools Toward Kirilenks |
Ev:dcncc indicates that Kirilenko was long a onal ally

1
t!

s
1

“of Brcihncv and, at Icast outwardly, remains so to this

d.ay Hc has never been linked | |with

'uny grdupmg challenging Brczhncv and he has been

consxsll:ntly portrayed as a promoter of Brczhncv
'authorlly By working to inflate Brczhncv S pomlon
‘however, Kirilenko has steadily increased his own
‘politicil standing and furthered hls; own claim to'

inherit;Brezhnev's mantle. Many‘q —1have
callcd attcnuon to Kirilenko's pohuca ambition ..;'

l
|

1
|

Senior Polithura members
Nosvxin, Brezhnev, Suslov, and
Nirilenko

|As Brezhnev increasingly conceatrated his energics on
Iforcugn policy questions during the 1970s, Kirilenko's’
‘influence in the party burcaucracy grew. The appoint-
'mcm of Dmitriy Ustinov,as Minister of Defensc in
Apnl 1976, together wntll the assumption in October of
[Ustinov's former rcsponelbllmce within the party
Sccremriat by Kirilenko's protege Yakov Ryabov,
mnrkcd a major increasc in Kirilenkn's power base. In
Scptember, even before Rynbov s nppomtmcm a

sscerted that

‘Brezhnev was becoming Icarful of Kirilenko's ambi-

tions. (1]

| f S

‘Despite his reported susp’icions, Brezhnev probably felt
‘compcllcd to back Ryabov, Kirilenko's choice, becuuse
of increased pressure from Suslov and Kulakov among
‘others. This was a politically troubled pericd, marked
by sporadic unrest over food shortages and increased
.rumors of mancuvering with the leadership against
‘Brezhnev, who thus needed Kirilenko's support.
Klnlcnko for his part, reportedly helped organize an
outpourmg of praisc for Brezhnev on his 70th birthday
‘in December 1976 which, according to onc Sovict

|:| was carcfully orchestrated to convey the

i
!
|
i



~- iUkrainian party boss Vladimir Shcherbitskiy, de- |

1

esident Podgornyy in May 1977 and Brezhnev's

.| a3 umption of the poﬂ of chief of state'in-June. Cyn cal
TKirilenko was T} Tying to push Brczhncv up and out.

: bc vonccd that Kmlcnko was now thc “rcal powcr m ‘

"tcmptcd to make a bxd for thc top job. Brezhnev's

were promptcd to oommcnt that

Vhile probably an cxaggcrauon. commcnts bcgan to

oscow. ‘ E ‘| 1
aura el O O AR :35 E
‘A.t sme pomt. Brczhncv probably fclt that he could
llongcr be certain that Kmlcnko would fail should he be

‘apparent dcpcndcncc on Kmlcnko. the absence of a
;clcar casc against him, and thc lack of means to

. ?undcrcut his position readily may very well have made

;Brezhnev feel somewhat vulnerablc Although Brezh-
nev could count on the bmlt-m rivalry between |
Kirilenko and Suslov, the lattcr ] udvﬁnccd nge and
po'mcal mdcpcndcnce madc him a weak kccd to lcan
’On ) ; ] i i i * ? 1
L

Shcherbitskly ains, Then Loses Favor | ' 1
' Followmg Podgornyy's ouster, rumors circulated that

|scnbcd by one Brezhnev aide as being “like a son' ito
i Brezhnev, was soon to be transfcrrcd toa post in E

‘Moscow. This was not the ﬁrdl time that such rumors

o hﬁd madec the rounds, but thls time they had a greatcr

rmg of authority. With Podgornyy s departure the | |
Ukrmmans were left with no Moscowbascd rcprceen-

" |tatives on the Politburo, a strong argument in favor of

Shcherbitskiy's transfer to Moscow. The new post of

‘ First Deputy Chairman of thé Prcsndmm of| the |
Supreme Soviet, which was, created in June to provide
the new President, Brezhnev, with an assistant, was

Iviewed 1n Kicvasa possnblé slot for Shcherbitskiy. It

ould have given him needed, experience at thc i

1 national level and a good start m thc succession race.
« P N L N RN
E '“ Iil }

i
"Jhcrc wcre rcports at the same tlme that. the othcr!
1 “young™ member of the Politburo, Leningrad party
: boss Romanov, also was slated to assume a position in
'| Moscow. Indeed, it is possnblc that Romanov's candi-
dacy was under oons:deratlon, clther in opposmon tb or
L. A i
!
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. mcssagc to thc pany clite that thc Brczhncv camp was
i fully in charge. Kirilenko's backing was also reported
to have been invaluable in bringing off the ouster o{ L

no

Viadimir Shcherbitskiy

| |
as a counterbalance to a move planncd for
Shcherbitskiy. The cvidence suggests that if Brezhnev
was interested in a trade-off, it was only to gain
Shcherbitskiy's transfer to Mascow. Several days
before the October:1977 Central Committee plenum
and Supreme Sovict session, a ceremony was held in
the Kremlin to present Shcherbitskiy with the Order of
Lenin, which had previously been awarded to him for
harvest successes in the Ukzaine. In the presence of all
other top leacers, Brezhnev lavishly praiscd
Shcherbitskiy's leadership abilities and pointedly
called attention to their work together in the carly days
in Dncpropctrovsk 'Some interpreted
this as a sign that Shcher nskiy‘s day had arrived.

} l

The plcnum came and went, however, without any
change in either Shcherbitskiy's or Romanov's status.
The lcadership evidently had sought and taken the
lcast disruptive coursc The 76-ycar-old First Deputy
Minister of Forclgn Affairs, Vasiliy Kuznetsov, was
ramed Brezhnev's dcputy in the Presidium of the
Supreme Soviet, thus effectively blocking a position
that could have been advenrtageous to onc of the:
younger éucccssion hopcfuls partlcularly one who had
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Brezhncv s blcmngs What little cv dcncc thcrc :s

p'cgardlhg Kuznetsov's political ties suggcsts alinkto

Kosygin. Kuznetsov was also made ; a candidate mem-
ber of the Polnburo at that time. Brezhnev was, ‘able,
howcvcr. to win the clevation of Chernenko to candi-

- date m :mbership on the Politburo. Because candidate
; mcmbcrs do not have voting privileges, this may not
. have been a particularly difficult ¢ compromise 19 f

Englnc r, but it did move Chcrncnko one stcp closér to

' the inn rmost circle of the Icadcrshxp Doy

!

t

(HI | ; }x

Accord ng;tol in
Isrezhacy had pushed for Shcherbitskiy’s trans-
fer to| Moscow but had backed down in the facc cf
bpmsut%n It can be assumed that all mdcpcndcnt
mc bcllvs of the leadership and any succession hopeful
would ave objected. In addition, Brezhnev himself
maly h‘l e been somewhat half-hearted in ,
Shéhcrbuskly s behalf, fearing that old ties between
Kmlcnko and Shcherbitskiy, formed when the two
worked tcgcthcr in the Ukraine, mig outwelgh
Shcher mk:v s onalty to Brczhncv. h RNt
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Cn any asc. rclatlons between Brczhncv and

Sbchcr hitskiy scemed to deteriorate following the

l plcnum Shcherbitskiy avoided all but perfunctory
‘ rcferen - to Brezhnev in his first speech on returning

from Moscow to Kiev, and the following spring hc
bcgnn to voice reservations about detcntc If iic had
harbared these reservations all along. he had kept them
0 hlmeélf He now probably realized that he could no
longcr count on Brezhnev's patronagc and would have
to look {o other constituencies for polmcal support. For
Brezhnev's part, when in July he f’nally got around to
prcqcnting Shcherbitskiy with an award honoring his
60th bmhday (which occurred in Fcbruary) he had
only a fcw terse words to say—a 1hérp contrast with
hls cxtr%av'xgant praise only nmc_ rpoitrths car!ter|:|
: ' : : | . | .
The dutcomc of the October 1977 blénum nppcn'rc('i not
only to have soured rclations betweén Shcherbitskiy
and Brézhnev, but to have convmccd other hopefuls in
the lcadcrshlp that Brezhnev's control of . %< succession
process;was marginal. Such a perception could only
further strengthen Kirilenko's pomion. indeed, the
zmumptnon began to take hold among the party clite
that Kmlcnko would automatically succccd Brczhncv
whcn thc latter stepped down. 1 i I
o | T
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Mazurov and Kirilenko at
industrial exhibition

The “Juniors™ Assert Thelmselvcs.
But Brezhney Makes HisMove

Brezhnev's political problcms were compounded
during the winter of 1977-78 by personal illness and by
growmg strains in the cconomy. The December meet-
mg of the Central Committee devoted to the next
year's cconomic plan and the budge: was reportedly
stormy. Brcihncv attended the plenum but, according
10 one account, was too i}l to give his report, which
Kirilenko read for him. Brezhnev was absent from the
subscauent Supreme Sovict session and was out of
sight with a number of health problems until carly

Fcbruary 1978. 1:| _f

Thc Dcccmbcr plenum apparcntly formed special
commissions ta investigate aspects of the cconomic
prablem. Kirilenko reportedly was named to head one
commission, with First Deputy Preinier Kirill
Mazurov as his deputy. A separate agricultural
commission, whose recommend-~tions were approved at
a later July plenum, probably was sct up at the same
time; party Secretary Kulakov would have been
hca*'lly cngaged in its work
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Dunng carly |978 Kmlcnko and Mazurov ere

|
]

nusualiy active in coonomnc affalrs, gmng 'credence

‘ "‘l to the report of their mvolvcmcn. ina spccnal commis- -
'+ ston. Both addressed a Council of Ministers'meeting in
| Jnnuary--the fiest time Koayzin had been abscnt from

B such an affair in many y&rs

o had attended meetings of the Council bcforc. he had
g ncvcr addressed one, Mazurov was pnmcularly active,

And although Kirilenko

addrcssmg nnothcr mcclmg o( the Councll of Ministers

,m.luly.m - ') l‘l ‘ -’5
‘ l PRSI R N TR |

S l Mazurov a political opponent of Brczhncv, had bctn a
| forceful advocate of consunier interests at home nnd an

: ’atscmve policy abroad. He: reportcdly Iost dutina’
SN[ ght to give the dcvelopmcnt pl‘ consumer goods |
L phomy in the 1976-80 ﬁvaear plan; and he had not
§ hhd an article or speech pubhshed——-or evcn had ever

.been reported to have given a'speech—a—m morc thana

o yf:ar His !1st published amclo-—a kind of swan song in
+ - :defense of the consumcr—-appﬁnrcd in lhc October.
St 1976 issuc of Kommunist. Hls activity in‘carly 1978
s thus mar
"'j‘bfnefonc : ‘

| o
N ldulakov was also prommcui durmg this pcnod and was
it 1¢ recipicnt of unusually hlgh honors on his birthday

ed somcthmg ofa oomcback. although a

e

i

m February 1978—honors hsually rcscrved for only

i thc inost senior mem.bers of the lcadcrshnp th it was

clcar from Brezhnev's rcmarks at the presentation \

P ccrcmony in February that hc did not share his i

llcagucs high regard for Kulakov. In what appeared

i be a slap at Kulzkov's polmcal ambitions, Brezhnev

tt. b pointedly stressed Knlakov s lifelong concentra-

tion . m agncultunc. mlhng attcntlon to chronic prob-
' léms inthisarcaina way that suuuted Kulakov l
s ould stlck to his work e '

Sl e ;
late Fcbruary Brczhncv had reeovered from his

“iliness and set out to regain thc polmcal mmatwc lost

dhnng the wmtcr. His stratczy appears to have relied

' h&mly on cﬂ'or:s to wrap himselfina cloak of military

ahthori;y. A the end of Fcbmary. Brezhaev received
the Order of Victory——-thc only civilian rcclment of this

: otder since Stalin—and a month later set off with 1

)efense Minister Ustinov cﬂ an arduous two-week trip

D
along the trans-Siberian rallroad visiting military |
u

nits and industrial sites on the way. The trip was i

i 1 P ' ‘g{
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Istmmcd
criticism both Kulakov's political bailiwick of Penza
-and the Ccntral Committec's Agricultural Depart-

S,éet

1
i
|
i
largcly shcocssful m pro;cctmg the image of a vigorous

leader and talks of a post-Brezhnev cra, which had
become c]:ommon. ocascd |:|

“The dcat’h of Kulakov in July 1978 was, from

Rrezhncv s point of view, fortuitous. It had been clear

from Brezhnev's veiled criticism of Kulakov—not only

at the birthday award ceremony but in his speech at

the July plenum on agriculture just days betore

Kulakov!died—that relations between the two were
JAt the plenum Brezhnev singled out for

ment, Wthh Kulakov supervised. Despite the criticism,

: vhowcvcn Kulakov was active until his death, and there

was even some evidence that he was taking on addi-
tional rcsponsnbllms in the light mdustry field.

“The ofﬁclal handlmg of Kulakov's funeral highlighted

a problcm Brezhnev scemer to be facing—the possibil-

‘ity of growmg cohesion within the ranks of the

“second-string" leaders. Two provincially based lead-
ers, Masherov and Romanov, made the effort to be on
hand for the funeral, although Brezhnev and the two
other senior lcadcts. Kosygin and Suslov failed to
interrupt their vacanons to attend. Kirilenko added an
vwnusually warm pcrsonal touch to the funcral culogy,
and Mazurov’s consolauon of the grieving Kulakov
family, as shown on Moscow elevision, suggested a
particularly close relationship. All that would have .
been needed to eomplctc the picturc was the presence
of Shcherbitskiy. By thit tirae Brezhnev must have

to Kirilenko, he would have to advance toa posiiion of
power a trusted polltlml ally of his own. I:I

o Kulakov s death, Ieavmz asitdida polmcal vacancy in_
- the line of ¢ succcssnon after Kirilenko, provided such an
. opportunity for Brezhnev. Rumors ap=in circulated

that Romanov or Shcherbitskiy might be tiansferred
to Moscow, but thc‘r continued expressions of reserva-
tions conccmmg dcleme scemad enough to assure
Brezhnev's opposntlon Chernenko was clearly estab-
lished as Brezhnev’ 'favorite when he accompanied

ret
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again pla)ed thclr part. As in lhe casc of
Vasiliy Kuznetsov's carllcr clevation, Tikhonov prob-

ably would not have bccn sclected to replace Mazurov -
; had he not been 73 ycarsbld or in some other regard
‘dlsquahf' ¢ for more tha"l aninterim role in the

' suoccssnon. As it was, he had been passed over once for -

Kulakov funeral

Brczhncv on a ceremonial trip to Azcrbaydzhnn m

Octobci' During the trip Chcmcnk6 was given unprc- [____Ip reflection of Suslov's influence.

" cedented media billing, almost as: Brczhncv S CO-
equal—a sign that the party elite. undoubtcdly inter-
preted as indicative of Brezhnev's special regard for
Chcmcnko The event forcshadowcd Cheri.enko's
promotion to full membership in the Politburo at a
party plcnum a month later. (| & L

The Pohtlcs of the November Plenuln P
_ Personnel actions taken at the No'vcmbcr 1978 plcnum
markcd significant gains for Brezhnev. Not only was
Chcrncnko promoted from a candidate toa full

mcmbcr of the l'olitburo, but Maznfrov was dropped.

. This rcprcscntcd a doublc gain for Brc:hncv interms
of improving his margin of support. lIn addition,
' Brezhnev's old crony from Dncpropctrcmk leolay
lebonov. who with Mazurov's dcparture bccamc
Kosyglh s leading deputy, was named a candtdatc
mcmbei' of thc Pohtburo |:| ‘ o {

o | |
T Bcneﬁétal as thcscchangcswcretoBrczhncv. howcvcr.

thcy wcrc not all the result of his polmcal clout.
Conumung testraints on his power were cvident in

! ; somc of lhc appointments made. and oompromnse and

»

i . v H ¥ i ,.
. . - : N !

ook

i

- promotion to the Politburo, suggcstmg oopositlon to
~ lhemovc 1‘_“'|i ' | ’ i‘

. Furthcrmorc. Mazurov probably did what the of ficial

announocmcm ‘said: rwgned for rcasons of health
and at his own request.” Official announcements of
thls sort generally stay aJ closc to the truth as |s

polmcally realistic. | , |

':'J«ausc he faced a blea® political future
aas fong as Brezhnev was ¢ the scene, he may have

decided not to deplete his health in a futile political
struggle. |:|

?Finally. the transfer of the Stavropol Kray party boss,
Mikhail Gorbachev, to the party Secretariat to take
over Kulakov's former responsibilities for oversecing

the agricultural scctor was, according to i;l:|
uslov once

worked as party Secretary in Stavropol, and other
evidence has suggested that he retains patronage over

major appointtlncnts in that region, :]

Suslov's suppoi't probably was nccessary to brezhnev's
success in advancing Chernenko, and the Gorbachev
appointment may have been the price that Brezhnev
had to pay. In any event, since Suslov probably would
have wanted td support a move that stood to weaken
Kirilenko's position and did not seem to have a viable
candidate of his own at that moment; he probably
found it cxpcdlcm to go along with Chernenko’s

clevation. (] !
i H
i

I
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Brczhncv s success in domg for Chernenko what he
had evidently carlicr failed todo for Shcherbitskiy may
also have been helped by a general perception among
the top leaders that Chesnenko was the least threaten-
ing of all possible choices because he had served almost
cntirely in staff positions and lacked a power base.
Chcrncnko s mcrcasmgly indispensible role in the

8
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' Pohtburo.

' T e clcvauon of Chernenko grcatly'cnhanccd the

*déspltc failing health.' It gavc a trusted associate clout

's ooth runnmg of the Pohtburo——somcthmﬁ allof i 1ts
nlcmbcrs may have fclt thcy bcnct' ted from—may also
have.helped C i

urity of Brcz"ncv s polmcal position, makmg it
pOssxblc for him to contmuc i unctionmg in office

to speak and actin Brczhm.v s name, and in one stroke
it |sccmcd to neutralize a number of potentmlly ,
déngcrous political problcms lt brought 'an end, at

least for a thlc. to the maneuvermg of the more

:B}czhncv seemed mcrcasmzly at odds. Shcherbntskn{ is
c&)ortcd by | to have
becn extremely bitter over the elevation of Cm.rncnko.
fcclmg that it ;:1t Chcrncnko ina posltlon to advance
hls own polmcal interests. As thc year came to an cnd
Rbmanov became bogged dowlh in local scandals—-onc
mvolvmg the alleged cxtravagancc of his daughtcr s
wcddmg and the subscqucnt defacement of statues by
vandals in the garden of the. Summcr Palace in |
Leningrad. According| ' Brezhnev has
actively sought to kccp Romanov s embarrassmcntsx
nllvc. ‘ SR I R I Y O
i - RE |
More important, Chcrnenko (] clcvntlon to the Polit-
b\iro. and thus to the rank of a'Semor Sccrctary. made
n posslble for Brezhnev to nhdcrcut Kmlcnlro s grow-
! ' B ; ] 3 ; !
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ambitious junior members of the leadershipwithwhom. =~ " .
- Brezhncv Promotes Chernenko

Sedgret

Brezhnev and Chernenko with
Bulgarian leaders

ing strength. Signs Lf softness in Kirilenko's protocol
ranking began to show in the Supreme Soviet clection
campaign beginning in late December 1978. Whercas
others, including Chernenko, were referred to as both
party and state leaders, Kirilenko wae cited only as a
party leader. The abrupl demotion of Kirilenko's
protege, Yakov Ryabov. the following spring clearly

. conveyed the mcssanc that no longer was Kirilenko's

position unassailable or h|s ascension’ to thc top party

.
Chemenkfo's Candidacy, 1979

|
|
i
i

But Kirilenko Keep& His Role
Evidence soon bcgan to mount that Brczhncv was not

- content mcrcly to usc Chernenko as a counterweight to

Kirilenko, but that he was bent on upsctting the
existing leadership ranking by favoring Chernenko
over Kirilenko. A clear instance of favoritism occurred
during a working vacation trip that Brezhnevand
Chernenko took to Bulgaria in January 1979. As an
the carlier Baku trip, Soviet media featured
Chernenko as Brezhnev's near equal. Bulgarian party
boss Zhivkov added his own boost with a special dinner
toast to (.hcrncnko The trip itself and the media
trcntmcnt given Chernenko were quite obviously engi-
neered byf Brezhnev and appeared designed to convey
the word Shat Chernenko was his intended heir.
|

i
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’ Dcsp t Chcrncnko s obvious wenkncss asa candldatc
i l'or the lop party, ‘post, Brezhnev probably felt he had

' havc n the main conslderatlon’, given Brezhnev's
: conun d pnontv concern for thc secumy of hls own

- position 5 .i. SN AT

PO | :».‘
LA the ame umc, Brc 7hne0 probab y was conccrncd
.. - about his own future reputution, bm‘tncularly in the
L field of [orclgn policy. At least untilthe Afghnn crisis,
L Br«.zhnov had a large political mves{ment in'detente
' andin |mprovcd relations with the United States. Even
| in the halcyon days of detente he hald some rcnson to
Lo doubt the commitment of Kmlenko 'and youngcr '
Lo succcssmn candidates to a policy, in 'which they had no
= pcrsonal involvement or stake. He probably could not
 be surc that they mnght not be tcn’mtcd to try to make
: Brczhnév a scapegoat in the cvent of a serious | |
, dctcnorauon of relations with thc Umtcd States. |
Brczhm.v s <fforts to enhance Chcrncnko s foreign
- policy ckpcnencc—for cexample, his mclusuon of .
Chc.rncnko on the Sovict delegation to the US-Soviet
Summn. mecting in Vicnna in June 1979—seemed
aimed at showing that Chernenko could and would"
“provide continuity in this arca, thus ensuring that |.

Brczhncv s good name would bc protcctcd |: i

A pattcm of rivalry between Kmlcnko and Chcrncnko
dcvclopcd that continued throughout much of 1979.
Various|status symbols and other public indicators of
prcstigc suggested, however, that neither gained deci-
sive advantage. Although Chcrncnko benelited from
“the additional exposure that he began to receive and

K his candndacy gradually took on a measure of credibil-

: ny. it soon became cvident that Brczhncv s endorse-
" “meni..v Jich seemed implicit in his pubhc treatmcnt of

i Chcnu s1k0, would not nutomancally ensure him a

1 ésmooth rrapld rhc to the top i; |

; }Aﬂcr thf. high point of the Bulgarlun trip in January.
| isome of the momentum seemed to'go out of ‘_ -
L Chcrnc ko's campaign, His inexperience showed in

! pubhd appcarances, and signs of reslstance to his 2
énnaldaby emerged. Brczhnev was able to arsange
f| Chcrncr kos inclusion in the Sovict dclcgatlon to the
A ' Vnchnn s ummnt. but only in a support capacity., !

i Chérncr played no rolc m thc substantlve talks and

‘ ’ ‘5:.". ;”I
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jfcw og'tjtons at that time. Chcrnenko s loyalty scems to

s

~ seemed to command little i'cspcct from the two other

Politburo members on the delegation, Defense Minis-
tcr stinov and Foreign mis.cr G o.

[ u & F ' g M romyk

At the same time. thcrc wns growing cvndcnce that
Kirilenko had been able to protect his political position
from deteriorating further after the demotion of his
protege, Ryaboy. Despite this setback, Kirilenko con-
tinucd to carry out the same duties as before and. as in
summers past, remained in Moscow to deputize for
Brezhnev while the latter was on vacation in the south.
As 1979 wore to an end, the public rivalry between
Kirilenko and Chcrncnko'sculcd into a rut, with any
gain in prestige by onc quickly matched by some gain
for the other. For instance, Chernenko reccived a boost
when he accompanicd Brezhnev to East Germany in
carly October and was given an award by party chicf
Honecker, who called him one of Brezhnev's “close
comradcs in arms.” (Pravda further inflated
Cherncnko's status, characterizing him as Brezhnev's
“closest comrade in arms.™) Yet it was Kirilenko who
was given the honor for the second time of delivering
the October Revolution anniversary address, despite
the fact that other Polllburo members—including
Cbcrncnko—-—-hud never gwcn the speech before.

Chernenko Seeks a Power Base

As has been shown, Brezhnev can to a certain extent
arrange events to give Chernenko public exposure and
manipulate the media to enhance his status. In the
final analysis, however, Chernenko's chances of suc-
cccdmg Brezhnev in the top party post will depend
hcnvnly on the extent to which he has been able to
extend his authority throughout the vast party bu-
reaucracy, at bota the nationui and the regional level,
and to broaden his base of political support. This has
always been Kirilenko's mcngth Recently Chernenko
has madc some gains in this respect, but his overall
progress has bcen quite slow. D !

1 i

Domestic Am'!rs. Followmg Chernenko's clevation to -
full membership in the Polltburo in November 1978,
there were reports that he Tvould be assigned important
new rcsponslbililieq inthe domestic sphere. A Soviet

'
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reported
i crne ; cffort'to
&ct the party and govcrnmcnt officials at the middle
nnd lower lcvels to carry out, {the leadership's deci-i
'nonv—un assignment that implicd dissatisfaction wn'h
;hc way Kirilenko was supcwiemg cconomic manage-
ment through the party Sccretariat. Morcchr, another :
Sovict claimed that Cherncnko was: tnkmg over .
Kirilenko's Tunction of mam aining ties bctwccn the
Central Committee and reul nal parly. |cudcr% around
#hc counlry ( b - » T

(:."‘g| i
SR R i

th little evidence cmcrgcd 10 suppart these reports.
Thcrc were no subsequent pdbhc signs that Chernenko
had ndded any significant ncw cxecutive activitics to
his portfolio, and a Soviet official
told a| n April 1979 That
Chernenko's rcspomlbllmcs 'were unchanged—that is,
bvcrsccmg the Central Comlmttcc ‘s General Depart-
mcm and handling the ngendn and bricfing material
for the Politburo. As in the pnst Chernenko has '
contmucd to accompany Blczhncv on hls vacutnom—
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East German party boss
MHonecker presents Chernenko
with medal

he was with Brezhnev, for cxampic, at his Black Sca
resort during a vacaticn in February 1979 and again

' for two monlhq durmg the summer. |:|

With Brczhncv s assistance, Chernenko clearly has

" been seeking to expand his authority into key arcas of

party orgamrntlon and personnel work. A collection of
documents on party cadrc policy, edited by Chernenko,
appeared in the summer of 1979. Cherncnko's supervi-
sion of the General Department, which scrves as the
party archives, has permitted him to edit numcrous
collections of documents and thus to posc as an
authority on various subjccts. On this occasion, how-
cver, heireceived an unusual boost when a review in

" Pravda described the collection as a “dcfinitive work in
- the ﬂcld" and a nccessary “handbook for all party

officials at every level.” This collection also made it
powblc for the Octobcr 1979 i.ssuc of the party journal
Parti ynaya 2hizn’to carry Chernenko on its recading.
list of recommcndcd writers on cadre mattcrs, along
with Lenin and Brezhnev. Despite such promotional
cfforts, however, there is no firm evidence that
Chernenko has gaincd s:gml‘cnnt authority over cadre

assignments. ;
Ny | |
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Onc burbaucrauc galn for Chernenko was thc upgrad-

~ ingin Apnl 1978 of the General Dcpnrtmcm s Letters

.Sector mlu » new Central Commmcc Letters Dcmn-
rpcnl Thc change wasa pedestrian one, however; it did
‘not dnrcdtly encroach on the msmuuona! or functional
tcrrllorﬁ of any of Chernenko’s collcagucs and did not

.add. mcasumbly to Chcrncnko 3 OWn authomy |:|

f ! | i o . }

f Noﬁclhclcss with the creation of lhc new dcparlmcm.

i c
g gcncml drive nguinst burcaucratism—with which

i (;hc’rn‘c ko had been long ussocmlcd—-—dcvclopcd intoa
-] ull-ﬂcd cd campaign for |mp\'oved handhng of letters

M
‘and complmnu. In the process, Chcrnenko $ SUCCess in

}dcvclopi g b political base in at least one republic was

: idc onst ated in 1979, when he artanged for a former
" offi ial l‘Lrom Kirgizia to bccomc head of the Ccmral

¢omni|t cels new 1 .etters Dcmrtmcm in Mmcow. The

: Ircuubiuj‘ Icndcrs then led the way in pushing: 1(

| Chdrnenko's letters campaign. Chernenko pald a visit
'to ihe ircbublxc in the fall to present an cward, durmg
Whuch itHe Kirgiz party boss praised him as “highly
, rcgardcd by all” and described Chernenko's speech as
'“bnllinllt and decply meaningful, ': Kirgizia, however,
1i8 n Central Asian backwater, and Chcrncnko does not
dppcar tb have enough time to parlay his modest
. success in powcr-base building in Kﬁia into af

rﬁauona!ly sngmf’ cant phcnomcnon‘.
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Chernenko in Crimea with
' Brezhnev and Polish leader Gierek

Morcover, Chernenko's success in Kirgizia only
scemed to call attention to his lack of success
clsewhere. Anarticle that he wrote in September 1979
comr.ncd indications that'his letters campaign had
been largely ignorcd by all the main regicnal party
organizations, except Kirgizia and its ncighbers. Of
the four republics and 17 districts Chernenko listed as
having held party plenums to push the letters cam-
paign, three of the re ublitf:s and cight of the districts
were Central Asian. D l _

i |

Foreign Aﬂ'a:n. There ha# been the same clcmcm of
illusion to Chernenko's rorc in forcign policy as well.
Over the past three years, Cherncnko has nccommmcd
Brezhnev abroad with mcticmmg frequency.
Chernenko has been prcscnt every summer at some of
Brezhnev's meetings in the Crimea with Warsaw Pact
leaders and twice has represented the Sovict party at
Communist mdy congresses in Europe. Although
Cherncnko has gained considerable public exposure
from this experience, Brcfhncv scems 1o have been
unable to carve out for him any significant substantive
forcign affairs responsibilities beyond Warsaw Pact
matters. D L : | : ;
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i ! thn Chcmcnko l‘im particnpaud in one of the

i‘
i.
I

nmam meetings in the summer of l976 followmg his
lecuon to the party Secretnnat. it was seenasa sngn

' lm he might assume specuf' ic duties in! thts crca—-an

tea Brezhnev closely con(rollcd As Gcncral Secre-
ty of the party, Bmhnev has pnmary mponsnblhty
for bilateral dealings with lus Warsaw Pact counter- .

KonstantmRusakov RECTE :;‘5 |

oncthclas. dapﬂc Chcrncnko s mvolvcmcnt in East

ropean affairs he has ncvcr appcaredinany |
pacity that suggested that' hc had been assigned any

ncvcf substituted for Brezhnev in meetings with any
East European party leadér, 'nor has he chaired any
confcrcnccs concerned wnth Sovnct—l?ast Europcan
affalrs.l:' | ; I : | . : |

F urthermore, he has only ﬁppcarcd wuh Brezhncv in
an out-of-town scumg—-—-m thc Crimea or abroad,

i never in Moscow. This raxsa the possibility that

: Brczhncv may justify Chcmcnko s presence by argu-
mg the need for his top cxecutive officer to maintain
liaison between himself aud his Politburo colleagues at
home. This could explain, l'or exa Chcrncnko s

i

apparancc at the Vienna summlt b

1

' Late 1979 Gains. Toward thc cnd of l979-—bcforc the

. final decision was taken to invade Afghamstan—some :

 solid signs finally appeared that ~“hernenko might be
: :i\summg significant new cxécutuc mponsub&lma
Aocordmj

Chernenk in the
fall of 1979. Perhaps even mbrc important, in mid-

. November Cherncnko presided over Militia Day
. festivities, thus raising the. pdwbilnty that he has now

that had belonged to Kmlcn*o s protcge Ryabov |:|
| l

rezhnev has, of course, always kept a closc pcmonnl
watch over the Committee for State Security (KGB),
. and a number of its top officials are his appointecs.
C hernenke himself is pmbnbly on close pcrsonal terms

i
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| parts. Since 1977 the Central Commit .ec dspartment
v that oversees relations with Warsaw Pact parties has
becn headed by Brezhnev's former staff aide,

mdcpcndcnt authority in thc ‘area. For instance, hc has

. ary and carly March. Accorcin
- contingency plans; were made to establish—in the

icqmred the resnonsibility for internal security affairs - ,
. seniors came signs of some rcahgnmcnt of groupings

within the leadership.[ ]

mth at lcast onc of tlmc. KGB first dcputy chairman

ret

{ N
AT

1
o
1

Co

Tsvngun.who workcd in thc Moldavian chubluc atthe .

same time at Chct‘ncnko The assumption of some
responsibilitics for; overseeing the security organs .
would mark a m.uor advance for Chernenko. This -
evidence, howcvcr. dates from before the decision to
invade Afghanistan, which probably has altered the
leadership pncturel Sincc then, no further indication of
Chernenko’s assm'npuon of such rcspons:btlltlcs has

appeared ] . ‘ Ly
Clunging Politlca and Pollcy Alignments

| ms«mmm'

An important far!or affecting the nvalry between
Kirilenko and Chernenko during 1979 was the en-
hanced status of the senior members of the leadership, .
Kosygin and Suslov in particular. This was especially
noticeable following Brezhnev's illness in 'ate Febru-

cvent that Brezhnev did not recover-—an interim
“troika” leadership comprised of thi. morc senio
members. Such a plan, although said to have been
dropped when Brezhnev was out of danger, would have
served to increase the influence of Brezhnev's senior
collcazucs and more firmly establish their voice in the
succcssnon proccss D

Kosygm and Suslov. indeced, were notably prominent in
1979. Despite predictions of an imminent retirement,
Kosygin and his entirc government were reconfirmed
at the first meeting of the new Supreme Sovict in April.
Kosygin gradually shouldered more of the burdens of

_ state as Brezhnev was forced to cut back his activities

because'of mounting physical problems—that is, until

, Kosygm himself fell ill in October. Suslov shared the
. limelight with Brezhnev at the party plenum that
preceded the Supreme Soviet session in April. and he

continued to excercise strong influence in party affairs
in subsequent months. With this resurgence of the

!

One mnjor fcaturc of the realignment was a growing
~ commonality of vlcwt among Brezhnev, Suslov, and

Chernenko. As noted carlicr, Suslov. probably found it

et
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polmc lly' expedient to support BlCZhch at thc ‘
Novcmbcr 1978 plenum. In any casc. a gradual
mutua‘ly beneficial warming in thcnr rclations became
pcrccphblc. For example, difl fcrcnccs that had seemed
to cxlsl between them on the crucial issuc of deterte,
fadcd h|s was partly because Brezhnev himself
bcgan 0 cxprcss less optimism concerning the f uturc of
dctcnt as problems with the Umtcd Statcs grew, but
also because Suslov in his spccchcq softencd h):s
prtl:vmdxly critical stance. || § :
M'or!covcr, Suslov has given slrong backmg to, Brc7h-
nev's agricultural policics. In a speech in Scptember
1979 and again in an clection speech in February 1980,
Suslov forcefully backed three policies dircctly associ-
with the General Sceretary: 'high investments in
ithe agricultural sector, dcvclopmcm of the Non-Black
lbml region, and greater assistance to the farmers’
pnv'uc agricultural plots. Such unusunl attention to
<.u,.ru.uhurc s needs on Susiov's part may have been
1pmmp(t.d partly by a desire to boldcr the position of
This presumed protege, the fast- rwing party Sc.crctury
Lo
fnr Aghculturc Gorbachev. E] ' , 1 I
Thc. mml noticeable dcvclopmcnt has been lhc avund-
.anee of what appeared to be o hcud-on collision !
‘between Suslov and Chernenko. A( the November
' 1978 p'cnum Brezhnev had sh.nrply criticized the work
.

i

| 5 ;
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' ’ |

|
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Soviet leaders at Supreme Soviet
meeting Front row (left 1o right):
Chernenko, Kirilenho, Suslov,
Kosygin, and Brezhnev

’of the propaganda apparutus——-&uslov s arca of respon-
snblllty-——and announced the forming of a commission
‘todraft a decreec on wnys of improving idcological
‘indoctrination and mass propagnndu work in gencral.
‘Chernenko picked up onthis theme in an article
‘published the following April, stressing the need for
:candor and the mporlan'Cc of providing the public with
~“information" rather than “propaganda.” He thus left
‘the impression that the decree would be strongly
‘innovative in its approach. When the decrec was
_published scveral weeks later, however, any reformist
‘language was all but buricd by the familiar orthodox
:strictures. That Suslov had ideology firmly in hand
‘became clear when he addressed a Central Committee
‘conference to inaugurate the decree and addressed o
Tollowup conference in October. He used the decree
primarily to justify greater ideological vigilance and
sindoctrination of the population. When Chernenko
-addressed the subject again in an article published in
Scptember, all the former bite was gore, and his
remarks appeared to be Iurgn.ly a rehash of Suslov's
ldcas. ( o

At the same time, the conflict that had appeared to
cxist between Premicr Kosygin and Kirilenko became
Jess evident, This was partly because Kirilenko no
longer utlcndcd mcctings of the Council of Ministers

i
1
|



i rcgulnrly as hc had in l978iand bcfore. Ieavmg thns
| - iwatchdog assignment to Junior party secretaries. Most
suEmf’ cantly, Kosygin and Kirilenko scem to sharc a
"irelativcly pragmatic attitude toward economlc special-

".nsts. and Kirilenko seems to *hdve emergcd as a . E

i proponcnt of a number nf |dcas that underlay i

r .;Kosygm s 1965 economic reform. The' first sign of this
camc in 1978 when the publication of a collection of
Kmlcnko s speeches revcaled brcviously unpublished
words of praise for the 1965 experimcm. This praise

was all the more significant bécause it came'at a time

whcn the experiment was fast losmg oﬂ'imal favor |:|

. | l . l ! i
More rcccnt and stronger ewdcncc of a rnpprochcmcnt
w‘th Kosygin was provided in an article by Kirilenko in
the Scptember 1979 issue of Pam’ynaya Zhizn' that
was devoted to the July 1979 barty-statc decrecon
improving planning and the cconomlc mcchamsm Not
orhy did the article establish Kirilenko as an ‘authority
on the formulation and execution of the decree, but |t
strcsscd the importance he attached to economic
mccmwcs In doing so, Klnlcnko scemed to be ,
identifying himself with those! aspects of the decrec'
which seck to combine ughtcr central plnnnmg with
clements of a self-regulating mcchnnnm—'-mnovauom
dcnvcd from Kosygin's 1965 reform, |:]
I 1 i !

Chernenko Develops a Policy Altcmtlve | .
Alternative policy oncntatlons appeared to bc evolving
inthe Chernenko-Kirilenko rwalry as l979 ¢ame toan
: cnd Although this apparent divergenco may merely
. ‘flcct the differing [ unctionnl responsibilities of the

o leaders, their public statcments provide clues as to

i .'thclr personal views on the many problcms facing the

_co(untry.|:|.; o H , } 1; | ‘

) On the domestic rrom. Klrilcnko has seemcd to favor
s mc basic changes in the wny the cconomic system
rates, while Chernenko hns tended to'stress

|
|
)
i
i

lmprovcmcm in the quality of lcndership atall
lcchclons of the party and state bureaucracies as the
kéy to bolstering the economy. Chernenko s frequent

' cﬁucnm of “bureaucrats” and his constant admoni-
tion that letters from the rank and file be given careful -

scems (o have pulled back somewhat from this
c&mrovminl stnncc. spcclfléally ln his ncoommodation
e

s

1
nsystcmlc solutions. For ihstance. Chcrncnko sces
>

‘lcnuon have given him a populist lmazc While hc e

Sy
to thc |dcolog|cal chrcc. Chcrncnko sull appears to te
identified with a movement to introduce more
“glasnost,” a freer ﬂow of inl'ormauon. into the public
and of| ﬁclal life ol‘ the country

Lo l
On the forclgn pohcy mattcrs, Chcrncnko early
emerged as a staunch supporter of improved relations .
with the West, parlqcularly with the United States. In
his election speech in February 1979, he went (urther
than any leader othcr than Brezhnev in stressing the
importance of the next stage in strategic arms talks
(SALT lll) and in callmg attention to the poteatial
economic; benefits to be derived. Chernenko again
I'orccfullJ defended Brezhnev's forcign policies in a
spccch in| Frunze in August 1979.[ ]

In contrast. Klnlcnko has long had the reputation of
being an ideological hardlircr on forcign policy issucs.
In these matters he shares the outlook of Suslov and
the younger, regionally bascd Politburo members.
Kirilenko, however, scems to have avoided being drawn
into a debate with Chernenko on these issucs. In his
specches during 1979, Kirilenko took a middle-of-the-
road stand on forcign pelicy, and differences with
Chcrncnlso did not stand out, I:I

1t scemed unlikely in 1979 that divergent policy
orientations on these and other issucs would come into
focus as long as the Icadcrshlp was able to muddic
along and was not forced to recxamine existing
policies. Thc Afghan invasion in late December,
however, ¢ scems to have changed this situation, bring-
inginits wakc the possibility of a greater polarization
of views within the lcadership and, in the long run,
perhaps, encouraging a sharper dcbnlc on forcign

s)olicy issues 1:| ‘

The Afuhsn Advenwre

P
LI

Chemenko lnltlally !LJndercut SN
~ The incursion of Soviet troops into Afghamstan scems
to have altered the Soviet political landscape, changing
* the context in which! the succession process was playing
itself out and, at lcast initially, undercutting

Chernenko's position. |:| o -

[
|
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/\vaikiblc evidence sugges'.s that the decnsnon to use
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. n‘nhtury force in an attempt to salvage the Soviet

- n'olhu.u. stake in Afghanistan was undertaken by the
" ' leadership with varying dcgrécs of enthusiasm and
. dlfl'crmg motives, although most leaders probabl)
ngrccd on the need for acuon The initial crucial
_ ? process of weighing opuom. ﬂowcvcr, probably did not
b mvolvc more than a smail grdup of top leaders, who
' seem not to have anticipated nll the problcms that -
. | subsequently arose. Brczhnc\J scems to have been .
o u.volvcd in the planning proccqs at all stages along the
; \\lmy. and publicly identified himself firmly wnth the
¢ | venture once it was lnuncheda Whatever hls strategic
- goals. he almost certainly wns acting partly out of
domcstlc polmcal consudcrauons D
» . Sl I i | ? 5 :
Aftcr his October 1979 initiative to wnhdraw Sovnct
] li'oops unilaterally from Eumpc failed to'slow NATO
modecrnization plans, and as prospccts for ratification
o of SALT 1l faded, Brezhnev Was in an increasingly
i cxposcd position, He was identified with a policy of
| improved relations with the United States that stood to
ki Bcar little fruit and that was bccommg increasingly
§ dnpopular with important elements i in the leadership.
' l;lc probably saw a military solution in Afghanistan as
1 a relatively low-risk venture that would not only arrest
the deterioration of the situation in Afghanistan but

: \Lould molhfy his hardlmc polmcal cntlcs at home!

I o . },' g| !
\ numbcr of Soviet ofﬂciuls hnvc subscqucmly ine
snstcd—although probably ovcrstatinz the cuse—-that
ﬁ group of younger and tougher leaders had long hoped
or the collapse of dctente, a policy they viewed as |
: snpplng Soviet resolve, and saw the Afghan invasion
ot only as nccessary on its own merits but as a way of
ﬁromoting such a collapse, ‘Not stated, but presumably
art of such a calculation, was the hope: ‘that Brezh-
ev's position and certainly Chernenko'simight be
cakcncd in the process. While Brezhnev's support of
‘ thc move into Afghanistan | may have scrvcd to outﬂank
His critics, it left his detente pelicy in a shambies, |
SZ hernenko, as his most loynl spokcsman on improved
- clnuons with the West, was out ona llmb
| soutonalime ]
hernenko. Loyal Opposltlon? o j
‘ As the Soviet incursion cncountercd mounting pohtical
- | dnd military problems in Afghnmsmn and strong
r‘cacuon worldw:dc. rcpom began to pirculale thnt
: } l
B '; |
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‘some elements within the Icadership, concerned about
‘the high fcosts of the venture, were beginning to have
second thoughts, and from this followed the possibility
that Chernenko's isolation might not be complete.

H ' - | ' . [
“In fact, Chcrncnko?appcarcd to take the offensive in his
'mid-February clection speech. He stuck firmly to his
-former defense of improved relations with the United
States, and in a highly polemical vein warned his
collcaguce not to overreact to the West'salleged
provocauons It wae important to “keep a cool and
“calm hcad * he said. “The aggrcsslvc forces could very
“much wnsh us to rcSpond in kind." Chernenko prefaced
this warnmg with a4 reminder—so scemingly clemen-
‘tary as to be provocative—that wanting peaccand
_progress, \“for oursrlves,” means “acknowledging other
. peoples’ ‘rlght to the same.” Chernenko scemed to be
_dirccting his remarks at certain members of the
. lcadership who—judging by the defiant rhetoric in
their ¢ lection specches—seemad almos*. to welcome a
' downward turn in US-Soviet rclations resulting from
the Alghan crisis. :
|
Furthermore, Chernenko's specch suggested that he
might hope to become a focal point, if Sovict efforts in
Alghanistan fultcrcd for an cventual reassessment of
Soviet policy thercr Significantly Chernenko avoided
any direct cndorscmcnt of thc Afghan invasion in his
“specch: Premier Kosygm. who had been hospitalized
while decisions concerning Afghanistan were being
made, was the only other leader who seemed to be

trying to dissociatd himself from the decision.

Chernenko's remarks—aside from their polemical
tone—anticipated h\uch of what Brezhnev said in his
speech ending the clcctlon campaign. But in avoiding
an endorsement ofithe Afghan invasion, Chernenko
seemed to be tiying to distance himself somewhat from
his patron. It scems unlikely that Cherncnko would
seck to break with Brczhncv. having little independent

~ power of his own. Hc might hope, however, to stake out
~ @ position that would work to his favor—and also to

Brezhnev' s—-—whcnland if detente with the United
States got back on thc track. In any event, such
_reservations about currcnl Sovict forcign policies, as
“expressed by Chcrncnko and a few others, probably arc
tolerated by Soviet policymakers because they tend to
encourage optimism in Western circles, particularly in
+ Europe, that some policy rcappranal within the Sovict
Icadcrshlp is possnblc |:|
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, f Brezhnev'is'in gC
as his hejr apparent] he probably’ muﬁt transfera g(md
p'ortton of the responsibilities of thé top party post to'

Chernenho. That Brezhnev may have had this in mind

 named at 4he next party éo

would j )
neral secretary post. There was said ta<

:deputy

' less llltel hood that Brezhnev eould ehgmeer such a ¥ .
. move now. Events in Afshanistan ieem to have!l: |1
educed his-room for:political maneuverina.

1t

n ddltton. the views of the other senior’ membe

the leadershtp coatinue to weigh héat'ily in any a
' uccesston decision. An East European
“tlaimed ¥ ntly.
hat Susjov had only two intemts:it l

tnt'us' ‘qﬁo ih;ideoldz‘y and to play’ a ﬁe' ‘role in'the l‘; ¥
uccessnon—-a right; insisted. that eJery ne ;
f 'to him: While Suslovscerhs to.have lent sdme
; upport to Chernenko s candidaéyJ th ’ Afzhad’inva" ]
'sfon maﬁ havé strejne ationship; In any event, 1 |
Suslov ig likely to drop his’ suppor f and Whe n he igi

aintainethe

'l'v

¢ comes 10 view his ties lth‘

s B L el e

‘oppositi n to 'this idea at the time. ‘l‘here seems even D

I 'erhaps Chemenko s,best

ehce--Brezhn
the selection p

ion ef eontinuedip'olit

chance_would eome ina’

ical stalemate when he

éptable compromtse candt-

’threatening ehoiee? vailablé. This was reportedly how
:Brezhnev was pereeived by‘ his eolleagues at the time of
Khrushchev's ouster and continied to be perceived
long al‘ter. This reputation llowed Brechnevito win out
over hiz more dynamic: more obviously ambltious
'rtvels. In the right circumstances, this eould also work
for Chernenkol, Chemenk&‘s biggest drawback is that
i the primary source of his clnrrent power and: influ-

,--may no longer be on the scene when
rocess oecurs. |:| ; :
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