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INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM L

" ANDREY KIRILENKO AND THE SOVIET POLITICAL SUCCESSION -

: Andrey Kirilenko has many of the requisites to -
become the Soviet Union's next|"pumber one," 1eplacing
: Leoniq_srezhnev in the"post of Party General Secretary
..upon thevlatter's'retirement;lfallf or demise, .should. ‘
- any of these Qccur.,»For'oneJﬁhing, as Brezhnev's senior = ...
_ cadres secretary, Kirilenkofdirectly'cdntrols the appoint- _
~ ment of Party personnel to tht highest posts in the regime, . 7 ..
_and thus is better placédfthaﬁ his. colleagues to build T
_the necessary political support for such an advance, Per-.
. haps more -important is the steady increase in his real .
power and authority in the top Party leadership over the
past'seVeral;years.'_With Brezhnov's support, he appears
to have gaired an edge over' the other senior secretary ..
‘serving as the General Recretary's deputyv, Mikhail Suslov.
There may well be, therefore; some formalizatioa of Kici- .
_ lenko's de facto position as Brezhnev's secord =n command. = ..
at the 23th Farty Congress; which.is scheduled to convene
in late March. . = S R ST

_— The possibility of Kirilenko's actually succeeding.
- ;Brezhnev in the_top”Pa&ty;pdst.scmetime-in_the future
" depends. to. a decisive degree, of course, on his having Lo e
developed and maintained suificient support among: the R
v regimeﬂS'leading‘oligarchs:y,the_members.of thie Party - ..
. Politburo who make all majo¥ policy decisions and; who will @
‘settle the issue of the political succession. ~These: .. 0
leaders have tended since Khrushchev's ouster to fall ...
roughly into three categories: 1) ‘the "Ukrainian-group,”
_{those officials, not nacessarily Ukrainian by naticnality
or birth,.who'served’under Khrushchev in the ‘Ukraine),
. _ C B C
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‘which is generally aligned with Brezhrev in teuss of power
interests; 2) the "outsiders" of the”Polltburc, w0 tend o
periodically to make trouble for Brezhnev, and whor-e leading

. example is trade-union1¢hlef_Aleksandr'Shelepin; and ){\the
"two outstanding "independents,"vKosygin-anq Suslov,}whq
have sufficient seniority and prestige to avnid long-livea:

. factional commitments in the Party's internal power struggles

‘Kirilenko's relations with the certral figure of R
- the Ukrainian group, Brezhnev, are fairiy qood despite a TN
. . .. few dif#erences of emphasis in their policy views ~Their .. N
apparent personal closeness 1S likely to have evolved -. : NN
from their long association 1in heavy-industrial supervision -« .. N

in. the Parcy during their Ukrainian period and later, and

is reinforzed by the general similarity of their policy -

‘views. ,The General Secretary seems to have reached a
comfortable understanding with his cadres secretary in -
Party—ofganizatlonal guestions. Brezhnev has proceeded

with relative freedom in removing Shelepin s clients from

key positions but has left'mQ$t¢other.personnel.areas alone.
‘Kirilenko may conceivably have favored more moderate treat- B .
ment than Brezhnev. would have preferred for some of Shelepin’'s :
‘deposed. supporters, but 1n any event he apparently has T
avoided offending. Brezhnev through. excessive favoritism

"and personal patronage in his own filling of routine vacancies. =

. The .strength of Kirilenko's political ties with
~other individuals 1in the . Ukrdinian grour 1s as varied-
as their bureaucratic positions and';ntérests'are-mlxea',r-"
- Soviet "President" Nikolay Podgornyy: once a strong rival
to Brezhnev but now.w1thout’muCh-of~a Parcy*power:base; B
seems close to Kirilenko in policy outlook. In fact.. Pod- - i
gornyy appears to have preserved many of his political con- .
‘nections with him and the rest of the Ukrainian -group. :
Therefore, .assuming him to be'polltically‘aCtlve-When the
. succession 1s decidedy Podgornyy probably would give Kiri-
. lenko his vote of confideénce, at least over competitors
.. from outside the Ukrainian group-

e  First@Deputy Premier Cmitriy polyanskiy; whose
.. connections with the Ukrainian pParty orjyanizatlion are’
_.real but less obvious than those of Brezhnev or Fodgornyy.
‘rose through the ranks roughly parallel with Kirilenko until




T
o
1

the late 1950s. The emergence of Frol Kozlov at that time
as Khrushchev's heir-designate resulted in a temporary
setback for Kirilenko (and Brezhnev), but did not adversely
affect Polyanskiy's (or Podgornyy's) carseer.. Despite his
" apparent political connections with Kozlov, Polyanskiy
managed to hold his position when the Ukrainians. regained: =
- theé ascendancy in 1963  Inherent in the Polyanskiy~-Kiri-
~ lenko relationship. however, 1is;the potential for disagree-
 ment arising from tneir differing bureaucratic interests
indeed. Polyanskiy's vested interest 1in rapid.agrrculturail
development seems at times to have clashed with Kirilenko $
~ strong commitment to a pol.cy of increased labor produc-’
tivity and efficiency and his apparent desire to channel
. some agricultural funds. elsewhere.. . .. .. - R

, Ukrainian Party boss petr Shelest, wi:o rose under

the aegis of Podgornyy and has a history of rivalry with

some of -the Ukrainian assoziates of Brezhnev and Kirilenko - -
... .. . . could play an important part in the political succession
< e . Shelest, in addition to controlling the Ukrainian Party -
— organization; may have assumed leadership of the forces
which rudgornyy once.marshaled on the_national level
Shelest may in.fact be trying to undermine Brezhnev's
influence 1in the Ukrainian group, and this further com-
‘plicates Kirilenko's position. - ' ' '

Kir:lenko apparertly has tried to keep open his: :

- lines to the regime's younger non-Ukrainian leaders. despite
- +heir critical attitudes toward Brezhknev, Shelepin. the . ©
 leading "outsider” among Politburo mermbers. and Kirilenko

séem to have -a common approach to many policy problems: »
for example, they both have an evident distrust of detente’

~ with the West, and particularly with the United States
. Brezhnev's maneuverings in 1966 brought them into rivalry

in the Secretariat, however, and the transfer of Shelepin
to the trade union post in 1967 appeared eventually to. Ceolt
‘separate him from Kirilenko, who was drawn closer to Brezhnewv. .

S0 . .0 - But while Kirilenko has not visikly sought to hinder Brezhnev

e T . in his reneated efforts to downgrade Shelepin's supporters -
.. 7 7. the weicht of the evidence suggests that Brezhnev has not .~
yet succeeded fully 1in drsrapting the relationship between: ..~




Flrst Deputy Premler Firili bazurov 1s another
“"outsider” with whom Kirilenko could become allied in the
polltl*al 'saccession - The rwe men have worked togethnr

since 1965 1in the sphere of industrial management,’ Klrllenko o

. on the Party side and NazuroJ in the governnent They .
appear to have similar views in this area, as well as 1in
foreign policy. ' Differences:with Brezhnev and . rivalry
‘with Polyanskxy compllcate Mazurov's own future, but so -
“far they do not seem to have 519n1f1cantly worsened his..
,relatlons wlth Kirilenko. o , .

r .

, " A third ~outsider. * RSFSR Premier Gennadly Voxonov._,f
has a long hlstory of xlvalrv with Kirilenko in terms of

- both power interests .and pollcy views Several mzjor gains. AR

which Kirilenko made in- consnlxdatlng his hold con. the Party
cadres apparatus in the RSFSR. since 1962 were at the ex-
pense of Voronov s influence’ ln this sohere In the Com=
munist polltlcal spectrum vOrunov has the: reputatlon of

a "moderate" who apparently {avors ‘concessions in- economic’

pollcy that conflict with Klrllenko ‘s more orthodox aopxoach,'!*f

ln most economlc areas

. Premier Aleksey hosygln one of the two ladfé
-dents" of the Politburo whose place in the top leade;shlo h
is crucial to the succession 1ssue. . may have little dl*ect
contact with Kairilenko The rain rlva’rv batween the o

. Secretariat and Council of’ Ministers CINcers. on Brezknev ,;q;,-5”””“

and Kosygin. and Kirilenke s position in this competition
Seems toO shift with the issues. . More zmportantly, on a .-~
number. of domestic and foreich policy suestions Kirilenko -
‘and Kosvgin appear to hold cpposite: views, although thev: ;
“have apparently arrived at - a consensus of ‘sorts in policy "
on 1ndustrial maragement and planning: -Brezhnev's p051tlon
has favored sometimes hosygln, sometlﬂps htxllenko, and - |
occaslonally nelther S - : »

The presence of the otner "lncependent " party

" Secretarv Mikhail Suslov. seriously conpllcates Kiri-~

‘lenko’ s chances.in the succe551on" With more than' 23

years' contlnucus service 1n the Secretarlat, Suslov has

. enormous prestlge ‘and ‘considerable power 1n spite of his -
having sp°01allzed almost ex"lus1velv 1n 1deology. pvopa-*
- ganda., -and forelgn Communist relations., The linited -
'ev1dence suggests that ‘Suslov and Kirilenko are 1in fact
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~.engaged in a struggle for posxtion‘ahd'power, without
-.ecessarily being 1n opposition on matters of policy

‘In. manlng persc-nel. dppClntments.vxlrllenko has shown his"
hand in the. previnces, where a large number of technocrats .
- have risen to the post cf Party boss, but Suslov:has ap-
fparentlv had a moderating - :nflucnce on Klrllenko place-
'“ment of ¢adres in the central posts where. a majo lty of
appoxntees have been lpparent compromlses

o _ Several men .0 are at present lesser lxghts. prl-
-~ marily at the level Of alterndte member of the Politburo’

and member of the Secretariat/ could become important in R

“the aolltxcal succession Arvid Pel'she, chairman of
. the Partv Control Ccumission and a. full member of the ;
[-Polltburo at age 72 appears destined for retirement soon-ff

':however, as long as he remains active he probably would =

side with Suslov (his patron and reported brother- ln-law;
rather t‘an Kirilenko Ameng the Politburo alternate
members: possible Kirilenko supporters in & Craisis lnclude
Party Secretary Pmitriy Ustinov- a guasi- 1ndependent who
oversees all Soviet defense-.elated industry; 'and KGB-
Chairman Yuriy Andropov wuose past political connectlcns
with Suslov and others have not prevented the development '

‘of ‘ties to Kirilenko Larger duestion marks amongd the
‘other potentially important figures in the succession.
picture are Party secretaries Ivan Kapitonov and Petr .

- Demichev . iesponsible for-supervising respectively the "
cadres sec tor and the pronaganda machane Vaoltonov has _
worked for Kirilenko in the cadres apparstus 'since 1965 kut
- has not clearly revealed his political bjroatnxes ,Demlchev

seems: most closely allied with Shelepin and apparentlv
has had llttle contact with K;rllenko _

On the basis of the foregoing. erllenko s 1nflu¥

._ence within: the leadership can be summarized as generally

Aqulte strong when compared with that of his closest corpetxv
tors.. ~His firmest support comes from the Ukrainian group. -
but he apparently has scme oolltlcal contact with. the vounger
"out51ders;“ -and could well enter into an alllance with
“them 1in the succession There. are however any  number’ of
'lmponae*ables ‘affecting Kirilenko s chances t> become: the -

- "number on&®-man in the Party, the flrst belnq Brezhnev s. .
. health -- pclitical and otherwise = The most likely prospect =
“is for Brcvhnev s recexvzng a mandate at -the 24th Partv Congress{,




to cont;nue as. Farty boss for anothér 4-5 year term There-
fore, Kirileénko' 5. best opportunity. for taking command

~himself would seem to be the General Secretary's ‘Physical

"1ncapa01tat10n or early death;, A second lnportant considera-

tion 1s Kirilenko s age Brezhnev actually 1s «:few nonths’
younger: than Kirilenko (thuugh apparently less healthy;.
Should Brezhnev seem likely to .remain General Secretary
for a few more years, Kirilenko could decide to bid instead

’for the, prcmxersnlp w1th the support of the Party boss

What. klnd of successor mlght Kirilenko be’ Hls
pollcy views may be summarized as neo-Stalinist. for the
most part His foreign policy views reveal the mind of

‘a fairly ‘orthodox Marxist-Leninist who 1s highly susplcxous

of the West. . Kirilenko has thus far had relatively few

‘dealings Wlth Western statesmen. 1n contrast with Brezhnev
for- example, who had some such contacts under. khrushchev

during a three- -year term as Soviet ‘President. Kirilenko s

‘cautious lip service to a policy of deternte is infreauent
~and carries tough conditions which appear almost to rule

out 1ts dppllcatzon to the US- and he has been in the fore-

. front of those leaders who champion the “Brezhnev Doctrzne“

of limited sovereignty and of defense of coc1allst gains.
In his public statements Kir:lenko has come as.close as

-‘any other Lop Soviet leadar to explicit advocacy of a

forward policy He has termed the renderlng of Soviet

ai1d to the Vietnamese and Arabs not only a xevolu:xonarv
duty ' but also a rejuirement of Soviet securityv He alzo

has been very critical. incidentally. of the COﬂmUHLQC

%Chlnese leadership and has defended the Soviet. ‘policy of

attacklng Peking’s pplitical and xceologlcal positions

.and- ‘building up a "secure defense” against any. {that-1is.

Chlnese* encroachments; he has however . remained within
the general framcwerk of Rrézhnev's- policy of rot ‘shutting
the door on’ hopa for a reconcxllatlon with China i’ the

:‘long run,

The mllltancy Kirilenko reveals in, fo*elgn pollcv

statements has 1ts corollary in domestic policies. especi-

“ ally in-the cult ural and social spheres Although he ap-

"gparently has accepted the ratlonale behind -ancreased:

< consumer- ~goods production in recent vears. Kirilenko has

argued against immediate aid. to aarlxulture and housing .n

“the allocatlon of resources He long has favored the. use
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Cof cxhorta 1on and’ pcrsuasxon over the appllcatlon of
. material incentives to prod duction; 1in addition, ‘he’ has :
failed to endorse the. major: ‘waae gains of recent vcars-

”wh*ch Brezhnev, tor one, hds aefended

' erllenko has’ rcvea;ed somcthing of an uncoamacxc,_

,'technocratlc bias, however. an his views on econonic -
~management - - 1S speeches on th1= there over the years
‘have.consistently promoted pragmaticC solutions to the
‘ong-standing . managcrlal problems of the Soviet econory
'blgnxflcantlv the (for him) rare mention of Stalin

during the early’ 19605 -- Khrushchev. of course, had e
numerous. public supportezs of hls de-Stalinization carnalgn:?i
‘then -- was 1n the context of criticisn of the dictator's -
v;”dogmaQ. the stereotypes and rigid policies which. accord-
ing to Kirilenko. prevented henest appralsals of the econcry
~and ‘hampered scrence .and cechnology “ln line with ‘his
econgmic pragmatism; Kirilenko hdas been one of. the few -
Scviet leaders to associate rimself publicly with the
.creatlon of-a bu51ncss managomenc school dlong. : bouraeozs

. : As 1n the case wvth Sovxet 1eaderq 1n genaral,
‘little 1s known about. erlienYo s real views on defenae and
strategic questions, although soreth‘ng of his ganeral at-
“. titude ~an be. Inferred from -the domestic and ;orvlcn oolxcv'~
positrons aescribed above . His only public statenent on -
SALT to cate was a strlctl" oro forma asserrion. in uorx‘
1970 that the talks can procuce results' 1 the United..
States makes an honest attempt to solve thz problem at N
“hand and not try to achieve one-sided gains ° This cautxous.
© remark 1is. consistent with Klrllenko s generallv cvqlcal
' .attitude toward the (S - which has been to the effect. nhat
the US government 15 two-faced 1in. wantina good relxtxonn
-with the Soviet Union'while ‘waging war aaalns" ndther
socialist ‘country”: (¥orth Vietnam: . These views no doust‘:
- underlie ¥irilenko s repeatedly expfessed opinion on the"
need to 1ﬂfrease Spviet: defense cap- ir:lities 1n v1ﬁr c;_a g

"dangerous 'lnternat onal s'tuatxon S i
. - B B b
[

B It would appcar that 1n most oF these cnestxon 3
_hlrllenko s hard- nosed views are falrly close to Bxezhnevh




- therefore, would doubtless be its continuation and inten-
" .+ Kirilenko would probably .be not.at all inclined ' to slow

- laxity of the rhrushchev years but on the contrary would

i

. . conservative position and 1ndeed probably have had a
. Stronger impact than those of most other Politburo mem-" "
~bers on the thinkikg of the basically cautious General . -
"~ Secretary  In relation to. the other policy-makers. Kiri-
- lenko's militancy toward the US and the rest of the
“"imperialistic” West 1s not quite as strident as that
of Suslov or Shelepin, but it appears. in sharp rdlief
. ‘against’ Premier Kosygin's more moderate position: If
therefore. Suslov and Kosygin' fairly represent the ends
. of the spectrum on the question of Soviet-Us relations. |
thh'BreZhnev-somewbere»near the middle. then Kirilenko .
evidently would fall close to Brezhnev, but on Suslov s -
side, o : S o I

L | Against this background Kirilenko would appear to s
be l:ttle more imaginative in tha post of General Secretarv
than Brezhnev has been = Kirilenko in the post of Premier
prohably would be rerceptibly less open to foreign-policy -
ne-otiation than ¥osvgin Has seenmed to be. In exrther the. -
Party‘ér the government post FKirilenko might be inclined .- .
“to sanction somewhat greczter risks than the post-Khriushchev .o
leadership has taken especially in 1ts dealings with the
. Us in‘internatlonal'prOblem areas. and to endorse.an even -
more répress;ve;pollcy»at home It 1s. of course, possible
‘that the greater responsibilities of a higher office and = .
~ lncreased contact with Hestern representatives might 1induce
Kirilenko to moderate somewhat his present views One
factor arguing against any very serious such modificatidn
in-Kirilenko's views. however. is his apparent disinciina- .
tion to y:ield to opportunistic consicerations: as reflected:. . -
in his unusually consistent position on polxcy_Lssues_ove:’”?_
“the years : S ' S T o

A likely general feature of ‘a'Kirilenko regime.

‘isification of the maiy policies of the present leadershig -
© the mcmentum of the present trend away from the relative

ke likely .to press éven'harder_than he has pushed until .. 7
. now to tighten: econrnomic and social discipline. The task
.- 0f countering such a strong trend. could be undertaxen ‘only "
’*-'by“SOmeoqe”Iéss closely identified with the post-Khrushchev -
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' peq-Stalihism: who might challenge Kirilenko's right to be
"number one” much as Khrushchev hlmself-proceeded%success-‘

fully to wrest the top Pa:tyfjobanay_frOm'Malenkbv in 1953







