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INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM

ANDREY KIRILENKO AND THE SOVIET POLITICAL SUCCESSION

1

Andrey Kirilenko has many of  the requlsxtes to-
become the Soviet Union's next!“npumber one," replacing
Leonxd Brezhnev in the post of Party Generai Secretary
upon the latter's retzrement, fall, or demise, .should
any of these occur. For one th;ng, as Brezhnev's senior

cadres secretary, Kirilenko'directly ‘controls the appoint- S

ment of Party personnel to the highest posts in the regime,
. and thus is better placed than his. colleagues to build '
the necessary polztzcal 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 ceveral years. With Brezhnov's support, he appears
to have gaired an edge over: the other senior secretary
servzng as the General Recretary's deputy, Mikhail Suslov.
There may well be, therefore, some formalizatioa of Kici-
lenko's de facto position as Brezhnev's secord .n command -
at the 27th Farty Congress} which is scheduled to convene
1n late March. : :

. The possibility of Klrxlenko s actually eucceedxng.
Brezhnev in the top Pa¥ty . post somet;ne in the future
depends.to a decisive degree, of course, on his having
developed and maintained suificient support among the
regime's leading oligarchs:. the members of tne Parcty
Politburo who make all major policy decisions and, who will
settle the issue of the political succession. '”hbse
leaders have tended since Khrushc¢hev's ouster to Eall
roughly into three categories: 1) - the'"Ukralnlan group,"\”
(those officials, not nacessarily Ukrainian by nationality
or birth, who served under Khrushchev in the Ukraine), .
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'whxch is generally al;gned with Brezhrev in tenss of powver
interests; 2) the "outsiders"” of the Politburo, wun tend
petlodxcally to make trouble for Brezhnev, and who e leading
example is trade union chief Aleksandr Shelepin; and )\\the
two outstanding 1ndependﬂnts,“ Kosygin and Suslov,}whe

have sufficient seniority and prestlge to avmid - long-l;v;ﬁ
factional commxtments in the Party's znternal power strugg s

, Kzrllenko s relations with the certral figure of
the Ukrainian group, Brezhnev, are fairiy aood despite a
few dszerences of emphasis in their policy views Their
apparent personal closeness is likely to have evolved
from their long association i heavy-industrial supervzs;on
1n. the Parcy during their UKrainian period and later, and
is rexnfor"ed by the gencral sxmxlar;ty of their policy
views. ,The General Secretary seems to have reached a
comfortable understanding with his cadres secretary in
Party-organxzatlonal guestions., Brezhnev has proceeded
with reilative freedom in removing Shelepin 5 clients from
key positions but has left most. other personnel areas alone.
'hxrxlenko may conceivably have favored more moderate treat-

ment than Brezhnev would have preferred for some of Shelepln s

‘deposed supporters, but in any event he apparently has
avoided offending. Brezhnev through. excessive favoritism

"and personal patronage in his own’ filling of routine vacancxesw

The strength of erxlenko s political ties with
other individuals in the. Ukrainian grour 15 as varied
as their bureaucratic positions and lnte:ests are nixed
- Soviet "President" Mikolay Podgornyy. once a strong rival
to Brezhnev but now wathout much of -a Party power base,
seems close to Kirilenko in policy.outlook.- In fact. Pod-
gornyy appears to have preserved many of his politacal con-
nections with him and the rest of the Ukrainian group.
. Therefore, assuwmiag him to be politically active when the
succession is decided Podgornyy probakly would give Kiri-
- lenko his vote of confidénce, at least over competitors
from outside the Ukraznxan‘gtqupg

First@Deputy Prerler cmitriy Polyanskxy; kHose
connections with the Ukrainian Party organization are’
.real but less obvious than those of Brezhnev or Podgornyy.
rose through the ranks roughly parallel wzth Kirilenko until



the late 1950s. The emergence of Frol Kozlov at that txme
as Khrushchev's heir-designate resulted in a temporary
setback for Kirilenko (and Brezhnev), but did not adversely
affect Polyanskiy's (or Podgornyy's) caseer Despite huis
apparent political connections with Kozlov, Polyanskiy
managed to hold his position when the Ukrainians. regained.
the ascendancy in 1963 Inherent in the Polyanskiy-Kiri-
lenko relationship. however, 1s;the potential for disagree-
ment arising from their differing bureaucratic ihterests
lndeed. Polyanskiy's vested interest in rapid agricultural
development seems at tinmes to have clashed with Kirilenko s
strong commitment to a pol.cy of increased labor produc-’
tivity and efficiency and his avpafent des:ire to channel
some agricultural funds elsewhere .

Ukrainian Party boss Petr shelest. w:o rose under
the aejis of Podgornyy and has a history of rivalry with
some of the Ukrainian asso<iates of Brezhnev and KXirilenko
couwdd, play an important part in the political succession
Shelest. in addition to conctrolling the Ukrainian Party
organization; may have assumed leadexrship of the forces
which Fadgornyy once.-marshaled on the national level.
Shelest may in fact be trying to undermine Brezhnev's
influence 1n the Ukrainian group, and this furtber com-
pl;cates Kirilenko's position

Kar:lenko apoarertlv has tr.ed to keep open his:
lines to the regime's younger non-Ukrainian leaders - despite -
their critical actitudes toward Brezhnev. Shelepin. the
leading “outsicder” among Politburo members, and Kirilenko
seem to have a common approach to many -policy problems:
for example, they both have an evident distrust of detente’
with the West, and partlcuiarly with the United .States
‘Brezhnev's maneuverings in 1966 brought them into raivalry
in the Secretariat, however, and the transfer of Shelep:in
to the trade union post in 1967 appeared eventually to. Ll
'separate him from Kirilenko, who was drawn closer to Brezhnev
But while Kirilenko has not visikly sought to hinder Brezhnev
in his reneated effor+s to downgrace Shelepin’s supporters
the weicht of the evydence suggests that Brezhnev has not -
yvet succeeded fully in d srapting the relatlonshlp between.
the two.
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First Deputy Premier txrill Mazurov 1is another
*outsider® with whom Kirilerko could become allied in the
politinal succession -~ The fwc men have worked together
sinze 965 in the sphere of industrial management, Kirilenko
on the Party side and NazuroQ in the government.. They
appear to have similar views in this area, as well as an
foreign policy. Diffetrences with Brezhnev and rivalry

with Polyanskiy complicate Mazurov's own future, but so

far they do not seem to have sxgnxf;cantly worsened his
relations with Kirilenko. ' f .

. A third "outsider.® RS?SR Premier Gennadly VOzonov."
has a 1éng history of rivalry with Kirilenko in terms of
both power interests and polxcy views Several major gains
which Kirilenko made in consolxdatlng his hold on- the Party
cadres apparatus in the RSFSR. 51nce 1962 were at the ex-
pense of Voronov s influence zn this sphere. In the Com=~
munist political spectrum Voronov has the reputatlon of

a "moderate" who apparently Iavors concessions 1n economic
policy that conflict with erilenko s more orthodox aopxoach
1n most economic areas , .

Premier Aleksey hosygxn one of the two 11deoen-
dents” of the Politburo whose place in the top leadexsh1p
is crucial to the succession i1ssue may have little dl—ect
contact witin Kirilenko The rain raivalry batween the
Secretariat and Council of’ Ministers cincers on Brezhnev
and Kosygin, and Kirilenkec s position in this competition
seems to shift with the 1issues lore importantly, on a-
number of domestic. and foreict policy questions Kirilenko
and Kosvgin appear to hold croosite views, although thev

"have apparently arrived at. a consensus of sorts in policy

on industrial maragement and planning: Brezhnev's position
has favored sometimes Kousygin, sometimes Kttllenko. and - a
occaslonally nexther : : ‘1 . :

The presence of the otner "independent, " Party
Secretary Mikhail Suslov, seriously complicates Kiri-
‘lenko's chances.in ‘the succession With more than 23
years' continuous :-service in the Secretariat, Suslov has
- enormous prestige and considerable power 1in spite of his

having spgcxallzed almost exclusively in 1deolegy propa<
ganda, and foreign Communist relations., The limited .
"evidence suggests that Suslov and Kirilenko are in fact
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engaged in a struggle for position and power. without
-.ecessarily being 1n opposition on matters of policy
In maAlng persc el appeintments., Kirilenko has shown his
hand in the priv.inces, where a large number of technocrats
have risen to the post cf Party boss, but Suslov. has ap-
parentlv had a moderating :nflucnce on Kirilenko's place-
ment of cadres in the central posts where a ma)o fity of
appoxntees have been .pparent compromiscs.

Several men .0 are at present lesser lxghts. prl-
marily at cthe level 2f alternatc member of the Politburo
and member of tne Secretariat!.could become important 1in
the political succession Arvxd Pel'she, chairman of
the Party Control Ccimission and a.full member of the :
Polithuro at age 72 appears destxned for retirement soon; |
however, as long as he: remains active he probably would '
side with Suslov (his patron and reported brother- in-law).
rather £'an Kirilenko Anmong the Politburo alternate
members: possible Kirilenko supporters 1n a crasis include
Party Secretary Dmitriy Ustinov- a guasi- 1ndependent who
oversees all Soviet defense-.elated industry; and KGB
Chairman Yuriy Andropov, wuose past political connecticns
with Suslov and others have not prevented the development '
of ties to Kirilenko Larger cduestion marks among the
other potentially important figures in the succession.
picture are Party secretaries lvan Kapitonov and Petr
Demichev. :1esponsible for-subervising respectively the
cadres sector and the precpaganda machine ¥apitonov has
worked for Kirilenke in the cadres apparatus since 1965 kut
. has not clearly revealed his political b;mpatnxes pemichev
seems most closely allieé with Shelepin and apparcntlv
has had llttle contact with Kirilenko

on the basis of the foregozng‘ Kirilenko s influ-
. ernce within the leadership can be summaryzed as generally

quxte strong when compared with that of his closest comperi-.
tors.  ~His firmest support comes from the Ukrainian group. .
but he apparently has scme polxtxcal contact with. the vounger‘-*
"outsiders,” and could well enter into an allxance with

“them in the succession There are however. any number of
lmponoe*ables affecting Kirilenko s chances t> become the
“*number on&™ -man in the Party, the first being Btezhnev s

health -- pclitical and otherwise  The rost likely prospect
" is for Brcvhnev s receiving a mandate at the 2ith Partv Cong:ess



to continue as Party boss for another 4-5 year term There-
fore, Kirilenko's best opportunity for taking command
.himself would seem to be the General Secretary's physical

incapacitation or early death. A second important considera-

tion 1s Kirilenko s age Brezhnev actually i1s &:few months
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 premiersnip with the support of the Party boss.
What kind of successor might Kirilenko be? His
policy views may be summarized as neo-Stalinist. for the
most part Hin foreign policy views reveal the mind of
a fairly orthodox Marxist-Leéninist who 1s highly suspicious
of the West. = Kiralenko has thus far had relatively few
dealings thh Western statesmen. 1n contrast with Brezhnev
for example. who had some such contacts under. hhrushchev
during a three-year térm as Soviect ‘President. Kirilenko s
cautious lip service to a policy of deternte is infrecuent
and carries tough conditions which appear almost to rule
out 1ts application to the US' and he has been in the fore-
front of those leaders who champaion. the “Brezhnev Doctrine”
of limited sovereignty and of defense of 'socialist gains
In his public statements Kir:lenko has come as close as
any other top Soviet leadar to explicit advocacy of a
forward poiicy He has termed the renderlng of Soviet
aid to the Vietnamese and Arabs not only a “"revolutionary
duty ' but also a rcjuiremeht of Soviet security He ‘also
has been very critical. 1inciéentally. of the Cormunist
-Chlnese leadership and has defended the Soviet policy of
attac?xng Peking’'s polxtxcal and 1deolog1cal posit:ions .
.and building up a “"secure defense” against any {that 1s,
Chinese) encroachments: he has however. remained within
the general framcwerk of Rrézhnev's policy of rot shutting
the door on hopa for a roconcxl;atxon with China 1n the'
long run.

The mllltarcy Kirilenko reveals in. forelgn polxcx
statements has 1ts corollary in dorestic policies  especi-
ally in the cultural and social spheres Although ‘he ap-
- parently has accepted the ratlonale behind 1ncreased
consumer-goods production in secent vears Kirilenko has
argued against immediate aid. to agriculture and housing .
the allocation of resources He long has favored the.use
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of cxhortation and persuasion over the application of

.material incentives to pzbductmdn. 1n addition, he has-
failed to endorsc the major waae gains of recent vcars:
vhich Brezhnev, for one. has defended

erxlenko has’ rcveaAcd somctnlng of an undogma:xc,,

‘technocratic bias, however. un his vievs on econonic
‘management  [lL8 speeches on: nhxq theme over the years'
have consistently promoted pragmatic solutions to :he

‘ong-standing managcrial problems of the Soviet econory
azgnxfzcantlv the tfor him» rare mention of Stalin

during the early 1960s =-- Khrushchev. of course, had

numerous public supportezs of iis de-Stalinization campaign .-
then -- was in the context of criticisn of the dictator's
"dogmas, " the stereotypes .and rigid policies which. accord-
ing to Kirilenko. prevented honest appraisals of the econcry
and hanpered scirence and technology In line with has
econcmic pragmatism: Kirilenkoihas been one of the few
Scviet leaders to associate himself publicly with the . .
creation of a business managenent school along 'bouraeoxs T e
lines. R S

As 1n the case with Soviet leaders 1n gena2ral,
‘litile 1s known about Kirilenko s real views on defense and :
strategic aquestions, although sorething of his g2neral at-
titude ~an be .inferred from the domestic and foreicn DOllCV'
positions aescribed above . His conly public statenent on
SALT to date was a strictly oro forma assettlon 10 ADrL:
1970 that the talks can procuce results "i1f the United..
States makes an honest acttempt to solve th2 oro lem at
"hand and not try to achieve one-sided gains “ This cautlous
remark 1is consistent with Xirilenko's generallv cvaigal
attitude toward the US - which has been to the effec>t that
the US government 1s two- faced ‘in wantxna gooc relations”
with the Soviet Union whille ‘waging war against ‘ansther
socialist ‘countryv” - (¥orcth Vietnam: These views no doubt
- underlie ! 1:11enko s repcatedly exp:essed opinion on the
need to 1ncrease Sovict defense cap :lities 1in v;in cioa ’
"dangezous interndt.onal situation o - \,1

It would appear that 1n most of these questions .
_h1r11enko s hard-noszd vxeus are falrly closa to Brezhnev s
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conservative posaition and i1ndeed 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 mxlx'ancy toward the US and the rest of the
"imperialistic” lWest 18 not guite as strident ias that
of Suslnv or Shelepin, but i1t appears. in sharp. rélxet
against Premier Kosygin‘s more moderate position ' If
therefore, Suslov and Kosvgin ta;rly represent the ends
Jof the spectrum on the question of Govxet US relations.’
with Brezhnev somewhere near the middle. then Kirilenko
evidently would fall close to Brezhnev. but on Suslov 5
side. - :

| Against ‘this background Kirilenko would appear to

be little more imaginative 1n th2 post of General Secretary
than Brezhnev has been - Kirilenko in the post of Premier.
prohably would be perceptibly less open to foreign-policy
ne'otzatxon than Kosvgin hHas seemed to be In either the.'
Party or ‘the government post Kirilenko might be inclined
‘to sanction somewhat grecter. risks than the pos.-KhrushchLv’
leadership has taken especxallv 1n 1ts -dealings with the™
CS in tnternational problem areas, and to endorse.an even:
more reprressive policy at nome It 1s. oi course, possxble
that the greater responsibilities of & higher office and
. 1ncreased contact with lestérn representatives might 1nduce'
Kirilenko to moderate scmewhat his present views  One ’
factor arguing against any very serious such nodxflcatxon
1n Kirilenko's views however. is his apparent disinciina-
tion to y:ield to opportunmistic consicerations. as reflected
in his unusually consistent posxtxon on polzﬂy 1ssues over
“the years S

: A llrely general -feature of ‘a K;rllenko reg‘re
. therefore. would doubtless be 1ts continuation and inten-
-si1fication of the maig policies of the present leadershzc
‘Kairilenko would probably be not.at all inclined to slow
the mcmentum of the present trend away from the relative
laxity of the thu>hchev vears but on the contracy. would
te likely to press &ven harder than he has pushed until
now to tighten ecoriomic and social discibline The task .
©0f countering such a .strong trend could be undertaken-only -’
- by someone “less closely xdentx‘xed with the post-Khrusthev
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neo-Stali'm.sm. who m_ith chAallen'ge eril‘en_l'.é's' r.\.qht'to be
*"numker one” much as Khrushchev himself proceeded success-
fully to wrest the top P’art‘.y' jobL .away from Malenkov an’ 1953
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