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Key Judgments
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was used in this report.

The Impact of Savict
Political Succession on Moscow's
Policy Toward Eastern Europe -

The Soviet Union is currently confronted by an areay of problems in

-Eastern Curope that includes cconomic stagnition, consumer dissatisiie-

tion. and continuing unrest in Poland. The Sovie:s are also facing difficult
choices about how 1o guarantee their strategic interests in the region while
decreasing their economic assistunce and getting their allics to shoulder a
greater part of their collective defense burden. |

During the last decade. Moscow twlcrated considerable diversity in cco-
nomic policy within the Bloc, permitted the East Europeans to borrow
heavily in the West, and. particularly after 1973, absorbed the shock of ris-
ing cnergy prices and provided other economic assistance that grew
incrcasingly burdensome to the USSR, rcaching some S21 billion by 1981,
By the time of Brezhnev's death. Soviet cconomic problems and the
challenge to Commniunist rulc in Polund had aircady led 1o some retreat
from his policy. with a ceduction in subsidized oil deliveries to several East
Europcan countries. This and the closing of the gap between CEMA and
world market cnergy prices contributed 1o a decline in the subsidy to S15
billion last ycar. The appointment of a new. more forceful General
Scerctary and—agiven the advanced age of several senior members of the
Palitburo—the additional turnover in the top-level Sovict lcadership that
will occur in the next few years are likely 1o fead te further changes in
policy towuard Eastern Europe

General Scerctary Andropov’s track record as Ambassador to Hungary
(1954-57), Bloc Relations Sccretary (1957-67), and head of the KGB (1967-
82) marks fim as a tough-minded but flexible lcader who is willing 10
support somc modifications of the Sovict cconomic model in Eastern
Europe but who demands strict adherence to Sovict sccurity and forecign
policy goals. To judge from his public statements and the views of his key
associatces, he is also likely to pursuc a policy of closer cconomic and
military integration within CEMA and the Warsaw Pact, to urge greater
caution in cconomic ties with the West, and to continue gradually reducing
Sovicl cconomic assistance to {he region.

Although Andropov is likcly 1o be more forccful than his predecessor in,
dcalings with Eastern Europe, he and other senior Sovict leaders, including
his putative rival Konstantin Chernenko, will probably scck to avoid sharp
discontinuitics in policy toward the region out of concern for its political
stability and the impact that a crackdown might have on relations with the
West. Among the younger Politburo members, however, support for policy
continuity scems less certain. particularly if Moscow's own cconomic
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difficultics intensifyv. Pressurce for policy change is likely to mount us the
older leaders depart the scene and are replaced by younger leaders who arc
less committed 1o the existing strategy.

Four of the current Politburo juniors-—regional lcaders Viadimir Sheher-
bitskiy and Gregoriy Romanov, and cconomic specialists Mikhail Gorba-
chev and Viadimir Dolgikh—stand out as individuals whosc carcers are
likely to advance over the next few vears, and whose views geacrally reflect
those of many midicvel officials. The public statements of Shcherbitskiy
and Romanov, )

suggest that 1hc_\"urc gencrally inflexible on forcign policy. critical
of basing social stability on consumerism, and adzamart on the necd o
maintain idcological orthodoxy. As party bosscs in major industrial
centers, they presumably are keenly aware of the costs 1o the dotucestic
cconomy of supporting Eastern Europe and probably favor reducing Sovict
aid. They scem, to judge from the pelicies they have implemented at home,
o {avor stepped-up ideological vigilance and police control to avert any
unrest that might result from such cuts. Their approach probably would
find support among the Soviet military, police, and party and state
burcaucracics. groups with aa institutional interest in tightening Sovict
political control over Eastern Europe or reducing Sevict subsidics

Agriculture Scerctary Mikhail Gorbachev and Industrial Secrctary Viadi-
mir Dolgikh, 1o judge from their public statements and a limited number of

C jrcporls. would be williag to accept greater divergence (rom the
Soviet cconomic model than Romanov and Sheherbitskiy. but arc relatively
inflexible on idcological and pclitical issucs. Their positions on cconomic
policy probably would be backed by many cconomic experts and academics
whosc writings suggest that they look to Eastern Europe as a modcl for do-
mestic cconomic reform. Thesc groups, however, lack the institutional clout
of the police, military, and party officials.

In‘ihe post-Andropov cra, then, the principal Sovict Icaders and most
influcntial clites arc likely to press for greater belt-tightening in Eastern
Furope, more idcological and sccurity service vigilance, greater caution in
dealing with the West, and stepped-up cconcmic and military intcgration
within CEMA and the Warsaw Pact. The range of views on cconomic
management in Eastern Europe may be somewhat broader, but the odds
scem to (avor considerable caution about cconomic reform as well.




The USSR’s adoption of a1 more demanding and less tolerant approach
toward Eastern Europe would complicate US policy in the region. Oppor-
tunitics for excriing Western influcnce would be reduced o the extent that
East Europcan cconomic contacts with the West were circuniscribed and
the region’s cconomics further oriented toward that of the Soviet Union.
Cultural contacts would also be reduced. and. presumably, the United
States would be even less able than at present o influcnce the Bloc's
fulfillment of Helsinki human rights commitments. The adoption of a morc
demanding Soviet strategy, hoewever, might aiso create frictions and social
stresses in Eastern Europe that could be exploited to undermine Moscow's
contral over the region.
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The Impact of Sovict

Political Succession on Noscow's

Policy Toward Eastern Eurape

Introduction

This paper discusses the impact that the ongoing
Soviet political succession is likely to have on
Moscow's policy toward Eastern Europe. It examines
Brezhnev's policy legacy, reviews the key current
issucs in Sovict—-East Europciin relations, and asscsses
how recent and prospective chaages in the Soviet
feadership are likely 10 affect (the resalution of these

1Ssucs,
’

Brezhnev's Policy Legacy

Under Brezhnev, as in carlicr years, Moscow requirced

the East Luropean regimes to adhere 1o a1 number of

mitirum demands:

« The muintenance of the Communist party’s leading
role.

« Pacticipadon in CEMA and the Warsaw Pact.

+ Adherence to the general lines of Sovict forcign
policy? :

In the 1970s, however, the Sovicts also accorded the
East Europeans latitudc on a2 wide number of issucs:
~ The Hungartans continucd the cconomic reform
initiated on the cve of the Czech crisis.

The Poles and other East Luropzans cstablished
cxtensive contacts with the West and borrewed
heavily from Western banks.

The East Europeuan reginics sought a greater degree
of popular legitimacy by making promiscs to the
consumer-—a proccess signilicantly assisted by Sovict
cconomic subsidization.

Only Czechoslovakia-~which avoided wider contacts
for its own domestic sccurity rcasons—and Bulgar-
1a—Moscow’s most loyal client state--seemed largely
unaffccted by the trend.

.

fn the final three yvears of Brezhnev's tenurce, cvents in
Poland and Moscow's mounting duomestic ¢conamic
problems helped undermine the strategy of building
stability on consumcrism, Sovict subsidization, and
greater ties to the West. In Poland, an incifcctive

consuraerist policy and the regime’s tolerant attitude
towird dissent, private farming. and the Church
combined to create the most serious and sustained
challenge to Sovict interests in Eastern Europe since
the establishment of the Bloc. Morcover. the USSR
cconomic support of Eastern Europe becamie increas-
ingly burdensome through 1981 s Moscow’s hurd
currcncy position was weakened Ly (alling prices for
oil—its major cash carncr—and its need to increass
food imports from the West.

K

By the time of Brezhnev's death. sone significant

- revisions of his carlier strategy were already under

wuy. The USSR reduced subsidized ol delivecies 10
several CEMA countries (East Germany, Czechosle:
vakia, Hungary. and, perhaps. Bulgaria) in 1982,
Poland. according to published trade statistics, also
received less Soviet aid last vear despite tts continucd
cconom.ic crisis. In addition, Moscow stepped up its
cfforts to increase CEMA integration in preparation
for the forthcoming summit.

Current Policy {ssues

Whilce these steps are 2 move away from the policy of
the previous dozen years, they have donc little to
resolve the major issucs in Sovict relations with
Eastern Europe. ln[ormalionc

?uggcsxs that the policy issucs
tnat arc likely 1o be most contentious include the level
of Sovict cconomic aid to the region, the degree of
modernizition of the aon-Sovict Warsaw Pact
(NSWP) military torces, and the degree of autonomy
Moscow will accept with respect 1o political and
cconomic contacts with the West and handling of

dissent. V

Econontic Support of Eastern Europe

Currendly, the USSR provides cconomic assistance to
its East Europcan allics by supplying raw materials —
particularly oil and natural gas-—at below world
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market prices.' accepting payment in low-quality 4
goods for materials that could be marketed for hard
cusrency. and granting teade credits and loans. In
1982 this assistance amounted to about 13 biflion
dollars. down from a high of 21 billion dollars in 1981
(sce table)

Despite the decline that occurred last vear. this aid, in
addition to commitments to other clicnts. places a
considerable burden on the USSR, The decline in
world market prices for oil this year—while it fowers
the subsidy by narrowing thic gap between world
prices und thosc charged by the Sovicts—will only
intensify . pressurc on Moscow to cut its assistance to
Eastern Europe and redirect supplics to the open
market to maintain hard currency carnings

NSWP Modcrnization

The USSR has been pressing the East Europeans o
accelerate thic modernization of their armed forces
since at least the mid-1970s. In 1978 this pressure led
1o public polemics with the Romanians who refused 1o
support Pact-wide defense spending increases because
of their domestic cconomic difficultics. The other
NSWP countrics, although refraining from public

*CEMA ciew materizd prices since 1978 have been determined
according 10 3 moving average of world market prices. In the case
of vil. this ensurcd conuinuation of a large implicit subsidy to all the
Last Curopean allics—cxeept Romania—after the rapid cisc in
world prices in the 1970s. tlowever, as world market prices have
stabilized and cven (allen ever the fast few years, the gap has closed
substantizily. 1 is poscible that Moscow’s CENA partners could
cven pay more than world market prices if the formula is aat
revaned and prices coatinue (0 drop

—eeTTT
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disputes with the Sovicts, have generaliy failed to
increasce the pace of their military modernization
cfforis. According to oo

Soviet military continucs w pross tae NS W ¥ coun-

trics (0 acquire or produce for themselves newer and
more expensive military equipment, including tinks,
artillery, and aircraft -+

the

Political Controfe

The Polish crisis reapencd the question of how much
autonomy to permit the East European allies in their
dealings with the West and how to treat internal
dissceat. Soviet ideologists are publicly debating
whcther Poland’s experience is generally applicable
and whether major social erises can cmerge elsewhere
in Eastern Europe. The growth of the peace move-
ment in East Germany and Hungary's leaicat policy
toward dissidents also probably raisc questions in
Moscow about how 10 handle opposition to these
regimes.

For maay idcolugists and regional party fcaders,
cspeciadly in the Western USSR, Poland underscored
the risks of political and idcological laxity and cxces-
sively close tics to the West, which worked (0 uader-
minc political stability. For those who favored cco-
nomic reform at home, on the other hand, Poland was
a warning against retaining a basically cutmoded
political and cconomic system that is unable to carry
out timely rcform




USSR: Estimated Ecanemic Assistance to Eastera Eurepe
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a These subsidics represent the diffeccace between: (1) the world
market price for oil —and other raw materials—and the tower price
that the Sovicts charge the East Europeans and (2) the price that
tast Europcan exports of machincey and equipmicnt would com-
mand on the world nmurket and the higher prices that the Soviets pay

The Impact of Succession

Moscow's attempts 1o resolve these issues will depend
on a varicty of factors. Historical expericnce suggests,
howcver, that the political sucecssion now under way
in the Kremlin will be a key clement affecting policy
change.® Given the advanced age of the current Sovict
leadership, the aext few yvears will likely sce the
replacement of scveral key Politburo members. To
appreciate the impact that the succession is likely to
have on policy, it is nccessary to examine the views
not only of thc new Genceral Secretary and his scnior
supporters, but also thosc of the younger Politburo
members who can be expected to advance to positions
of greater influcnce

General Secretary Andropoy’s Views

Of the current leaders, Andropov has had the most
cxtensive expericnce in East European affairs as
Ambassador to Hungary (1954-57), head of the Cen-
1ral Commiittcc's Bloc Relations Department and
Sccreary for Bloc Affairs (1957-67)}, and chairman of
the KGB (1967-82). In May 1982 he was again namced
to the Sccrctariat, where he assumed the oversight

! For a review of the impact of Icadership change in the immediate
posi-Stalin and post-Khrushchey periods on Sovict policy toward
Eastern Europe. see DD lntclligence Assessmer L 7

- . December 1982, nstabilicy and Crange ia devect
wominated Eastern Europe

responsibilities for idcology and relations with forcign
Communists formerly excreised by Mikhail Suslov.

Andropov played an important role in Moscow’s
management of the Hungarian revolt, the Czech
invasion. and the rceent Polish crisis. He has also had
extensive dealings with the most maverick of the East
Europcan regimes: Romania (a member of the War-
saw Pact and CEMA) and nonaligned Yugoslavia.
His rccord in dealing with East European issues both
prior and subscquent 1o Brezhnev's death provides
some basis for ¢stimating his likely future policics

According to 1 Andro-
pov operated as a virtual proconsul in Hungary during
his tenurc as Ambassador and worked clasely with
arch conservative Mikhail Suslov in directing the
repression of the Hungarian uprisiug. However
‘ -
% 1Cpreia tat ANATOpoOV 100K a realistic ana modcer-
ate line when he became Bloc Rclations Scerctary by
supporting Kadar's unorthodox plans for rcgaining
public acceptance of the Communist regimic. As head
of the KGB, he plaved a less central role in rclations
with Hungary but apparently maintained his tics to
Kadar *
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’ _] has
characterized Andropov as the ideal successor (o
Brezhnev and a “special (riend™ of Hungiry. Since
November 1982 C _3 have as-
serted that Andropov was instrumental in assuring
Soviet approval of Hungarian cconomic reforms in the
19705, and that be continucs 1o be fuvorably disposed
toward them. His close ties with Hungary were
undcrscored at the USSR 60th anniversary cclebra-
tion last Decener, when Kadar was the first East
Luropean leader with whom Andropev mct

Although the evidencs suggests thiat Andropov is
likcly 10 pursuc a tolerant policy towaurd Hungary --
the most Hiberal of the East Europcan regimes—it is
doubtful that he can afford the luxury of increased
sconamic generosity. Rather. a vacicty ol reports on
Sovict-Hungarian financial dealings indicate that
Moscow will orovide less economic support

Both during the Czech invasion and the Polish crisis,
Andropov displaved the morc conscervative faccet of his
personality. In 1968 he was onc of the first Soviet |
lcaders to rcact to the danger of cvents in Czechoslo-
vakia. According l'c_ JKGB adviscrs
muide preparations 1o sCize tae wzech sccurity scrvices
(rom witliin in the event of invasion, while intclligence
provided by Andropov helped turn around Sovict
Icadership opinion and precipitated the invasion.

Tt

-

-
2

Anaropov] uce subsc-
quently spent constaeradic umce cooratnaang cfforts
with other Eastern Bloc scrvices to centain the Czech

“infection &0

Although the evidence on Andropov’s role in Polish
cvents is somewhat contradictory. he apparently was
among the less patient merabers of the leadership in
dcaling with Warsaw's temporizing. According (¢
d a high Sovict official pluced Andropov
weon sustov aind Agricultural Scerctary Gorbachev in
the camp that favored military tntervention to crush
Solidarity in late November and carly December
1980. Subscquent rcporls.[:‘ - ’ o :

) placed him on differcad siucs 01 tue dsuc 10
wne summer of 1981, Presumably, Andropoy {ully
supported the martial law criuckdown-—an opcration
that rclicved Maoscow of the responsibility for inter-
vening militarcily

Since becoming General Scerctary, Andropov has not
visibly altered Moscow's policy toward Poland, de-
spite reports of some differences with Warsaw over
tacticC__ ]rcponcd that at the
Warsaw t-ac. routicat Consultative Committee (PCC)
nicciing in carly January, Andropov scemed generalty
plcascd with the Polish regime’s handling of the
Solidarity issuc and chided other CEM A countrics for
not doing morc to aid Poland
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The Sovict press has recendy criticized Polish pariy
modcrates—particularly onc of Jaruzclski's closc ad-
visers. Deputy Premier Rakowski——suggesting that
Noscow is dissatisficd with Jaruzelski's performance
in rebuilding tie party. The criticism wis probubly
meant to pressurce the Poles to stengthen ideological
orthudoxyl gsubscquently wold

nowever, that under Andropov the Polish
lcadership still has a free hand to implemicnt ccononiic
and social reforms. The Polish regime’s public re-
sponse to Sovict criticism scems designed 10 avoid
intensifving the polemic.
Andropov probably rcalizes that the Polish problem iy
two complex for quick solutions. He scems willing to
approve, and perhaps cven 2ncourage, sonie cconomic
reforms alrcady under way, and he might hold aut
Kadar’'s expericncc—repression {ollowed by reform—
as a modcl for the Poles.' He wili. however. veto any
rcformi moves that theeaten 1o revive opposition in the
factorics. and he may press aggressively for a retuen
10 traditienal par(y rulc. AndropovC

told Polish police officials last

summerthat the USSR and other Bloc countrics face
very similac problems (youth dissatisfaction aad reli-
gious revival) and hinted that Moscow s ability to help
the Polcs was limited by its own cconomic diflicultics.

* Andropov made his first publicized visit o Huagary after maany

rcues in Decembier 1981, soon aficr martial law was intcoduced in
Poland, perhaps to persuade Kadar 1o lend his advice to the Poles.
The tlungarians, however. have downplayed sugge<tions that they

Lecame 3 model for other Yast Curopean regimes.

il

Andropov appeites consistently 1o have raken it hard-
line position in dealing with Romani and Yugoslavia.
I:ven belore his appointment as KGB chicl, the
Romanians viewed him as “mecuan and unlricndly ™

=C

J

Since suceceding Brezhnev, Andropov uppears to huve
taken a ficm line with the Romanisns, and he scenms
morce likely than his predecaessor 1o press them o
comply with Sovict demands on CEMA intcpratian
and military modernization. C
. President Ceauscscu requested a
mecting with Andropov imniediately after Brezhnev's
funcral but was bluntly turned downc
’ : T haracter-
1Z€Q e (alkKs as  irane and C()nll'ﬂﬂl:l_\' —d phrasc
that indicatces disagreement. probably over CECMA
and Warsaw Pact issucs. At the Warsaw Pact PCC
mecting in carly January 1983
reported [riction with tue dovicts over mili-
iy spending. Moscow reportediy requested NSWP
increcascs while the Romanians were supporting a
freeze in military budgets for NATO and the Warsaw
Pact.
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The Yugoslavs hiave also had a stormyy relationship
with Andropov. He clashed with Belgrade over Mos-
cow’s support for the Sovict-based aati-Tito “*Comin-
lormists™ during the mid-1970s when he headed the
KGB. and on occasion he acted as spokesman in
Moscow™s polemies with Tito in the [960s. High-
ranking Yugoslav Communist officials secmed to
share the Romanians® view that Andropov would be
“worse than Brezhaev,”

Sceveral veports of the mecting between Andropov and
the Yugoslav leaders after the Brezhney funcral agree
that the meeting wus “tough.*" with the Yugoslavs
secking Soviet reaffirmation of Belgrade's “diffcrent
roud™ to socialism and noaaligned status, and the
Sovicis uceusing the Yugosiav press of aa anti-Sovict
stance. During the visit of Premicr Tikhonov in
March 1982, however, the Sovict side seemed (o avoid
controversy and made 4 number of cconomic conces-
sions, an approach certainly clenred with Aadropov.

On balance. Andropov's East Europcan rack record
suggests that he is 1 tough-minded but flexible leader
who sces potential value in cconomic cxperimentation
but demunds Slrit_:l adhecrence to Moscow's sccurity
and forcign policy goals. He scems to have been
cemmitted 10 Brezhinev's detente siralegy throughout
the 1970s and was apparent!y influcniial in gaining
Brezhnev's support for Hungarian cconomic rcform.
Thesce factors strongly suggest he will be inclined (o
muintain the broad lines of Brezhnev's Cust Europcan
staategy of permitting considerable cconomic diversi-
w.an return for political-strategic conformity

At the November 1982 Central Committee plenura,
Andropov gencrally endorsed the idea of greater
ccononic integration under CEMA., a iang-tcrm Sovi-
<t policy, which was given reneswved promiacace by an
authoritative Pravda cditorial shortly before Brezh-
nev's deuth. Andropey may support changes in
CUMA that entail crearing a stronger supranational
authority—as scveral Soviet proponents advocate—
but. iudging by scveral reports, he appears to be
mecting strong resistance from Romania and perhaps
other allies and will probably be forced to compro-
misc.

Militacy iategration could alSo"prove on issuc on
which Andropov will be forced to make some tough
choices. He has displayed considerable seesitivity to
the probicm of East Europeun political stability and i
probably symipathetic to East European arguments
that increasing defease spending at a time of ceonom-
ic stringeacy risks political unrest. Yet Aadrepov is
also semsitive o the Soviet milittry’'s desire for stecel-
crated NSWP military modernization. znd lic owes 2
debt e Defense Minister Ustinov for his SUpPPALL in
Lesting his chicl rival Cheracnko.

MAYN QOW (CC LIC Laae curopeiuns ha:’c
to assume an tncreasidg share in the burden of
maiatsining the empire. So far. he secms determined
to continuc the gradua! weaning of the East Europe-
ans from Soviet cconomic assistance. a trend already
vistble under Brezhiney.

Other Politburo Seniors. Of all other senior members
of thc Politburo, Defense Minister Dmitriy Ustinov
will probably have the greatest influence with Andro-
pov on policy toward Eastern Eurvjie, both because of
thetr long and close working relationship and because
of the military’s key interest in the region, As in the
past. Ustinov will probably act as a conduit for the
professional military’s demands 1o tighien Soviet con-
trol over the Warsaw Pact forces—a process that has
been procecding rapidly in recent veers—-and 1o step
up tac pace of NSWP wiilitary modernization—-u
process that has lagged. On most political issucs, he is
probably willing to go along with Andropov as long a3
the military’s concerns arc addresscd

Along with Ustinov, Forcign Minister and First Dep-
vty Premier Andrey Gromyko will be Key plaver in
shaping policy toward Eastern Curope within the
Politburo. He will probably continue to be especially
visible in his dcalings with Poland and Cast Germany,

* {tis doubtful that anvonc in the USSK is now arguing that: (1) the
subsidy <hould be increased or (24 that the Sovict Union can affyrd
o audntain the subsidy atits meszat level, The debate within the

n

Kavirs 970 ot e e bem = it bt Cne e ian

C

G




-

given their importance in East-West relations. Gro-
mykoe generadly has a strong interest in presérving the
Brezhnev strategy of benign toleration to limit friction
in East-West relations. The advice reccived from
Sovict ambassadors in Eastera Curope—all former
lacal party seeretarics—is likely to be idcoiogically
orthodox. but Gromiyko. according t

is more pragmatic. He aiso has an imwerest in secing
that Eastern Europe remains peaccful so that it does
not further complicate relations with the United
Stutes ur Western Europe

Gromako has taken a particutarly important personal
role in relations with Romania, which, according
T Lis
poreCivea DY MOSCOW as & 1o policy —not an
intra-Bloc problem. In 1980, for instance. Gromyko
cngaged in tough talks with Ceausescu following
Romania’s public criticism of the Sovict invasion of
Afghanistan

Gromyko has also taken an important part in Sovict
retations with Yugoslavia. In 197¢

his Moscow mecting with Y ugoslav
rcaacrs stormy, with diffcrences expressed over the
Nonaligned Mavement, Kampuchea, China. and bi-
lateral relations. When Gromyko visited Belgrude in
1982, according tc he demanded

balarced tradce with the Yugoslavs and the delivery of

more food. He attacked scveral important officials for
their purported anti-Sovicet attitudes

C

<

Party Scerctary Cherneako und Premicr Nikolay
Tikhonov—the other two key seaior leaders --can be
expected to act as watchdogs over the eollectivity of
the leadership and protectors oif Brezhaev's policies in
Eastern Europe. Although they may be tempted to
cxploit any Andropov errors or 1o capitalize on dissat-
isfiction of key clite groups. they currently scem
largely in agreement with him on East Europcan
policy. Premicr Tikhonov, as head of the government,
can be expected to support a continuation ¢f Brezh-
nev’y caution, given his concern over the cconomic
cost of the subsidy and its negative impact on Sovict
cconomic performance. Since 1980 he has articulated

~the Sovict position on the need to improve East

Europcan cnergy cfficicney. He has also urged that
CEMA make greater efforts to resist Western ceo-
nomic sanctions through stepped-up cconomic inte-
aration and specialization

Ovcrall, therefere. the senior leaders. including
Andropev’s potential opponents among the Brezhne-
vites, scem content 1o go along with the existing mixed
strategy of continuced cconomnic assistance—albeit at a
reduced level —in return for political lovahy and
internal stability

The Politburo Juniors

Over the next few years. many younger lcaders, now
in their late {ifties or carly sixtics, will advance lo
morc influcntial positions and will thus play a greater
role in formulating policy toward Lastern Europe as
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older members iarc removed, retire, or dic. As a group,
the juniors currently scem less committed o the
existing strategy and more inclined to revise it al-
thougzh their perspective could change as they attain
greater power. Those leaders who are most likely o
fnerease thcir influcnce fall into two categories: re-
gional officials and technocrats.

Among these. four individuuls have seemed to benefit
most from the passing of scveral scnior leaders during
1982, They are regional bosses VEdimir Sheherbi-
tskiy and Grigoriy Romanov and cconomic specialists
AMikhail Gorbachey and Viadimir Dolgikh.® Given
their relative vouth and current standing in the
teadershipe, any of them could move into the inper
circle of senior leaders within the aext few years and
cventuiily assume the post of General Sceerctary

Although not identical in their views, Sheherbitskiy
and Romanov share a parochial and idestogically
counservaiive approach 1o East European affairs. In his
public statements on domestic issucs. Sheherbitskiy
has scored consumcerism, particularly among youth.
championed stringent controls over artists and intel-
lectuals, and taken a hard line toward dissidents. He
has besn critical of forms of “nations! Commu-
nisin " —a charge that led 10 the ouster of Sheherbi-
tskiv's predecessor as Ukraenian FFirst Sceeretary . He

" The Central Comumitice plenum in Junc 1981 promoted Romanoy
to the Sceretariat in Moscow. Ax a result, he becnme one of the
setaar parts secretaries along with Andropov, Chernenko. aud
Garbicher.

has requently catled for more ideotogical vigilance
and stressed Bloc cohesion and adherence to the
Soviet modet.

Sheherbitskiy appears to have supported the crushing
of Czech retorm in 19638 und to have taken a rigid line
on Polish reform, perhaps because of his concern that
unrest could spread across the border to infect his cwn
republic. A report on Politburo alignmeats in July
1951 placed him amony those critical of Brezhnes's
moderation. His public statements during the crisis
tend to confirm this. tHe endorsed the impasition ¢l
martial faw belore any other Soviet feader. which
suggests that he may have felt the crackdown wis
long overduc

During his tenure in the Ukraine, Sheherbitskhiy has
consisteatly called for greater conformity and control,
favored repression of dissent and nationalism, and
advocated orthodox Leninist solutions to problems.
Such an approach, if extended to the Bloe, would be
troublesome for the more domestically liberal re-
gimes, like Hungary. He might also be less inclined 1o
support markcet-styie reforms: in 1968 he asserted that
Czech counterrevolutionarics (that is. reformers) were
rcally interested in reinstating capitalism. His appar-
ent concern about Sovict domestic stability and the
outmoded cipital stock in the Ukraine presumably
also make him less willing 10 subsidize the USSR
Warsaw Puct allies at the expense of the domestic
cconomy.
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Romanov. like Sncnctusesads. nas called publicty for
vigilance to avert “upolitical attitudes. nutionalism,
... and u consumerist mentality™ and taken 1 gencral-
tv hard linc on forcign policy issucs. To our knowl-
edge. he did not play-a prominent role during the
Polish crisis. The onc report on alignments in July
1981 places him in the hardline camp.

Romanov scems o share many of the idcological and
security concerns of the other regionad feuders. One
. who miet hint in 1977 termied him a
Touglt auoernt und “strict hardliner.” His parochi-
al views. purpurted narrowmindedicess. and concern
over domestic control would probably disposc him to
favor greater Bioc conformity and to back it up with
tough sccurity measurcs.

Party Scerctarics Gorbachev and Dolgikh are the twe
voungest members of the curreat feadership at 32 and
S8, respectively. Mikhail Gorbachev is party sceretary
with responsibility for agriculture, and, as a result, he
thas madc comparatively few public statcments about
policy toward Eastern Europe. Since Brezhnev's
dcath. he has been the most vocal proponent of the
“food program.” a policy closcly ticd 16 consumerism
at home. His statzments on agricultural policy also
indicate a pragmatic and mildly rcformist streak—hc
favors u greater role for the private plots. advocates
more decentralization of (army management. und has
touted Georgian agricultural cxperiments. which
draw heavily on Hungarian practice. Gorbachev's

support for cconomic decentrialization at home and
endorsement of experiments based largely on Hungar-
ian reforms suggest that he would be sympathetic to
seeing limited cconomic reform continue in Eastern
Europe o improve efficicrcy and reducc the aced for
Sovict assistincec.

Gorbachev's stance on political reform, however., is
probably negative. though the cvidence here is weak-
reported
; j\h:u Gorbachey jorned Suslov and Andro-
v in favoring military intervention in Poland 1 late
1980. however, reported
hearing information that he opposcd undertaking “a
crucial foreign endcavor " —presumably an invasion—
in the spring of 1981. Ina specch to the Victnamese
Party Congress in late March 1982 he madc a point
of dcfending Polish martial law. which hc said had
saved Poland “from countersevalution and anzrchy.”

¢r. As noted prc\'iuusly.t

Vladmir Dolgiki. the party sceretary responsible for
industry, has also riscn rapidly at u comparatively
voung age. duc largely to his technical cxpertise. In
My 1982 he was clevated to candidate mecmbership
in the Palitburo. He, too. has taken a rather progres-
sive cconomiic linc, favoring manugement reforms and
a degree of experimentation. He is probably less
inclincd than Gorbachev 1o support shifting resources




to the consumer sector, given the industrizl sector’s
cryving nced for tpvestmcent ’ o ’

- claimed, however, that LJOlginn ox cesioic,
supeesting that he approves the continuance of l{un-
garian cconomic reform. Dolgikh has also publicly
praised the more centratized East German variant of
cconumic reform. particularly its effective use of
resources. There are some indications in his speeches
that he supports greater coordinution of efforts within
CEMA us a basis for rationalizing the socialist econo-
my e

Dolgikh’s approach to foreign policy is apparcntly
conscrvative, and he has termed the “unity and
cohesion™ of the Bloc its basis of slrcng(l‘ )

pb Litt SPCLULILCU (AL LJOIZIK N Wats faong
~oscrit key ceonomic officials who opposcd military
inteevention in Poiand. because it would further com-
plicate cconomic policy

Gorbachev and Dolgikh probubly would pursuc a
policy toward Eastern Europe that mixes clements of
political conservatism and cconomic toleration. They
might not only cncourage but draw on East European
ceonomic refonm o increase domestic efficiency. As
cconomic rcalists. they probably rcalize East Europe-
an cconomic tics with the West cannot be broken
without causing a deterioration of an alrcady precari-
ous ceonomic situation. Dolgikh has probubly contrib-
uted to the relatively cautious munner in which
Moscow has approached the problem of reducing iis
ceonomic assistiance to Eastern Europe. He might, of
course. leel compelled by the USSRs own deteriorat-
ing cconomic situation to act mnre precipitously in the
future. It sccms likely that he would be morc willing
than the idcotegically oricnted regional leaders 1o
compensate the East Europeans by allowing room for
mancuver. rather than simply to prescribe belt tight-
cning and augmernted controls

Soviet Elite Groups and Their Role in Succession

Mecmbers of the Soviet clitc and key institutions will
cxert pressurc on Andropov and his successors to
shepe Sovict policy toward Eastern Europe in fine
with their interests. The military, the police, and the
party burcaucracy —whose represcniatives make up
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the majority of the party Central Committee mem-
bership—will probably support greater idcological
orthodoxy . cconomic belt tightening. and greater cau-
tion on cconomic reform and relations with the West.
Industrial managers. while taking a somewhat more
flexible position on cconomic reform and trade with
the West. will probably also favor reducing Soviet
cconomic assistance to Lustern Europe. Most foreign
policy specialists are likely to favor continuing the
current Sovict approach to the region. Only & handtul
of economic reformers in the acadentic institutes
would be likeiy to support a policy of cncouraging
extensive cconomic reform.

The Military and Police

Saviet military leaders, especially Warsaw Pact Com-
mander in Chief Viktor Kulikov, have called (or
greater Bloc solidurity and Warsaw Pact inicgration

during the past few ycars. According t¢

i Moscow succcedea in
poltig 1 athies te ratdy o statute in cacly 1980 that
formalizes de Tacto Sovict military dominance in the
Puact in wartime. Still. the Soviet military hus a

. aumber o outstanding concerns related to Eastern

Europc: .

« Its lcaders are likely 1o urge the Politburo to press
Romania to participate fully in Pact military exer-
ciscs and allow other Pact forees o exercise on its
soil.

« They may also press for increases in NSWP defense
spending, despite opposition in Eastern Lurope
based cu cconomic considerations A

The KGB shares many of the same concerns as the
military. and it has the additional concern of potential
spillover of East European unrest into the USSR Its
carcer officers nrobably favor a tough line on disscat
and blumc laxity for the emergence of the Polish
prablem. According t¢f KGB offi-
ccrs complained about being forced to remain on the
sidelines during the spring of 1981 at the height ol the
Polish crisis. The martial law crackdown in Pcland
has presumaibly reduccd the chances for friction
between the political leadership and the sccurity
services. The KGB, however, probably will press for a




less tolerant and less flexible policy toward Eastern
Lutope. favor reduced contacts with the West. and
oppose any sort of potzatially destabilizing reforms.

Party Officials

East Euroocan policy affects the regional party secre-
tarics primarily via the cconomy. If aid to Eastern
Europec makes their jobs more difficult, they resent
the drain. According to most accounts, they favor a
strong defense and are skeptical—ceven distrust(ul—of
chaage and reform. e : reports that
these groups have 0y rvwwu ceonomic reforms and
contacts with the West and cndorse tighter political
controls 2nd a “Russia-first™ policy "=~ =

Purty ideologists have also taken a hard line toward
[2astern Europe. and they probably will continuce to
press for greater cohesiveness and uniformity both in
CEMA and the Warsaw Pact. They also arc likely to
favor decreased emphasis on consumerisii—a major
theme of the idcological conferences initiated by their
longtime spokesman Mikhail Suslov in 1981

Economic Managers

The vicwpoint of cconomic managers is probably quite
similar to that of the party officizls who oversce them,
and domestic rescurce constraints will dispose them o
fuvor cutling cconomic assistance to Eastern Europe.
Somc, cconomic planncrs have also supported greater
CEMA integration as a mcans of rationalizing the
Bloc's cconomic cfiorts and as insurance against
Western ecmbargocs. Influcntial Sovict cconomists
have publicly argucd the casc for making CEMA
dccisions by majority vote in an cffort to augment
Sovict contral—an “innovation” that the East Eure-
pcans have until now successf{ully blocked. Sovict
cconomic officials probably favor using the forthcom-
ing CEM A summit to press these aims., but, according
1¢ C he Romanians and Hun-
garans arc resisting the Sovict agenda. and this has
resulted in scveral postponements of the summir

Lconomic offictals, however, probably also have an
interest in maintaining access to Western technology
and may —as in the latc 1960s and carly 1970s—sce
better Fast-West relations as an argument for shifting
resources from the military to the civilian scctor. Such

a viewpoint could make them wary of exerting pres-
sure on Gastern Europe, which might further domage
Sovict relations with the West !

Farcign Policy Spccialists

Among thosc groups likcly to support the status quo,
only the foreign policy specialists at the Ministry of
Forcign Affairs, in the Centratl Commitice, and at
academic institutes have significant influence. Like
Forcign Minister Gromyko himscll, these policy spe-
cialists have an interest in sccing that Eastern Europe
remains tranquil sc that it does not further complicite
relations with Western Europe 2nd the United States.
Although this prabably will disincline them to support
major reform in Easteen Europe, it also is likely to
predispose them against harsher and morc demanding
policics toward the regio.

Economic Reforniers

Economic reformers, concentrated in the Academy of
Scicnces Institutes. have a dircct interest in policy
toward Eastern Europe because it is the only “ap-
proved laboratory™ for testing out cconomic innova-
tions they might favor for the USSR. Peopic like Oleg
Bogomolov. Director of the Institutc of Economics of
the Wor!d Socialist System and onctime Andropov
subordinatc, or Abel Aganbecgyan, an influcntial ceo-
nomic cxpert, have drawn on East Europcan cxperi-
cnce to discuss and cven advocate idcas that would be
vicwed as heretical if they came directly from the
West. Although concerned primarily with the Soviet
cconomy, they probably weould press for toleration of
cconomic reforim in Eastern Europe. Reformers can
remember that the crushing of Czech reform in 1968
also meciunt the death of hopes for meaningful cconom-
ic reform in the USSR

Prospects faor Policy

Succession has had an impact on Sovict policy toward
Eastern Europe in the past. East Europcan lcaders
clearly feel that it will again. Analysis of the vicws of
the post-Brezhnev Sovict leadership and key iastitu-
lions suggcsts that pelicy change is likely to occur in
stages

D




{n the Andropov period, the Sovict {eadership will
continue to tolerate considerable cconomic diversity
within tiic Bloc while gradually attcmipting to wean
the East Luropean regimes from cconomic subsidiza-
tion. Andropov's support {or such a policy gives it an
advantage over competing strategics. Andropov has
shown it degree of ideological flexibility and displayed
an awarcness of the complexity of Eastern Europc’s
internal problems and a willingness to tailor policy 1o
the peculiar situation in cach of these countries. He s
also awitre that precipitous cuts in CCONORMIC asaist-
ance could causc unrest in the region. While favering
tight controls ¢n dissent, he probably sces maiate-
nance of Sovict sccurity interest as best served by
permitting the East European regimes a fair amount
of autanomy in formulating cconomic and social
policy. This strategy would allow the continuxtion or
initiation of cconomic reform in the region. Although
there s a risk that econoniic reform could spill over
into the political sphere, a successful reform of the
East European cconomics could reduce the need for
Sovict assistance. -

In the longer term, the Sovict leiaders who succced
Andropov arc likely to place increcasing emphasis on u
strategy of heightencd orthodoxy and austerity in
Lastera Lurope. Indeced, Aadropo+ himsclf might
(avor such a strategy if Sovict cconomic problems
worscn significantly. Such an approach apparcntly
has substantial support among somc of the younger
Politburo members and key clitc groups like the
military., police, party functionarics, and many cco-
nomic managers. They view it as a low-cost policy
that would free some resources for Sovict cconomic
growth while lessening the risk of contaminazion from
thc West and harnessing Sovict allics cven more
closcly 1o Moscow's policics by closing off other
options. Kcy Sovict institutional actors probably fecl
that instcad of catering to the East Europcan allics,
thc USSR should demand more from them in terms of
cconomic and military burden sharing. Such a policy,
morcovcr.\logicall_\‘ flows from the deteriorating East-
West climate and can be blamed on the United
States.

This steategy, however, does entail an trTreased risk

of Cast Furopean uarest, and it would ve difficuls 1o
caleutate how far aid could bé feduced™Belore it miglt
affect political stability. Some Sovict caders may feel
that Poland can scrve as a model of how austerity can
be introduced by @ regine determined to maintain
control.

The USSR's adoption of such a demanding and les:
tolcrant approach would complicate the current US
policy of differentiating among the East European
regimes and cencouraging diversity within the Bloc.
Differentiation would become increusingly more prob-
lematic for the United States as Moscow moved to
reverse trends-—such as limited toletation of dissent
or cconomic reform-—which the United States views
positively. Opportunitics for cxerting Western influ-
cnce would also be reduced to the extent that East
Furopean ccoaomic contacts were circumseribed und
the East European cconomics further oricnted toward
that of the USSR. Cultural contacts between ELastern
Europe und the West would also be reduced und,
presumably, the United States would be cven less able
than at present to influcnce the Bloc's fulfillment of
Helsinki humun rights commitments. -

The adoption of 2 morc demanding Sovict strategy.,
however, might also create {rictions and social steesscs
in Eastern Europe. which could undermine Moscow's
control over the region. East Europeans, {or caample.
would rescnt greater Soviet assertivencss and the
harnessing of their cconomics to that of the USSR.
Austerity could also generate social unrest that might
possibly: (1) force liberalization of individual regimes,
(2} compc! the USSR to restore some cconomic sup-
port aad/or grant morc autonomy, or (3) forcec Savict
ntervention that would complicate Moscow’s policics
and undcrminc its rclationship with the West Europe-
ans. :




