
. 7  I 
I 

.- 
1 .  

12 September 1955 CAESAR 11 

c 
4 ,  

APPROVED FOR RELEASE 
DATE: JUN 2007 

RESIGNATION OF MALENKOV 

t I 

Of3ce of Current Intelligence 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

en by any -1 
of any advantage 
approved by the 



CAESAR 11 

' TAB4. OF CONTENTS 
* ', 

2 .  

2 .  . 
INTRODUCTION. 0 2 

MALENKOV'S RESIGNATXON AND "OFFICIAL" 
4 EXPLANATIONS GIVEN 0 0 

KHRUSHCHEV 'S RISE IN PBOMINENCE SINCE 
11 STALIN'S DEATH. 0 . . I  

CHANGES IN SOVIET ECONOMIC POLICY 
14 

22 

32 

42 

IN 1953--TEE NEW COURSE. 0 

THE AGRICULTPAL CONTROVERSY. 

FOREIGN AND DEFENSE POLICY 0 o 

. . . . . . . . . . .  PERSONAL RIVALRY AND STRUGGLE FOR POWER 

MALENKOV'S ALLEGED DEFICIENCIES IN 
45 

47 

MANAGERIAL ABILITIES. . 
DEVELOPMENTS AFTER MALENKOV 

I 

The Soviet Leadership Since . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47 Malenkov. 

Post-Malenkov Trends in Soviet 
53 

57 

63 

Foreign Policy . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Economic P o l i c y  After Malenkov . . . . . . .  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS . 

I 



- -  

RESIGNATION OF MALENKOV 

I 
3,(i ,' 

$ 1  ..i 
INTRODUCTION. 

eA number ox, d i f  f e r i n g  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  have been advanced 
to e x p l a i n  t h e  demotion of G o  bf, Yalenkov i n  February  1955 
from h i s  p o s i t i o n  as Chairman of t h e  USSR Counci l  of Mini s t e r s .  
A t  one end of t h e  spectrum of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is the view t h a t  
Malenkovqs demotion r e p r e s e n t e d  h i s  defeat i n  a s t r u g g l e  for 
p e r s o n a l  power, w i t h  l i t t l e  or  no c o n f l i c t  ove r  matters of 
domestic or f o r e i g n  p o r i c y  involved ,  A t  t h e  other extreme 
is t h e  view t h a t  s h a r p  c o n f l i c t  existed or developed ove r  
p o l i c y  problems, t h a t  i n  some manner the c o n f l i c t  on these,  
problems came to  a crisis, and Malenkov's o u s t e r  r e p r e s e n t e d  
the r e s o l u t i o n  of t h i s  crisis, A t h i r d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  invo lves  
a "scapegoat" theory ,  acco rd ing  t o  which cont inued  f a i l u r e s  i n  
S o v i e t  a g r i c u l t u r e  or consumer goods p roduc t ion  r e q u i r e d  that  
someone be %erved uptt as r e s p o n s i b l e  for  the  f a i l u r e s ,  

There are numerous v a r i a n t s  of t h e s e  basic hypotheses .  
V a r i a n t s  of t h e  power s t rugg le  t h e o r y  r ange  from r i v a l r y  of 
t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  r i v a l r y  of c l i q u e s  and groups ;  from devel -  
opment of r i v a l r y  f o r  h e r i t a g e  of S t a l i n ' s  man t l e  to  t h e  work- 
ing o u t  of long-standing e n m i t i e s  rooted deep i n  the p a s t .  
Of the  policy c o n f l i c t  hypo thes i s ,  d i f f e r e n t  v e r s i o n s  a t t r ib-  
u t e  pr imary s i g n i f i c a n c e  to  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  issues--Germany, 
Communist China,  o v e r - a l l  assessment  of the  contemporary s i t u a -  
t i o n ;  t o  domestic i s s u e s - - a g r i c u l t u r a l  problems and policies,  
l i g h t  v e r s u s  heavy I n d u s t r y ,  S h o r t - r U D  m i l i t a r y  r equ i r emen t s  
v e r s u s  longer-run s t r e n g t h e n i n g  of t he  economy; and so on. 

Under t h e  %capegoattt  t h e o r y ,  one  v e r s i o n  i s  that t h e  
regime f a i l e d  i n  its "new coursett program for t he  consumer; 
a n o t h e r  is that cont inued  f a i l u r e  r a d i c a l l y  t o  improve agri- 
c u l t u r e  r e q u i r e d  t h a t  someone ,be blamed. 

Some a n a l y s t s  have a t t empted  t o  avoid a t t r i b u t i n g  undue 
S i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  any one factor or  s e v e r a l  factors, and i n s t e a d  
view t h e  ouster of Malenkov as r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  
of a l l  of the v a r i o u s  factors. The problem, i n  t h i s  view, 
i s  to  attempt t o  trace o u t  t he  p a t t e r n  and mutua l ly  reciprocal 
i n t e r a c t i o n s  of t h e  v a r i o u s  c a u s a l  factors. 
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Each of the above views c o n s t i t u t e s  a h y p o t h e s i s  and 
a problem. 
factor  a c t u a l l y  o p e r a t e  i n  the Malenkov u p s e t ,  and how impor tan t  

The;.following paper assembles and re-examines the p r i n c i p a l  

Given a factor  or t k ~ , "  t o  what e x t e n t  d i d  t h a t  

a ~o1-e .  d i d  , I  i t  plax? .. 2; , s  

evidenck be l ieved , ,  p e r t i n e n t  t o  the leadership problem i n  €he 
USSR. 
va1;dity of various causal e lements  i n  Malenkov's upset. 
paper is n o t ,  tliarefors, an historical  * ' recons t ruc t ion t t  of 
Malenkov's o u s t e r  and of Khrushchev's rise, a topic which i n  
i tself  offers prom$siag o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for f u r t h e r  zesearch. 

The re-examinat ion w a s  directed a t  a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h e  
The 

I 
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YALENKOV'S RESIGNATION AND "OFFICIAL" EXPLANATIONS GIVEN 

The " re s igna t ion"  o f  G. M. Malenkov as Chairman'of the 
USSR C o w c i l  of l i ' n i s t e r s  on 8 February 1955-c i imaxed a l o n g  
pe r iod  $ i t n e s s i n g  t h e  rise'of N. S. Khrushchev t o  pre-eminence 
among *he S o v i e t  leaders, and more immediately,  a p e r i o d  
m a n i f e s t i n g  signs of c o n t r o v e r s y  among t h e  t o p  leaders of the  
S o v i e t  Union. 

i '  

Speci f  i c 6 l l y ,  t h e  month p reced ing  Malenkov ' s  demotion I was marked by a u t h o r i t a t i v e  P a r t y  attacks a g a i n s t  "pervers ions"  

of growth i n  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  as compared w i t h  heavy i n d u s t r y .  

A " S t a l i n i s t "  tone  had developed i n  the pol i t ical  atmosphere: I 

I 
* I  of the  P a r t y  l i n e ,  a l l e g e d l y  f a v o r i n g  e q u a l  or h i g h e r  rates 

1 
References  were made to  " r i g h t i s t  d e v i a t i o n "  i n  t h i s  connec t ion .  1 

, there w a s  t he  emphasis on heavy i n d u s t r y ;  t h e  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  
" r i g h t  dev ia t ion" ;  numerous r e f e r e n c e s  t o  a f o r e i g n  danger 
t o  t h e  USSR and the S o v i e t  bloc; and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  
heavy i n d u s t r y  l i n e  on t he  grounds of i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  m i l i -  
t a r y  migh t  of the USSR. A l s o ,  la te  i n  Janua ry  a P l e n a r y  
Sess ion  of t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee w a s  he ld ,  and it w a s  announced 
t h a t  the Supreme S o v i e t  was t o  convene on 3 February .  The 
date set f o r  t h e  Supreme S o v i e t  w a s  a month earlier t h a n  
u s u a l ,  and t h i s  fact, c o n j o i n t  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  i n d i c a t i o n s  
no ted ,  created an e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  impor tan t  d e c i s i o n s  would 
be announced. 

' 

The Supreme S o v i e t  s e s s i o n  i t s e l f  first wi tnessed  i m -  
p o r t a n t  r e v i s i o n s  of  t he  USSR budget ,  as compared w i t h . t h e  
1953 and 1954 budgets .  
i n c r e a s e  i n  o v e r t  defense  expenditures,' a l e v e l i n g - o f f  of 
c a p i t a l  inves tment ,  and a s u b s t a n t i a l  re t renchment  i n  a l l o c a -  
t i o n  f o r  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y .  

S i g n i f i c a n t  changes were a s u b s t a n t i a l  

In t h i s  s e t t i n g ,  the world w a s  electrif'ied on 8 February 
by t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  the Supreme Swiet of a letter of 
" re s igna t ion"  from Malenkov. T h i s  le t ter  is of c o n s i d e r a b l e  
interest i n  i t se l f ,  and t h e  text i n v i t e s  c e r t a i n  commentary. 

a. Malenkov based h i s  t ' request"  on "the neces- 
s i t y  of s t r e n g t h e n i n g  the  l e a d e r s h i p "  of t h e  Counci l  
of M i n i s t e r s  and "the expediency of having /Tn 
th i s7 . . .pos t . . . another  comrade who h a s  greaxer ex- 
perxence." Further, Malenkov admi t ted  t h a t  h i s  'per- ' 

formance was "nega t ive ly  affected" by " i n s u f f i c i e n t  
expe r i ence  in local work" and by t h e  fact. t h a t  he 
d id  n o t  earlier "effect direct guidance of i n d i v f d -  
u a l  branches of t h e  n a t i o n a l  economy." 



The above remarks, whi le  n o t  e x a c t l y  f a l s e ,  are n o t  f u l l y  
t r u e .  Malenkov, a l though  he never  possessed  t h e  formal t i t l e  
of M i n i s t e r ,  d i d  i n  f a c t  direct " i n d i v i d u a l  branches"  of t h e  
n a t i o n a l  economy: d u r i n g  the w a r  he was r e s p o n s i b l e  for air- 
craf t  product ion;  'from 1 9 4 3  u n t i l  a t  least 1946 he was re- 
sponsibpe f o r  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  in war- .devastated areas; from 
1947 tof  1953 he h e l d  h igh- leve l  responsibility f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e .  
A l s o ,  from 1948 t o  March 1953, he was t h e  t o p  S e c r e t a r y ,  under 
S t a l i n  t h a t  is, of the  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e .  

ave r red  t h a t  Malenkov's p o W i c a l  d e c l i n e  i n  1946 r e s u l t e d  from I 

charges by  h i s  p o l i t i c a l  enemies of i n e f f i c i e n c y  and lack of 
f o r e s i g h t  i n  S o v i e t  aircraft manufac ture ,  p l ann ing  and develop- 
ment. Also,  Malenkov's leadership in r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  of war 
damage is b e l i e v e d  t o  have involved  him i n  s e r i o u s  c o n f l i c t s  
wi th  o t h e r  top S o v i e t  leaders i n  1945 and 1946 and t o  have 
been one of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  i s s u e s  
1946. 

i n  d i r e c t i n g  '*branches1' of the  economy w i t h  B u l g a n i n ' s  
succeeded him as Premier .  Although Bulganin had been a direc- 
tor of Gosbank and was Min i s t e r  of Defense from 1947 t o  1949, 
he has had no more expe r i ence  a t  the USSR Counci l  of M i n i s t e r s  
l e v e l  than  Malenkov, 

e ' .  
I t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  recall t ha t  s e v e r a l  s o u r c e s  have 

connected w i t h  h i s  d e c l i n e  i n  

I t  is a l s o  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  compare Malenkov's expe r i ence  
who 

b. Malenkov in h i s  n e x t  s e c t i o n  proceeds  t o  
c o n t r a d i c t  h i s  own preced ing  s t a t e m e n t  by a d m i t t i n g  
t h a t  "for s e v e r a l  y e a r s  p r e v i o u s l y  (v t e c h e n i e  r y a d a  
l e t  do e togo) l '  he had t h e  assignment I f to  c o n t r o l  
and guide  the work of c e n t r a l  a g r k u l t u r a l  o rgans  
and t h e  work of local p a r t y  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  or- 
g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  sphere of a g r i c u l t u r e . * ?  
admitted " g u i l t  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t he  u n s a t i s -  
f a c t o r y  state of affairs which has a r i s e n  i n  a g r i c u l -  
t u r e .  

Malenkov 

This is t h e  on ly  s p e c i f i c  f a i l i n g  Malenkov d i s c u s s e s .  
I t  ve ry  probably  refers t o  the  period 1947 t o  1955, and makes. 
v e r y  s t r o n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  he w a s  involved  in the  
I?agrogorod" d i s p u t e  of 1951, the  p r i n c i p a l  figure of which 
w a s  N. S. Khrushchev. I t  w i l l  be recalled tha t  a t  t h e  
October 1952 P a r t y  Congress ,  Malenkov i n  h i s  rev iew of domestic 
policies remarked t h a t  " c e r t a i n  of our  l e a d i n g  comradesvt had 
advanced and suppor ted  t h i s  l l i n c o r r e c t l l  p o l i c y .  

5 



I t  w i l l  a l s o  be recalled t h a t  the  o r i g i n a l  charges aga ins t  
Beria included a ' r e f e r e n c e  to opposing reforms in a g r i c u l t u r e .  

c. Yalenkov states, regarding t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
tax$f$eform, lfit is opgbrtune t o  say  t h a t  it was 
c a r r i e d  ou t  on t h e  i n i - t i a t i v e  of and in accordance 
w i t h  the proposals of t h e  Cent ra l  Committee of t h e  
CPSU,and i t ' i s  now evident  what an important r o l e  
t h i s  ref orm has played. . . '' 
T h i s  s ta tement ,  a t  least t echn ica l ly ,  is probably false. 

The a g r i c u l t u r a l  tax reform was proposed and approved a t  t h e  
August 1953 Supreme Soviet  sess ion;  t h e  Plenum of the  C e n t q a l  
Committee held i n  J u l y  1953 concerned i tself ,  so far  as is 
known, with t h e  Beria case. More important for our purpose 
here is a statement made by Khrushchev a t  t h e  September 1953 
Central  Committee se s s ion  on a g r i c u l t u r e .  Khrushchev said, 
concerning1,the Supreme Soviet  a c t i o n s  on ob l iga to ry  procure- 
ments and t a x  reform, t h a t  "the USSR Council of Minis te rs  
and the  Presidium of t h e  P a r t y  Cent ra l  Committee...considered 
Jthese measures/ - necessary.  . . l 1  

' e  

- 
repor ted  i n  1954 t h a t  the t a x  reform 

een very popular ong the  peasantry and t h a t  they 
tended t o  i d e n t i f y  t h i s  reform w i t h  Malenkov. 
very l i k e l y ,  and  would expla in  t h e  cont r ived  effor t  to d i s -  
s o c i a t e  t h i s  measure from Malenkov. 

This  seems 

d .  Malenkov f i n d s  it necessary twice t o  say  
t h a t  Ifon the i n i t i a t i v e  and under the guidance of 
the  C e n t r a l  Committeev1 se r ious  and) l a rge  scale 
efforts for surmounting a g r i c u l t u r a l  d e f i c i e n c i e s  
were being undertaken. Malenkov states tha t  t h i s  
program is "based on t h e  only correct foundation: 
t h e  f u r t h e r  development by every means of heavy in=  
dustry." Malenkov adds t h a t  only t h i s  course can re- 
s u l t  i n  a real "upsurge" i n  production of "al l  corn- . 
m o d i t i e s  e s s e n t i a l  for popular consumption." 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e  above re ference  t o  heavy indus t ry  is 
the  only r e f l e c t i o n ,  i n  the  whole off ic ia l  publ ic  documenta- l 

t i o n  of Malenkov's demotion, of a presumed inner-Party con- I 
t roversy  concerning the r e spec t ive  rates of growth of l i g h t  I 
and heavy industry.  As w i l l  appear l a t e r ,  there is no real l 

I 

I 

I reason not  t o  bel ieve  t h a t  Yalenkov personal ly  espoused. the 
so-called-"consumer goods" program. 
advocates of p r e f e r e n t i a l  development of l i g h t  indus t ry  as I - . -  . . _  . . . .  . I 

Y e t  Khrushchev had tagged 

.. 
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I 

" r i g h t  d e v i a t i o n i s t s . "  Thus t he  Malenkov t e x t  appea r s  delib- 
e r a t e l y  to avoid t h i s  i s s u e ,  so as n o t  to e q u a t e  Malenkov, a t  
t h i s  stage a t  any rate, wi th  the  l t t r a i t o s s T 1  Bukharin and Rykov.* 

Sevq'pal s p e c u l a t i v e  p o i n t s  can be made r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  
let ter df r e s i g n a t i o n .  Thd f i r s t  concerns  the emphasis on 
inexpe r i ence  and lack of leadership.  One c a n  l e g i t i m a t e l y  
ask: were these '"facts" no t  known when Yalenkov w a s  first 
made Chairman of the  Counci l  of Mini s t e r s?  The i m p l i c a t i o n  is 
thaLt Malenkov.s,hould never  have r e c e i v e d  t h i s  post  a t  a l l ,  w i t h  
the  sugges t ion  t h a t  some unusual  f a c t o r s  must have ope ra t ed  t o  
e l e v a t e  him t o  t h i s  p o s t .  T h i s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  provokes re- 
newed s p e c u l a t i o n  regard ing  t h e  role of B e r i a  in t h e  p e r i o d  
fo l lowing  S t a l i n ' s  death. 

Asecond p o i n t  is ' t hak these  same r e f e r e n c e s  may be t aken  
t o  s i g n i f y  an element  of resentment ,  and perhaps even revenge,  
on t h e  p a r t  of the  older m e m b e r s  of the' Presidium, s e v e r a l  
of whom are e'old Bolsheviks ,"  a g a i n s t  t h e  younger l v u p s t a r t f T  
Malenkov. 
f r i c t i o n  and  an imosi ty  between Malenkov and the  s e n i o r  S o v i e t  
leader. 

I 

T h i s  would imply a c e r t a i n  element  of per sona l  

The a c t u a l  c i r cums tances  of Malenkov ' s  o u s t e r  are unknown. 
I t  seems almost c e r t a i n ,  however, t h a t  t h e  matter w a s  d e c i d e d  
a t  t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee plenum. h e l d  from 25 through 31 
January .  For  example, on 6 February t h e  US Embassy reported 
t h a t  members of the Hearst p a r t y ,  which a r r i v e d  i n  the USSR 
on 25 Janauary ,  were t o l d  they  would be r e c e i v e d  by Bulganin 
i f  they could  s t a y  u n t i l  t h e  conc lus ion  
meet ing .  
Malenkov were a p p a r e n t l y  ignored 'by  the' Russ i ans .  
the  Jhbassy  noted on 6 February  t h a t  MaPenkov's name had n o t  
been mentioned once by s p e a k e r s  a t  the Supreme S o v i e t ,  which 
began on 3 February,  whereas more than  half of the  s p e a k e r s  
had referred t o  Khrushchev i n  one way or a n o t h e r .  T h i s  appea r s  

of t he  Supreme S o v i e t  
The i r  numerous r e q u e s t s  f o r  an  i n t e r v i e w  wi th  

Furthermore,  

shed s h i f t  i n  power r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  
have r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e  
11 known in c e r t a i n  

S o v i e t  circles be fo re  the Supreme S o v i e t  meet ing  took p lace .  

P i e r r e  Courtade,  speaking  on a Csminfonn b r o a d c a s t  t o  
France on 3 May, gave a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  of Malenkov's 
demotion, The d i s c u s s i o n  p resen ted  h i s  as a 
prime example of t h e  workings of t h e  ' t supe r io r l*  S o v i e t  "democ- 
racy ."  Knter a l ia ,  Courtade s t a t e d  t h a t  "the q u e s t i o n  had 
been d i s c u s s e d w v i o u s l y  f i o  its announcement7 by the  C e n t r a l  
Committee of t h e  CPSU, and-the d e p u t i e s  of thZT S o v i e t  pa r l i amen t  
had r ece ived  e x a c t  i n fo rma t ion  on the  whole s i t u a t i o n . "  

% The Hungarian comrades were n o t  so t h o u g h t f u l  i n  t h e i r  
t r ea tmen t  of Nagy. 

I 



e i g n  e d i t o r  of L'Humanite, earlier had 
an account  of Malenkov ' s  

8 ' '  ana ,  wn=Le enying  tha t  there had been 
any d i f f e , r ences  w i t h  Malenkov on f o r e i g n  p o l i c y ,  added t h a t  
Malenkov4,'had been p repa red  $to ltsacrifice the  E a s t  German com- 
r ades" .  Fhough "not i n  t h e  same sensie" as B e r i a . *  

Ambassador Bohlen r e p o r t e d  on 9 February a v e r s i o n  of t h e  
Malenkov o u s t e r  c i r c u l a t e d  by Ralph Parker, cor re sponden t  of 
t he  London D a i l  Worker, According t o  t h i s  s t o r y ,  Malenkov 

problems, and only after t h i s  a c t i o n  was t h e  d e c i s i o n  made t o  
r e p l a c e  h i m .  
March. According to  Parker, who a l l e g e d l y  r e c e i v e d  the  informa- 
t i o n  from a S o v i e t  s o u r c e ,  it had been Fore ign  M i n i s t e r  
Molotov who attacked Malenkov a t  t he  C e n t r a l  Committee; 'Khru- 
shchev was a l l e g e d l y  ab- thatday.  Molotov charged t h a t  
Malenkov as Prime M i n i s t e r  . i brought  confus ion  i n  the  Soviet 
economy by overemphasis on consumer goods p roduc t ion .  The i m -  
p o r t a n t  matters were apport ionment  of v i t a l  raw materials 
and of ' sk i l led  t e c h n i c a l  workers.  Molotov a s s e r t e d  t h a t ,  i n  
effect, Malenkov was d i s r e g a r d i n g  or exceeding  the i n s t r u c t i o n s  
of  t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee. Furthermore,  acco rd ing  t o  t h i s  
s t o r y ,  Molotov said t h a t  Yalenkov had encouraged government 
workers i n  v a r i o u s  economic m i n i s t r i e s  t o  disregard the P a r t y  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  
Malenkov's p o l i c i e s ,  a t  which p o i n t  Malenkov l o s k  h i s  temper 
and walked o u t  ,** 

walked o u t  -8 of t e m a l  Committee d i s c u s s i o n  of economic 

E l a b o r a t i o n  of t h i s  s t o r y  was reported on 10 

The Plenum then  r epor t ed ly  voted a g a i n s t  

Yuri  Zhukov, a C e n t r a l  Committee m e m b e r  
e d i t o r  of Pravda ,  took some p a i n s  to impress  

were n o t  t r e s u l t  of "mere clash I 
r i v a l r i e s .  Zhukov a s s e n t e d  "empha t h a t  I 

i d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  r e f l e c t e d  
philosophy# e t  cetera. Zhukov a l s o  
played down t h e  idea t h a t  "the m i l  e 
d i r e c t i o n  of e v e n t s .  

he i d e a  t h a t  developments such  

i 

* See below, page 9 ,  on Beria's alleged views on Germany. ** Ambassador Bohlen, whi le  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the i d e a  t h a t  it w a s  
Malenkov's r e c a l c i t r a n c e  t h a t  forced * t h e  i s s u e ,  n o n e t h e l e s s  
noted t h 8 t ' :  P a r k e r ' s  v e r s i o n  does n o t ,  excep t  on the  p o i n t  
of m a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  c o i n c i d e  in any r e s p e c t  w i t h  t h e  
o f f i c i a l  o v e r t  S o v i e t  l i n e  on t he  demotion. 1 
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A 31 January  1955 C e n t r a l  Committee Reso lu t ion ,  s igned  

\ t o  have con ta ined  
by '?all of t h e  members of the Presidium" ( i n c l u d i n g  Malenkov?) 
w a s .  r e p o r t e d  1 
t h e  follo,wing 7 I a ccqsa ' t ions :  r. ' ' 

I? . a. Malenkov lacged d e c i s i v e n e s s  and experbence 
to '  direct t h e  government. 
of impor tan t  f o r e i g n  and domestic p o l i c y  matters in= 

H e  had handled a number 

r' competent ly .  
4 ,  

b. Malenkov had been p o l i t i c a l l y  *!near-sighted. I' 

H e  had been under  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of Beria, suppor t ed  
him, and had been blind to t he  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of 
Beria's proposal t o  h a l t  e f f o r t s  to  socialize E a s t  
Germany and t o  permit r e u n i f i c a t i o n  of Germany as 
a "bourgeois" buffer state. Malenkov permitted 
B e r i a ' s  l l a d v e n t u r i s t i c l l  schemes to take place: 
specifically t h e  "Leningrad Af fa i r "  and the "Yakovlev 
Affair." 
gram to  be carried o u t .  

p l i e d  a r e t a r d a t i o n  of the  tempo of heavy i n d u s t r i a l  
p roduct ion .  

H e  likewise pe rmi t t ed  Beria's r u r a l  pro- 

c. Malenkov's emphasis on l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  i m -  

T h i s  was a " r i g h t i s t  d e v i a t i o n .  

d.  Malenkov attempted to  seize complete con- 
t ro l  of t h e  P a r t y  and government. 

The o n l y  i i lpel iorat ing s t a t e m e n t  was: t h a t  when Beria's 
a c t i v i t i e s  were exposed, Malenkov took  a prominent and d e c i s i v e  
role in denouncing and removing h i m ,  , 

Another d i s c u s s i o n  of the  background of Malenkov's de- 
motion took  place. between 

and P a r t y  F i r s t  usncn ev  r y  am 
i n  t h i s  i n t e r v i e w  was outspokenly  C ~ X ~ ~ C P L  01 wnaz 

3 T h i s  s e c t i o n  is replete wi th  q u a l i f i e r s  l l apparent ly"  and 
' l r epor t ed ly . l l  
parts of it, are available, and one cannot  be t o o  sure 
e x a c t l y  what ghrushchev d i d  say .  
first hand, and one noted t h a t . S u b a n d r i o  '!was not be ing  
coherent t1  in h i s  account  of the i n t e r v i e w .  However, the  
.large measure of agreement on t he  basic i d e a s  expres sed  makes 
it  probable  t h a t  the sense ,  i f  n o t  t h e  exact words, of the 
c o n v e r s a t i o n  is a c c u r a t e l y  r ende red .  

Four d i f f e r e n t  v e r s i o n s  of t h i s  i n t e r v i e w ,  o r  

Not a l l  of t h e  reports are 
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T- 

he termed "the p rev ious  government ," unmistakably r e f e r r i n g  t o  
Malenkov. T h i s  polemic w a s  s t a r t l i n g  and p r a c t i c a l l y  unprec- 
e d e n t e d , , i n !  t h a t  one S o v i e t  l e a d e r  d i s c u s s e d  a n o t h e r  S o v i e t  
l e a d e r  w i th  a f o r e i g n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e .  

H e  appakent ly  accused Malenkov of ' Ibureaucra t ic  methods," and 
also of p l a c i n g  r e l i a n c e  on the state a p p a r a t u s ,  rather than  
upon t h e  P a r t y  and P a r t y  channe l s .*  

adopted i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  problem of demand. 
created demands i n  t h e  S o v i e t  people  wi thout  having created 
the c a p a c i t y  f o r  s a t i s f y i n g  them. 
o n l y  proper  method of r a i s i n g  t h e  s t a n d a r d  of l i v i n g  w a s  through 
cont inued  emphasis on t h e  development of heavy indus t ry .**  

1 '  I ,' 
,'I 

Khdushchev w a s  q u i t e  kr i t ical  of Malenkov ' s  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  

c 
* I  

Khrushchev r e p o r t e d l y  stated t h a t  a wrong c o u r s e  had been 
Malenkov had 

I t  w a s  now clear t h a t  t h e  

On f o r e i g n  matters, so it is reported, Khrushchev stated 
t h a t  Malenkov had n o t  been s u f f i c i e n t l y  " s t rong . t t  He d id  n o t  
know e x a c t l y  what he wanted; he was u n c e r t a i n ,  weak and con- 
fused .  ghrushchev asserted that the  firmer t o n e  of t h e  S o v i e t  
a t t i t u d e  i n  f o r e i g n  a f f a i r s ,  as compared w i t h  the  "previous 
government," should  no t  be t aken  to reflect aggressive i n t e n -  
t i o n s ,  b u t  was designed to  '%sober" a g g r e s s i v e  circles abroad, 

. e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  United States. Khrushchev r e p o r t e d l y  added 
i n  t h i s  connec t ion  t h a t  the S o v i e t  Union was n o t  afraid of 
US b a s e s ,  s i n c e  t he  US must be aware that  t h e  USSR cou ld  
d e s t r o y  t h e s e  bases w i t h  'la blow." 

Other  lesser S o v i e t  o f f i c i a l s  have also on occas ion  
" f ranklyf1  d i s c u s s e d  Malenkov ' s  a l l e g e d  ,managerial  and e x e c u t i v e  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  with f o r e i g n e r s .  

* T h i s  a c c u s a t i o n  has n o t  f i g u r e d  i n  any overt d i s c u s s i o n  of  
t he  Malenkov a f f a i r .  Again, what t h e  Russ i ans  d i d  n o t  s a y ,  
Rakosi i n  Hungary did--i.e., t ha t  Nagp a t t empted  t o  d i s -  
regard the Party and t o  e l e v a t e  t h e  r o l e  of t h e  state ap- 
p a r a t u s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  P a r t y .  

** T h i s  is an i n t e r e s t i n g  r e v e r s a l  of gh rushchev ' s  r e p l y  t o  
MacDuffie 's  q u e s t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  return t o  heavy in -  
d u s t r y .  
such  l l r e t u r n , l l  s i n c e  t h e  P a r t y  had never  removed emphasis 
from heavy i n d u s t r y  i n  the f i r s t  p l a c e .  
t h a t  S o v i e t  s t a t e m e n t s  had been "mis in t e rp re t ed"  in t h e  
West. 

ghsushchev s a i d  on t h a t  occas ion  t ha t  t h e r e  was no 

Khrushchev said 
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During t h e  s p r i n g ,  Khrushchev's pe r sona l  p u b l i c i t y  far 
o u t s t r i p p e d  t h a t  of t h e  other S o v i e t  leaders and reached a 
p o i n t  where it threatene'd tn shatter the facade of c o l l e c t i v e  
l e a d e r s h i p .  H e  w a s  a c t i v e  i n  many a s p e c t s  of domestic affairs I 

l and l e d  the  S o v i e t  d e l e g a t i o n  t o  the  P o l i s h  and Czechoslovakian 
p a r t y  congresses .  I 

fer s l i g h t l y .  Con t ra ry  t o  p r e v i o u s  p r a c t i c e ,  he a p p a r e n t l y  d i d  I 

n o t  g i v e  a r e p o r t  on a g r i c u l t u r e  t o  the  C e n t r a l  Commi t t ee  meet- 
i n g  and was n o t  p u b l i c l y  a s s o c i a t e d  with its d e c i s i o n s .  

I I n  June ,  however, Khrushchev's p o s i t i o n  appeared  t o  suf- 
I 

l 
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KBRUSHCHEV'S RISE IN PROMINENCE SINCE STALIN'S DEATH 

In t h e  23 months s i n c e  S t a l i n ' s  d e a t h ,  Khrushchev moved 
from f i f t h  p o s i t i o n  in t h e  ;L i s t ings  of the  a l l -powerfu l  P a r t y  
Presidiufi t o  a p o s i t i o n  o f ' t o p  i n f l u e n c e  i n  t he  USSR. 

when Malenkov r e s i g n e d  from t h e  P a r t y  S e c r e t a r i a t ,  l e a v i n g  
Xhrushchev a s s e n i o r  man on t h e  body t h a t  e x e r c i s e s  immediate 
s u p e r v i s i o n  over  t he -power fu l  P a r t y  a p p a r a t u s  and c o n t r o l s  
most personnel  appointments .  I t  was t h e  v e h i c l e  f o r  S t a l i n ' s  

> 

The stage f o r . h i s  r a p i d  rise w a s  set  i n  March of 1953,  
I .  

,,:/ 

I 
rise to power i n  the 1920's. 

Following the purge of Beria i n  J u l y  of 1953, Khrushchev 
moved up t o  number t h r e e  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  l i s t i n g  of t he  P a r t y  
Presidium, Then, i n  September of t h a t  y e a r ,  a p l e n a r y  meet ing 
of t h e  P a r t y  C e n t r a l  Committee made h i m  F i r s t  S e c r e t a r y  of  t h e  
P a r t y  and heard h i s  r e p o r t  d e t a i l i n g  the impor tan t  new a g r i c u l -  
tural program. 

During the  l a t t e r  months of 1953, Khrushchev cont inued  to 
r e c e i v e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  p u b l i c i t y  i n  connec t ion  w i t h  the a g r i c u l -  
t u r a l  program, and in February  1954 he  made a n o t h e r  h igh ly -  
p u b l i c i z e d  r e p o r t  t o  t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee o u t l i n i n g  the re- 
s u l t s  and p r o s p e c t s  of t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  program. By t h i s  t i m e .  
Khrushchev was r e c e i v i n g  more p e r s o n a l  p u b l i c i t y  t h a n  any o t h e r  
t o p  Sov ie t  leader and had d e f i n i t e l y  o u t s t r i p p e d  Molotov t o  
become number-two man i n  t h e  h i e r a r c h y .  I 

I 

The e x t e n t  of Khrushchev's rise was f u l l y  r e v e a l e d  i n  I 
A p r i l  of 1954 when he and Malenkov each'gave a p r i n c i p a l  addrqss  I 
t o  one of t h e  houses  of t h e  Supreme S o v i e t ,  Khrushchev ap- 
p e a r i n g  b e f o r e  t h e  s l i g h t l y  more impor t an t  Counci l  of t he  Union. 



Khrushchev's p o s i t i o n  a g a i n  improved markedly i n  Sep- 
tember of 1954, however. H e  l e d  the  we l l -pub l i c i zed  S o v i e t  
''government" d e l e g a t i o n  t o  China and s i g n e d  t h e  impor tan t  
Sino-Soviet  agreem,ent concluded a t  tha t  time. On h i s  way back 
from Chapa, Khrushchev made' an e x t e n s i v e  i n s p e c t i o n  t r i p  
through; ' the S o v i e t  F a r  E a s t  and  fol lowed t h i s  w i t h  a t r i p  
through Tadzh ik i s t an  and Uzbekis tan.  These jou rneys  gave 
Khrushchev a v a l u a b l e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  make c o n t a c t s  i n  many 
areras:of t h e  USSR and cast him i n  t h e  role of p r i n c i p a l  P a r t y  
spokesman for-many l o c a l  P a r t y  and government o f f i c i a l s .  

p e r i o d  i n  connec t ion  w i t h  these t r i p s  and h i s  other a c t i v i t i e s  
as P a r t y  F i r s t  S e c r e t a r y .  H e  w a s  inc luded  i n  lists of L e n i n ' s  
co-workers and " l ead ing  c e n t r a l  committee workers s e n t  d i r e c t l y  
t o  war work" which p o i n t e d l y  excluded Malenkov, and h i s  name 
appeared i n c r e a s i n g l y  i n  t h e  S o v i e t  p r e s s .  

Khrushchev's pe r sona l  p u b l i c i t y  idcreased dur ing  t h i s  

i 
! j 
I 
! 

During the  l a t e  f a l l  Khrushchev's p u b l i c  a c t i v i t y  i n -  
creased. H e  acted as p r i n c i p a l  regime spokesman i n  an i n -  
c r e a s i n g  number of f i e l d s  a n d ,  on 7 December he made a 
speech t o  a conference  of c o n s t r u c t i o n  workers which fore- 
shadowed t h e  i n c r e a s e d  emphasis o f f i c i a l l y  accorded t h e  i m -  
po r t ance  of heavy i n d u s t r y  l a t e r  i n  t h e  month. I n  a speech 
t o  a g a t h e r i n g  of Komsomol members, Khrushchev, c o n t r a r y  t o  
p rev ious  p r a c t i c e ,  stressed hlls close p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
w i t h  S t a l i n ,  and on 10 January  1959, Khrushchev's name was 
l i n k e d  w i t h  L e n i n ' s  when he s igned  a C e n t r a l  Committee decree 
changing t h e  date and character of the  c e l e b r a t i o n  of  L e n i n ' s  
memory . 

A s t r i k i n g  s i g n  of Khrushchev's L p o r t a n c e  came o u t  of 
the  C e n t r a l  Committee meet ing commencing on 25 January.  H i s  
report t o  t he  plenum on i n c r e a s i n g  l i v e s t o c k  p roduc t ion  h e a v i l y  
stressed t h e  importance of heavy i n d u s t r y  and equa?ted t h e  pos i -  
t i o n  of t h o s e  "woe-begone t h e o r e t i c i a n s "  who had underes t imated  
its importance w i t h  that of Bukharin and Rgkov, p o l i t b u r o  mem- 
bers who were first demoted and t h e n  shot  in 1938 for " r igh t i s t  
dev ia t ions . "  T h i s  speech,  which occupied s i x  pages of Prsrvda 
on 3 February,  the opening day of the  Supreme S o v i e t  s e m  
se t  t h e  tone  for t he  m o d i f i c a t i o n  of the  "New Course" effected 
at t h a t  s e s s i o n  and made Khrushchev t h e  p r i n c i p a l  spokesman for 
t h a t  impor tan t  s h i f t .  
d e l e g a t e s  as t o  Khrushchev's l e a d i n g  p o s i t i o n  was evidenced 
by t h e  fact t h a t  ove r  half  of t h e  s p e a k e r s  mentioned h i s  name 
in t h e i r  r e p o r t s ,  while none of them cited Malenkov. 

. 

The awareness of the,Supreme Sovie% 
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Since  t h e  February 1955 changes,  Khrushchev's predominant 
p o s i t i o n  wi th in  t h e  S o v i e t  leadership has been confirmed. He 
has  fol lowed a very  a g g r e s s i v e  cour se  i n  implementation of h i s  
agr icul tural  p o l i c i e s ,  and, ,has p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  i n t e r n a -  
t i o n a l  qbnferences  under taken  by t h e  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p .  Of ' 
particUlar . i n t e r e s t  here was h i s  e x p l i c i t  d e s i g n a t i o n  as head 
of t h e  S o v i e t  governmental d e l e g a t i o n  t o  Belgrade.  

immediately aifer Malenkov's demotion were somewhat incon- 
c l u s i v e ,  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  had clarified by mid-July 1955, a t  
which t i m e  t h e  US Charge in Moscow r e p o r t e d  t h a t  he was 
" p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t r u c k , , , b y  t h e  de fe rence  which members of t he  
l e a d e r s h i p ,  i n c l u d i n g  Bulganin,  showed t o  Khrushchev, par- 
t i c u l a r l y  when the  conve r sa t ion  was on real substance. ' '  

While i n d i c a t i o n s  of Khrushchev's p e r s o n a l  power p o s i t i o n  

In h i s  v a r i o u s  p u b l i c  c o n t a c t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  S t a l i n ' s  
f a l l ,  Khrushchev has r e v e a l e d  himself as an  a g g r e s s i v e ,  
e n e r g e t i c ,  dynamic and demagogic p e r s o n a l i t y ,  A t  r e c e p t i o n s  
and d inne r s ,  he has seemed b l u n t ,  uncompromising and g e n e r a l l y  
tactless,  a l though  s i n c e  l a l e n k o v ' s  f a l l  he has been on "better 
behavior"  than he was earlier.  Khrushchev has  been described 
as posses s ing  i n o r d i n a t e  ambi t ion  and conf idence ,  n o t  i n  t h e  
pe r sona l  sense b u t  rather i n  the  s e n s e  of a n  e x e c u t i v e  d i r e c t o r  
comple te ly  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  h i s  v a s t  and complex e n t e r p r i s e ,  
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A large volume of ev ipence  from1 
pub l i shed  S o v i e t  documents s h b w s  

c o n c l u s i v e l y  t h a t  a s i g n i x i c  n t  change i n  t h e  USSR's economic 
p o l i c y  occur red  d u r i n g  1953 and 1954 wbi l e  Malenkov was 
Premier .  I n  b r i e f ,  t h e s e  changes c o n s i s t e d  of a real though 
mapgihal i n c r e a s e  i n  the p r o p o r t i o n  of economic r e s o u r c e s  
devoted t o  r a i s i n g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc t ion  and expanding ou t -  
p u t  of i n d u s t r i a l  consumer goods,  and a l e v e l i n g  off ( p o s s i b l y  
an a c t u a l  decrease), of m f l i t a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s .  A t  t he  same 
t i m e ,  t h e  regime p lanned  t o  ma in ta in  a r a p i d  rate of heavy 
i n d u s t r i a l  growth. 

be l abored  t h i s  new emphasis on welfare of t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  very  
h e a v i l y ,  s h i f t i n g  in 1954 t o  emphasis on a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro-  
duc t ion .  
v i e t  gave the  first comprehensive su rvey  of t h e  program under 
which t h e  o u t p u t  of a g r i c u l t u r e  and consumer goods w a s  t o  be 
r a p i d l y  expanded " in  the n e x t  two or three years," 
p u b l i c  decrees were i s s u e d ' i n  September and October  1953 t o  
implement t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  s e c t i o n s  of t h e  program. 
documents i s s u e d  by t h e  regime, t h e  pub l i shed  v e r s i o n s  of 
t h e  S o v i e t  annua l  budgets  f o r  1953 and 1 9 5 4 , r e v e a l  the planned 
l e v e l i n g  o r  p o s s i b l e  decrease of m i l i t a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  and 
t h e  c o n t i n u a t i o n  of r a p i d  i n d u s t r i a l  growth.' 

Four major t ypes  of ev idence  show t h a t  d u r i n g  the last 
h a l f  of 1953 and most of 1954 the S o v i e t  Union s e r i o u s l y  i n -  
tended t o  implement the changes i n  p o l i c y  called f o r  by its 
propaganda. 

implement t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  and consumer goods programs con- 
t a i n e d  a v a s t  q u a n t i t y  of s t a t i s t i c a l  detai ls  conce rn ing  
planned o u t p u t  of i n d i v i d u a l  items and specif ic  measures t o  
be undertaken.  P u b l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  mass of i n f o r m a t i o n  would 
have been unnecessary  i f  t he  regime had not  in t ended  t o  c a r r y  
o u t  its promises  t o  the  p o p u l a t i o n  of a better l i f e  and greater 
material i n c e n t i v e s .  

In late 1953, S o v i e t  i n t e r n a l  and f o r e i g n  propaganda 

Malenkov's August 1953 speech b e f o r e  t h e  Supreme So- 

Voluminous 

Other 

(1) The decrees i s s u e d  i n  September and October  1953 t o  

I (2) During 1953 and 1954, S o v i e t  economic j o u r n a l s  pub- 
l i s h e d  numerous s c h o l a r l y  art icles a t t e m p t i n g  to prov ide  
t h e o r e t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for t he  planned 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  and consumer goods o u t p u t ,  which would i n e v i t a b l y  

I r e s u l t  i n  a l ower ing  of t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  (though n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  

sharp rises i n  
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t h e  a b s o l u t e  l e v e l )  of economic r e s o u r c e s  devoted t o  t h e  
d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r y  sector o f  t he  economy. These ar t ic les ,  by  
s u c h  economists  as O s t r o v i t y a n o v ,  Vekua, and M s t i s l a v s k i ,  
were d e f i n i t e l y  n o t  i n t ended  as propaganda t o  mis l ead  the 
West ori:Bven t h e  S o v i e t  p d p u l a t i o n ,  because of their  h i g h l y  
techniGa1,  theoretical  n a t u r e .  They were a p p a r e n t l y  efforts 
to  b u t t r e s s  w i t h  pol i t ico-economic t h e o r y  actual policies 
a l r e a d y  i n t r o d u c e d  by the government. 

2 .  
(3) The' impress ions  ga ined  by US Embass p e r s o n n e l  i n  r"----1 t h e  S o v i e t  Union, and reports received from 

and from p r i s o n e r s  of war released by t he  USSR 
1954, almost un i fo rmly  show t h a t  t h e  government was a t tempt-  
i n g  t o  implement t h e  consumer goods and a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs. 
In many cases achievement w a s  l a g g i n g  behind planned goals, 
b u t  s e r i o u s  e f fo r t s  tere being made, 

.,, w e  uwin not o n l y  i n c r e a s e d  planned goals 
n s u m e E o d s  p roduc t ion  i n  1953 and 1954, b u t  a lso 

ordered a much higher  p r i o r i t y  %or t h e , a l l o c a t i o n  of mate- 
r i a l s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  achieve these goals, Before S t a l i n ' s  
dea th ,  messages of t h e  t y p e  described above were r e c e i v e d  
v e r y  i n f r e q u e n t l y .  Before 1953, t h e  USSR r e g u l a r l y  announced 
p l a n s  for  a n n u a l  i n c r e a s e s  i n  consumer goods o u t p u t ,  b u t  
t h e  r e q u i s i t e  p r ior i t ies  t o  implement the task f u l l y  were 
neve r  g r a n t e d .  

While the changes of S o v i e t  economic p o l i c y  i n  mid-1953 
were n o t  of large magnitude i n  terms of economic aggregates, 
and w h i l e  t h e y  caused on ly  m a r g i n a l  changes ia t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  
of t o t a l  r e s o u r c e s  devoted t o  d e f e n s e ,  heavy i n d u s t r y ,  and 
consumption, the d i r e c t i o n  of change w a s  v e r y  important. 
The change a p p a r e n t l y  r e f l e c t e d  a desire by t h e  t h e n  dominant 
f a c t i o n  o f  t h e  regime to  devote i n c r e a s e d  e f f o r t s  toward  
expanding the n a t i o n ' s  basic economic and s t ra teg ic  p o t e n t i a l  

I 

I 
~ 

and i n d i c a t e d  a s e r i o u s  concern  r e g a r d i n g  basic economic 
weaknesses s u c h  as l o w  food produc t ion  and l a g g i n g  g roduc t iv -  
i t y ,  which, i n  the f u t u r e ,  might h i n d e r  growth of t h e  USSR's 

I _ _  
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s t r a t e g i c  power. In  1953 a n d  1954, t h e  leadersh ip  seemed t o  
fee l  tha t . these  'goals were more impor t an t  t h a n  c o n t i n u i n g  to  
i n c r e a s e  the  a l r e a d y  h i g h  product ion  of m i l i t a r y  end. items 
and  expand t h e  size of its armed forces. 

i f  
'/ I ,L' 

Ma/fenkov's I d e n t i f i c a k i o n  with the Consumer Goods Program. 
The emergence i n  t h e  Soviet press i n  January  1954 of theoret- 

I i c a l  polemics concern ing  t h e  ' ' incor rec t"  view t h a t  l i g h t  in -  
du9tr.y s h o u l d ,  i n  contemporary c o n d i t i o n s ,  e n j o y  p re fe ren -  
t i a l  development r e l a t i v e  t o  heavy i n d u s t r y ,  engendered wide  
s p e c u l a t i o n  conce rn ing  a "pol icy  s p l i t "  between t o p  S o v i e t  1 
leaders. IR t h i s  view,  Malenkov was i d e n t i f i e d  as  t h e  pro- 1 
ponent  of t h e  " l i g h t  i n d u s t r y "  program, and the  "defeat" of I 

t h i s  program was h e l d  t o  be a n  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  he had l o s t  I 
o u t .  T h i s  argument was based on  t h e  fac t  t h a t  Malenkov 

1 o r i g i n a l l y  set fortht the program i n  August 1953; t h a t  h i s  own 
pol i t ica l  f o r t u n e s  appeared  t o  coincide w i t h  t h e  ups  a n d  
downs of t h e  program i n  S o v i e t  propaganda; t h a t  Malenkov, t h e  I 

" real is t ,"  w a s  more i n c l i n e d  t o  appreciate the importance of 
i n c e n t i v e s ,  whereas Khrushchev had made open s t a t e m e n t s  which 

fo rmula t ions .  This p o i n t  of view w a s  g i v e n  a p p a r e n t  c o o f i r -  
mation by t h e  v t r e s igna t ion"  of Malenkov i n  February  1955, 
by t h e  r e v i s e d  Soviet propaganda l i n e  emphasizing t h e  heavy 
i n d u s t r i a l  development,  and by the  changes i n  t h e  1955 budget ,  

t h i s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  They have a rgued  t h a t  no reliable s o u r c e  
has  e v e r  made such  a n  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h a t  i t  had never  been 
impl ied  by S o v i e t  p r e s s  material, and t h a t  a l l  S o v i e t  leaders, 
on a p p r o p r i a t e  o c c a s i o n s ,  made approprkate statements r e a f f i r m i n g  
support . o f . . t he .  cmsumer  goods program.:. These . a n a l y s t s  a r ~ u e  f k t h e r  
t h a t  there is DO reason n o t  to  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  program re- 
flected a v l c o l l e c t i v e "  d e c i s i o n ,  and  t h a t  it is therefore 
hazardous t o  assume t h a t  Malenkov advocated t h e  program any 
more than any other leader. F i n a l l y ,  i n a t h i s  view,  t h e  d i s -  
c u s s i o n s  i n  t he  S o v i e t  press i n  January  1954 were d i r e c t e d  
against "mis in t e rp re t a t ions"  of the  Party l i n e  by c e r t a i n  
obscu re  and l i t t l e  knowd economis ts ,  and t h e r e f o r e  shou ld  n o t  
be t aken  as i n d i c a t i o n s  of p o l i c y  con t rove r sy .  

I 

I 

I 

t ended  t o  q u a l i f y  t h e  consumer goods approach ,  and which were I 
later i n  more or less open c o n t r a d i c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  earlier I 

I 

\ 

O t h e r  s e r i o u s  s t u d e n t s  of S o v i e t  affairs  have ques t ioned  

I 
I 
I 
1 

There are a number of p e c u l i a r  c i r cums tances  i n  regard 
t o  t h e  consumer goods program, I t  was propounded by Malenkov 

I b e f o r e  t h e  Supreme Soviet  i n  August 1953, Th i s  i n  i t se l f  w a s  
a n  unprecedented a c t i o n ,  i n  t h a t  the Supreme Sovhet  had never  
p r e v i o u s l y  been the  forum for announcement of a n  impor tan t  
p o l i c y  change. Furthermore,  desp i te  t h e  fact  t h a t  some 

I 

I 
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I t  seems f a i r l y  clear t h a t  the consumer goods program ' 
wa_s not p r e s e n t e d  t o  t h e  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  as was t h e  agri-  
c u l t u r a l  program. There is DO i n d i c a t i o n  whatever  t h a t  t h e  
J u l y  Plenum of t h e  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  which cons ide red  t h e  
B e r i a  matter, d i s c u s s e d  or passed r e s o l u t i o n s  on consumer 
goods p roduc t  ion .  

Even more i n t e r e s t i n g  are i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  t h e  Sep- 
tember Plenum, which cons ide red  a g r i c u l t u r a l  problems, also 
d i d  not concern  i t se l f  w i t h  the  o v e r - a l l  program. Khru- 
shchd* .gpeech at t h i s  Plenum o n l y  b r i e f l y  no ted  the e x i s t e n c e  
of t h i s  program. L a t e r  i n  h i s  speech, Khrushchev n o t e d ,  i n  
connec t ion  w i t h  the  i n c e n t i v e  c o n c e s s i o n s  g r a n t e d  to  the  
p e a s a n t r y  a t  t h e  August Supreme S o v i e t  s e s s i o n ,  t ha t  t h e  
Government "and t h e  Presidium of t h e  P a r t y  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  
have cons ide red  i t  necessary... ' '  

In September 1953, after t h e  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  s e s s i o n ,  
s e v e r a l  implementing d e c r e e s  were i s s u e d ,  o v e r  the j o i n t  
s i g n a t u r e s  of t h e  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  and the Counci l  of 
M i n i s t e r s ,  s e t t i n g  f o r t h  and e l a b o r a t i n g  details  of the  
7 September C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  r e s o l u t i o n  on a g r i c u l t u r e ,  
which was i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of a broad p o l i c y  d i r e c t i v e .  Each 
of these implementing decrees, as is cys tomary ,  c i t ed  the 

* Some d i s t i n c t i o n s  need t o  be drawn OD t h i s  p o i n t .  vToncerrIt' 
f o r  e n t  i n  the S o v i e t  press 
and as e a r l y  as A p r i l  1953, 
and by June 1953 i t  w a s  e v i d e n t  t n  t a CoDcerted program of 
expansion of consumer goods p roduc t ion  was under way. T h i s  
program, however, d i d  n o t  i n v o l v e  any  basic changes i n  t h e  
economy: 
i n  e f f i c i e n c y  and by a c o n c e r t e d  d r i v e  t o  r educe  and r e u t i l i z e  
s c r a p  and waste, and was t o  be carried o u t  p r i n c i p a l l y  by 
local and co-operative e n t e r p r i s e s  and a s s o c i a t i o n s .  The pro- 

expanded p r o s t i o n  w a s  to  b e i e v e d  by i n c r e a s e  

ram o u t l i n e d  by 



a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  7 September C e n t r a l  Committee r e s o l u t i o n ,  
Y e t  there.is n o ' i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a s imilar  
C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  decree on manufactured consumer goods. 
S e v e r a l  J o i n t  Gdvernment and C e n t r a l  Committee decrees of a n  
implemen-nature were %sued i n  October on manufactured 
consumer goods and l i g h t  and food i n d u s t r i e s ,  b u t  i n  con: 
trast '-to t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  d e c r e e s ,  no  citation or s u g g e s t i o n  
of a broad p o l i c y - a u t h o r i z a t i o n  decree w a s  e v i d e n t .  Fu r the r -  
rnoSe, i n  none  of the speeches  g iven  OD t h e  consumer. goods 
program was there r e f e r e n c e  t o  or  s u g g e s t i o n  o f  a basic 
C e n t r a l  Committee decree on the  s u b d e c t .  

T h e s e i n d i c a t i o n s s u g g e s t  t h a t  the  o v e r - a l l  consumer 
goods program w a s  conceived and d e c i d e d  upon s o l e l y  w i t h i n  
the small top  group of Par ty  leaders, and t h a t  it was neve r  
p re sen ted  t o  t h e  broader C e n t r a l  Commkt tee  Plenum, even f o r  

1 r a t i f i c a t i o n .  

Th i s  p o i n t  has been developed a t  some l e n g t h ,  s i n c e  t he  
criticisms of Malenkov, as reported by some s o u r c e s ,  i n c l u d e  
t h e  charge t h a t  he placed r e l i a n c e  on the state a p p a r a t u s  
ra ther  than  upon the P a r t y  and P a r t y  c h a n n e l s ;  one  s o u r c e  
went so far as t o  charge t h a t  Malenkov attempted t o  set  the 
s ta te  a p p a r a t u s  i n  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  the P a r t y  a p p a r a t u s .  Khru- 
shchev, on tb other hand, has been s a i d  to  have made t h e  Cen- 
t ral  C o m m i t t e e  h i s  base of s u p p o r t ,  by a p p e a l i n g  t o  it and 
p r e s e n t i n g  h i s  p r o p o s a l s  t o  it. The h i s t o r y  of the  develop- 
ment of t he  New Course ,  and i n  p a r t i c u l a r  of the  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
programs, t e n d s  to s u p p o r t  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  

I t  is q u i t e  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  gov ie tp re s s  has never  e%- 
p l i c i t l y  i d e n t i f i e d  Malenkov or anyone else as t h e  o r i g i n a t o r  
or i n s p i r e r  of t h i s  or t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  p o l i c y  or e c o n o i i c  
program. The n e a r e s t  t h i n g  t o  s u c h  an a t t r i b u t i o n  may be 
found i n  Khrushchev's i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  Professor B e r n a l  i n  
September 1954, pub l i shed  by t h e  Soviet p r e s s  i n  December, 
and i n  Khrushchev's January  1955 speech to  the K o m s o m o l ,  i n  
which he claimed r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  #!or a tax law of the  S t a l i n  
period. I n  t h e  B e r n a l  i n t e r v i e w  , Khrushchev merely f a i l ed  
t o  deny B e r n a l ' s  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  he, Khrushcbev, was per- 
s o n a l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  for the New Lands program. 

Both Mikoyan and Kosygin, in t he i r  speeches  i n  October 
1953, made l a u d a t o r y  r e f e r e n c e  - o n l y  t o  Malenkov i n  connec t ion  
w i t h  t h e  o v e r - a l l  consumer goods program, E q u a l l y ,  both re- 
ferred t o  Khrushchev, b u t  o n l y  i n  c o m e u L ~ o n  w i t h  agricul-  
t u r e ,  The a l t e r n a t i v e s  were t o  c i t e  *'the P a r t y  and Govern- 
ment" or the " w i s e  c o l l e c t i v e ? ?  of leaders, and fo r  t h i s  
r eason  the  a t t r i b u t i o n s  t o  Malenkov and Khrushchev are thought 
to  have some s i g n i f i c a n c e .  i 

18 

, 



-. . 

. .  

The pub l i c i t , y  f n  t h e  S o v i e t  press a t  t h e  t i m e  of Malen- 
kov ' s  o u s t e r  c a r e f u l l y  avoided  any  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  Yalenkov 
had f avored  or advocated t h e  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  argument. I t  has 
a l r e a d y  bqen n o t e d , t h a t  h i s , l e t t e r  of r e s i g a a t i o n  avoided  t h e  
problem &nd c o n c e n t r a t e d  oli h i s  a l l e g e d  errors i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  
and  adq@nis t r a t ion .  S i n c e  the l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  p o i n t  of view 
had been proscribed d u r i n g  the p rev ious  month as " r i g h t  de- 
v i a t ion i sm,* '  close t o  i f  n o t  a c t u a l l y  synonymous w i t h  t r e a s o n ,  
i t  i s  .'clear t h a t , a  s e r i o u s  e f f o r t  was made t o  avo id  i d e n t i f y i n g  
Malenkov w i t h  'it. 

S o v i e t  and Communist s o u r c e s  have been less re t icen t  i n  
t h e i r  p r i v a t e  c o n t a c t s ,  however. The 31 January  C e n t r a l  Com- 
mittee R e s o ~ u t i o n  OD Malenkov e x p l i c i t l y  s ta ted t h a t  he had 
f avored  t h e  p r e f e r e n t i a l  development of l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  and  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  branded ' that  as a " r i g h t i s t  d e v i a t i o n  This  
ev idence  is of p a r t i c u l a r  importance, s i n c e  the document was 
in t ended  for t h e  in fo rma t ion  of high S o v i e t  government and  
p a r t y  o f f i c i a l s ,  many of whom were undoubtedly at least 
p a r t i a l l y  aware of t h e  t r u e  fac ts ,  
w i t h  Subandr io ,  i d e n t i f i e d  Malenkov w i t h  the **erroneous** p o l i c y , *  
and London Da i ly  Worker cor re sponden t  Ralph Parker r e p o r t e d  a 

Khrushchev,in h i s  i n t e r v i e w  

source. Y u r i  Zhukov, 7 1  
t h a t  p o l i c y  differences 

' Another i n d i c a t i o n  of Malenkov's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the 
consumer goods approach  is the fac t  t h a t  he a l o n e  of t h e  
r e a l l y  important  leaders described t h e  program i n  a glowing 
and  e n t h u s i a s t i c  manner. Other  less i m p o r t a n t  leaders who 
used  s imilar  language were Mikoyan, Per-vukhin, Saburov and 
Kosygin. These leaders, i n  t h e i r  speeches, spoke of t h e  prob- 
l e m  i n  terms of g r e a t  urgency a n d  tremendous importance.  None 
of the  other t o p  leaders, i n  the i r  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  t h e  program, 
exhibi ted t h i s  same **enthusiasmff for it. Khrushchev, i n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  c o n c e n t r a t e d  on h i s  own a g r i c u l t u r a l  schemes as of 
p r i n c i p a l  and foremost importance.  

The role  of the  manufactured consumer goods program'in 
connec t ion  with Malenkov's emphasis on %aterial s e l f - i n t e r e s t * *  
is impor t an t ,  Soviet s o u r c e s  have d i s c u s s e d  t h i s  a t  s u f f i c i e n t  

* 
t h e . v e r y  beginning  of h i s  downfa l l  in March. 

Nagy i n  gungary  w a s  open ly  b randed  a **right  d e v i a t i o n i s t "  at 
, 

1 
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l e n g t h  t o  permit t he  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  t h e  t w o  programs were 
i n $ e g r a l l y  related. Th i s  p o i n t  i s  stated more e x p l i c i t l y  by 
economist Vekua,* who, i n  h i s  a r t ic le  i n  Problems of Econom- - i c s  i n  September 1954,  s a i d :  

, I  

.. ;' "Under socialismi it  is imposs ib l e  t o  deve lop  
product ion  wi thou t  a co r re spond ing  growth i n  t h e  
material wel l -be ing  of t h e  workers, , . .  Without a 
c o n s t a n t  growth i n  the material and c u l t u r a l  l e v e l  
of the Uf,e of the  workers it would be impossible 
t o  e n s u r e  the r e p r o d u c t i o n  of s k i l l e d  manpower, and 
consequen t ly ,  t h e  mas tery  of advanced technology.  
In  t he  absence of such  g r o w t h a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  the  
creative i n i t i a t i v e  of t h e  workers, and an i n c r e a s e  
i n  labor product iv i ty . , .would  be unth inkable ."  

l 

and : 

" Inc reas ing  t h e  material s e l f - i n t e r e s t  of 
workers i n  the r e s u l t s  of t h e i r  labor is possible 
o n l y  under  c o n d i t i o n s  of maximum develapment of 
S o v i e t  trade. I n  t he  absence  of development of S o v i e t  
trade, economic s t i m u l u s  by means of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  
i n  the  pay sca l e . . , canno t  y i e l d  its prope r  effect." 

* I , .  ,In p r o p o r t i o n  as t h e  t i t a n i c  program cur-  
r e n t l y  planned by t h e  P a r t y  and Government for  i n -  
c r e a s i n g  the p roduc t ion  of consumer goods is imple- 
mented ,  and as S o v i e t  trade is developed and t h e  
r e s u l t i n g  f u r t h e r  r ap id  i n c r e a s e  i n  the pu rchas ing  
power of t h e  r u b l e  is effected,  t h e  material self- 
interest of soc ia l i s t  p roduc t ion  piorkers i n  the 
r e s u l t s  of t he i r  labor w i l l  i n c r e a s e  still  f u r t h e r . "  

I t  is a noteworthy fac t  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  polemical l i t e r a t u r e  
of December 1954 and January  1955 s u p p o r t i n g  p r e f e r e n t i a l  de- 
velopment of heavy i n d u s t r y ,  l i t t l e  or no r e f e r e n c e  is made 
t o  "material self - i n t e r e s t "  as an impor t an t  p r i n c i p l e  of 
P a r t y  p o l i c y .  

While the ev idence  is t h u s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  w a r r a n t  the 
c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  Malenkov probably  w a s  p r i n c i p a l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  
for t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  of t h e  consumer goods approach ,  i t  is still 

4 

3 
Pravda i n  January 1955 for  h i s  theoretical . - .  lterrors.r* 

Vekua was s e v e r e l y  castigated i n  art icles i n  P a r t y  - L i f e  a n d  
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c l e a r l y  unreasonable  t o  suppose t h a t  he was alone i n  i ts 
advocacy, or t h a t  he brought  t he  program i n t o  e x i s t e n c e  
over any s t r o n g  and unanimous o b j e c t i o n s  of h i s  co l l eagues .  
As has bgen made o p l y  too clear by subsequent  e v e n t s ,  Mal- 
enkov h i f l se l f  never  had t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s t r e n g t h  s ing lehanded ly  
t o  p u s h ; ' t h r o u g s u c h  a basic r e v i s i o n  i n  the d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  
S o v i e t  economy. , N o r  d i d  Malenkov a l o n e  have the  s t r e n g t h ,  
after h i s  d e c l i n e  i n  l a te  1953 and i n  1954 ( r e l a t i v e  t o  KhrU- 
shchev), tD main ta in  t h e  consumer goods program through / 1 

%. . .\ 
. :_. 

I 

It therefore seems e v i d e n t  t h a t  Yalenkov w a s  suppor t ed  
by a t  least a m a j o r i t y  w i t h i n  the Pres id ium,  a l though  there 
a p p a r e n t l y  were doub t s  and r e s e r v a t i o n s  on t h e  par t  of some 
of the  m e m b e r s .  

It t h u s  may very  w e l l  have been the  case t h a t  Malenkov's 
program ( l i k e  Khrushchev's later)  was adopted on something of 
a t r i a l  basis by  the other leaders and t h a t  op in ion  swung 
a g a i n s t  Malenkov's *'platform" as i t  w a s  ove r t akep  and supe r -  
seded by the New Lands program and as d i f f i c u l t i e s  and p r i -  
o r i t y  c o n f l i c t s  emerged o v e r  the ,course, of t i m e .  This view 
%e suppor ted  by Khrushchev's remark t o , S u b a n d r i o  to  the effect  
t h a t  **we now know** t h a t  t h e  o n l y  way t o  i n c r e a s e  supp ly  o f  con 
sumer g o o d s i s  by cont inued  forced heavy i n d u s t r i a l  developmen 

- 
t. 
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THE AGRICULTURAL CONTROVERSY 

I t  i s , g e n e r a l L y  a g r e e d , t h a t  the s ta te  of S o v i e t  a g r i c u l -  
t u r e  and I g i f  f e r e n  t approach& to  the s o h  t i o n  of t h i s  problem 
were ke ,x! ' i s sues  i n  t he  Malenkov ous t e r .  One a n a l y s i s  n o t e s  
t h a t  "only i n  t h e  case of a g r i c u l t u r e  d i d  Malenkov and h i s  
chief c o n t e n d e r ,  Khrushchev, openly adopt p o s i t i o n s  which 

. were c o n t r a d i c t o r y ,  and these were on i s s u e s  e x t e n d i n g  back 
' t o  S t a l i n ' s  lifetime." 

I t , w i l l  be recalled t h a t  a g r i c u l t u r e  w a s  t h e  o n l y  
specif ic  economic problem area d i s c u s s e d  i n  Malenkov's let-  
ter of r e s f g n a t i o n .  And, as no ted  a b o v e , . q g r i c u l t u r e  is t h e  
o n l y  area i n  which o v e r t l y  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  i n d i c a t i o n s  appeared. 
I t  is an i n t e r e s t i n g  f a c t ,  therefore,  t h a t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
problems have f i g u r e d  either n o t  a t  a l l  or o n l y  m a r g i n a l l y  
i n  t h e  several "p r iva t ep t  d i s c u s s i o n s  of t h e  Malenkov de- 
motion by Commu%nist o r  Soviet  s o u r c e s .  

t u r e ,  are l i s t e d  here for convenience: 
The p r i n c i p a l  e v e n t s  of the  pe r iod ,  as related to a g r i c u l -  

a. The i n a u g u r a t i o n  of the so-called "New 
CourseTt by the  August 1953 Supreme S o v i e t  s e s s i o n ,  
and Malenkov's major policy speech a t  t ha t  s e s s i o n .  
Major concess ions  i n  procurements ,  p r ices ,  and 
taxation w e r e  g r a n t e d  t o  the p e a s a n t r y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
as regarded l i v e s t o c k  r a i s i n g  and f r u i t  and vege- 
table growing; 

b. The speech of N e  S. Khrushchev a t  t h e  
September 1953 P l e n a r y  S e s s i o n  of the C e n t r a l  Com- 
mittee, and the P a r t y  decrees and Government decrees 

C .  The r e v e l a t i o n  i n  January  and February 1954 

f o l l o w i n g  ; 

of t h e  so-called **New Lands" program a t  a series of 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  c o n f e r e n c e s  in Moscow, and the e v i d e n t  
primary role of Khrushchev, who spoke a t  each of 
these confe rences ;  

d. The P l e n a r y  Session of the C e n t r a l  Committee 
held i n  February and March 1954, a t  whgch Khrushchev 
d e l i v e r e d  a major r epor t ,  and at which a r e v e r s a l  of 
emphasis from the August-September 1953 po l i cy  w a s  
fo rma l i zed .  Major emphasis s h i f t e d  t o  g r a i n  pro- 
d u c t i o n ,  and t h e  New Lands program was formalized. 

I 
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e,  The P lena ry  S e s s i o n  of June 1954, a t  which 
Khrushchev a p p a r e n t l y  d i d  - n o t  speak, and a t  which 
concess ions  in procurements  and p r i c i n g  were g r a n t e d  
t o  t h e  product+ion of g r a i n ,  s imilar  to  those g r a n t e d  
in Apgust-September 19#3 to  animal  husbandry and t o  
f r u i t  and vegetable growing ; 

f .  A C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  decree of August 1954 
; e x t e n d i n g  the goals of t h e  New Lands program By a 

s u b s  t a n  tiaE amount ; 

g. The P lena ry  S e s s i o n  of the  C e n t r a l  Com- 
mittee of January  1955, a t  which emphasis was re- 
s tored t o  heavy i n d u s t r i a l  p roduc t ion ,  and a t  which 
t h e  llcorn and fodder"  program was formalized. Khru- 
shchev spdre at t h i s  C e n t r a l  Committee Plenumo The 

t u r e :  SubS taDt i a l  areas i n  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  a g r i c u l -  
t u r a l  areas of the  USSR were t o  s h i f t  from t r a d i t i o n a l  
crops t o  corn, r e p r e s e n t e d  as a cheap and e a s y  way of 
i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  f o d d e r  base of t he  l i v e s t o c k  economy. 
It w a s  a t  t h i s  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  S e s s i o n ,  presumably,  
t h a t  the demotion of Malenkov was ar ranged .  

program a g a i n  s i g n a l i z e d  a s h i f t  i n  a g r i c u l -  

Before d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  a p p a r e n t  respective p o s i t i o n s  of 
Malerrkov and Khrushchev on a g r i c u l t u r e ,  i t  is worthwhile  first 
t o  dispose of s e v e r a l  s u b s i d i a r y  i n d i c a t k o n s  'of d i f f e r e n c e s  be- 
tween the  two leaders. 

the t'agrogorodft policy of 1951 i n ,  h i s  speech a t  the 19th 
P a r t y  Congress in October 1952. 
stated: 

The first of these w a s  t he  remark by Bdaleakov conce rn ing  

IR t h i s  speech, Malenkov 

"Fi rs t  of al l ;  i t  shou ld  be noted  t ha t  cer- 
t a i n  of o u r  l e a d i n g  o f f i c i a l s  have indulged  i n  a 

I 
I i n  connec t ion  with c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  amalgamation 

the  pace of mass i n t e g r a t i o n , o f  v i l l a g e s  i n t o  large I 

c o l l e c t i v e  farm s e t t l e m e n t s ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  a l l  the  I 
o l d  co l lec t ive  1 homes be p u l l e d  down and large 'col lect ive farm 

c i t i e s '  be b u i l t  OR new s i tes ,  and viewed t h i s  as 
t h e  most impor t an t  task...,The P a r t y  took t i m e l y  
measures  t o  overcome t h e s e  mistaken t e n d e n c i e s  in 
t h e  s p h e r e  of col lect ive farm development.... 

1 

wrong approach,  a consumer's  approach,  to prob- I 

lems of c o l l e c t i v e  farm development, p a r t i c u l a r l y  

of small c o l l e c t i v e  farms. They proposed f o r c b g  j 

farm b u i l d i n g s  and c o l l e c t i v e  farmers' 

s e t t l e m e n t s , '  ' c o l l e c t i v e  farm towns' or 'agro- I 
I 
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"It must be f u r t h e r  no ted  t h a t  t h e  p r a c t i c e  of 
s e t t i n g  up  a u x i l i a r y  e n t e r p r i s e s  f o r  making br icks ,  
t i l e  and other  manufactured goods has become wide- 
sp read  OD many c o l l e c t i v e  a n d ' s t a t e  farms,...This 
s i ty 'a ' t ion  , I  must be rect$fied... ." 

Tli6se refereqces unmis takably  refer to  Khrushchev, t h e  
80-2 t op - l eve l  sponsor  and spokesman f o r  t he  *vagrogorodtv 
concep:t and  a lso f o r  the  s u b s i d i a r y  detai l  of local  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

t h a t  i n  h i s  September 1953 speech ,  Ehrushchev r e v e r t e d  to  
t h i s  idea of local c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  and a g a i n  recommended it. 

than  they  were a t  the t i m e .  The a l l e g a t i o n  in the  January  
1955 decree on Malenkov is worth r e c a l l i n g  i o  t h i s  connec t ion ,  
viz., t h a t  Malenkov **permitted" Beria's * * r u r a l  program" to  
be carried o u t .  T h i s  c r y p t i c  and obscure  s t a t e m e n t ,  t aken  
i n  connec t ion  w i t h  t h e  above q u o t a t i o n e  and w i t h  the sub-  
s e q u e n t  e v o l u t i o n  of S o v i e t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p o l i c y ,  s t r o n g l y  
s u g g e s t s  t h a t  Malenkov and B e r i s  collaborated i n  oppos ing  
Khrushchev i n  1951 . * 

? ,  

: by  6 o l l e c t i v e  -and s t a t e  farms, I t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  
I 

The above statements are of c o u r s e  clearer i n  retrospect 

The second s u b s i d i a r y  i n d i c a t i o n  of Khrushchev-Malenkov 
d i f f e r e n c e s  on a g r i c u l t u r e  is the  f ac t  t h a t  n o t  once i n  h i s  
speech  ofSeptember 1953 d i d  Khrushchev make r e f e r e n c e  to  
Malenkov, who less than  one  month earlier had expounded t h e  
"new coursegt  i n  domestic economic p o l i c y ,  i n c l u d i n g  a g r i c u l -  
t u r a l  po l i cy .  L a t e r ,  Khrushchev became i n c r e a s i n g l y  i d e n t i -  
f i e d  w i t h  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p o l i c y ,  expounding the "New Lands" 
program in January and February 1954. Cur ious ly  enough, 
Malenkov i n  t u r n  made no r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h i s  l a t te r  program 
in h i s  e l e c t i o n  speech i n  March 1954. 

One f i n a l  p o i n t  t o  dispose of before s e t t i n g  forth the  . 
r e s p e c t i v e  p o s i t i o n s  o f  hdalenkov and Khrushchev i s . t h e  matter 
of Khrushchev's a s s e r t i o n  of predominance i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
p o l i c y  i n  September 1953 and  subsequent ly .  H e  was, as a l r e a d y  
noted ,  r a p p o r t e u r  a t  t h e  September 1953 Plenum of the  C e n t r a l  
Committee. In h i s  speech  of February  1954, however, Khrushchev 
r e v e a l e d  t h a t , f o l l o w i n g  the September Plenum, numerous' P a r t y  
Bureaux of t h e  Republ ics  and Oblasts were r 'equired to  submi t  re- 
po r t s  on a g r i c y l t u r e  to tb C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e , s a d  tbsy were called t o  

3 See Project CAESAR Chapter  8 ,  pp 7-11, for d i s c u s s i o n  Of 
t h e  tpAgrogorod" problem and Chapter  10, pp I 2, 4, 11 for  
d i s c u s s i o n  of the a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  Beria case. 
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Moscow to d i s c u s s  t h e i r  
According. t o  Khrushchev , "we d i s c l o s e d  shortcopl ings and a r r i v e d  
a t  broad c o n c l u s i o n s ,  b u t  d i d  n o t  adopt  d e c i s i o n s ;  we agreed 
t o  ca l l  a p l e n a r y  s e s s i o n  of t h e  g iven  P a r t y  committee t o  
take, up;khe q u e s t i o n s  which had a r i s e n ,  A r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of 
the  Cen iha l  C o m m i t t e e  a t t ebded  the p l e n a r y  s e s s i o n s  and 
p o i n t e d  out...shortcomings..,. 

Yaf;ch 1954 Plenum and t h e  January  1955 Plenum of the  C e n t r a l  
C o m m i t t e e .  He  spoke a t  each of t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c o n f e r e n c e s  
h e l d  i n  January and February 1954, as a l r e a d y  noted .  Be 
spoke on other o c c a s i o n s  a l so ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  on a g r i c u l t u r e .  
I n  September 1954, i n h i s  i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  B e r n a l ,  Khrushchev d i d  
n o t  deny B e r n a l ' s  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  h e ,  Khrushchev, w a s  p e r s o n a l l y  
* ' l a rge ly  r e s p o n s i b l e ?  for  the "New Lands" program. 

reports w i t h  " the  C e n t r a l  Committee.*'* 

lt 

Khrushchev was, after t h i s ,  t h e  r a p p o r t e u r  a t  the February- 

While Malenkov-and Khrushchev agreed t h a t  d ras t ic  ad- 
vances  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  were c e n t r a l  t o  s u c c e s s  of one  whole 
"new course" i n  consumer goods p r o d u c t i o n ,  certain . f a i r l y  
fundamental  d i f f e r e n c e s  are e v i d e n t  i n  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  
approaches t o  a g r i c u l t u r e .  

I 

The first and major d i f f e r e n c e  is Malenkov's a p p a r e n t  
greater r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  importance of i n c e n t i v e s ,  as 
opposed t o  Khrushchev's more *forthodox** Bolshevik  r e l i a n c e  
OD b u r e a u c r a t i c  and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  measures. T h i s  suppos i -  
t i o n  is based p r i n c i p a l l y ,  a l t h o u g h  n o t  comple t e ly ,  on, a n a l y s i s  
of the pub l i shed  speeches of t h e  two leaders; t h e  conc lus ion  
d e r i v e s  i n  p a r t  from the impress ions  of t he  two men carried 

leaders. 
, away by d ip lomat s  and others  who have observed t h e  S o v i e t  

b 

Malenkov, as is known, p u b l i c l y  i n a u g u r a t e d  t h e  *'con- 
sumer goods" c o u r s e  i n  h i s  8 August 1953 speech. 
marks on a g r i c u l t u r e  i n  t h i s  speech, Malenkov almost com- 
p l e t e l y  conf ined  himself  t o  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
t ax  reform; decrease i n  o b l i g a t o r y  procurements and i n c r e a s e s  
i n  s ta te  purchase  prices; and the  encouragement of p e r s o n a l  
garden  p lo t s  and of p e r s o n a l l y  owned l i v e s t o c k .  

In his re- 

* These d i s c u s s i o n s  m u s t  have been h e l d  w i t h  the  A g r i c u l t u r a l  
Department of t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee a p p a r a t u s ,  w i t h  the 
Secretariat, and/or  w i t h  t h e  P a r t y  Pres id ium.  Khrushchev 
a l l u d e d  o n l y  t o  t h e  "Cen t ra l  Committee," imp ly ing  O D ~  or 
b o t h  of the  first two b o d i e s  mentioned above. These groups  
would have been largely under  Khrushchev's p e r s o n a l  c o n t r o l .  
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. .  

In Malenkov's view, "the Government and  t h e  Party C e n t r a l  
Commit teev '  found it n e c e s s a r y  " f i r s t  and foremost...to raise 
t h e  economic i n t e r e s t  of c o l l e c t i v e  farms and c o l l e c t i v e  
'farmers" in developing  t h e  l agg ing  branches  of  a g r i c u l t u r e .  
( u n d e r l i n e  added .,) 

creasi 'ng the  "material self  - i n t e r e s t "  of t h e  peasant ry  was 
"of great importance,11 b u t  added impor t an t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s :  

" H Q W E V e r ,  these measures must be p r o p e r l y  
eva lua ted .  T h e i r  importance and n e c e s s i t y  a t  the  
present t i m e  is obvious, b u t  they do n o t  de te rmine  
t h e  main pa th  for deve lop ing  c o l l e c t i v e  farming." 

I '  

:I, 4 f O  

Kdkushchev, i n  h i s  speech  a month l a te r ,  noted  t ha t  in- 

c 

According t o  Khrushchev, "hundreds and thousands  of  ad- 
vanced c o l l e c t i v e  farms" were s u c c e s s f u l l y  meet ing  the  old 
d e l i v e r y  norms a t  t h e  o l d  d e l i v e r y  p r i c e s  and were never the-  
less showing a profit. Thus, " t h i s  means t h a t  the  matter 
rests n o t  s o l e l y  on t h e  r a i s i n g  of  procurement and  purchas ing  
p r i c e s  b u t  p r i n c i p a l l y  on the l e v e l  of economic development 
70f a g iven  co l lec t ive  farm&/" (under l i n e  added . ) 
and i s ,  the  problem of managementand managerial personnel .  

- 
To Khrushchev, t h e  p r i n c i p a l  problem i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  was, 

"In order to c o n v e r t  /cur7 p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  i n t o  
r e a l i t y . , . e a c h  c o l l e c t i v e  Tarm must be s t r e n g t h e n e d  
i n  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a n d  managerial aspect a n d ,  above 
a l l ,  i n t e l l i g e n t  organizers... must be p u t  i n  admin- 
i s t r a t i v e  p o s t s  on each c o l l e c t i v e  farm." 

F u r t h e r  : / 

"The State has provided e v e r y t h i n g  n e c e s s a r y  
t o  handle  work w e l l  OD e v e r y  state.farm, but farming 
r e s u l t s  d i f f e r  comple te ly ,  depending on the q u a l i t y  of 
leadership. '* 

And : 

"One has o n l y  to  place and u t i l i z e  people  cor- 
r e c t l y ;  t h e  a p p a r a t u s  i n  province ,  t e r r i t o r y  and 
r e p u b l i c  c e n t e r s  must be reduced...  and good o f f i c i a l s  
must be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  the d i s t r i c t  sec- 
t o r ,  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  and  s ta te  farms and machine 
tractor s t a t i o n s  *' 
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The second major d i f f e r e n c e  between Malenkov and Kburushchev 
concerned. t h e  matter of grain p roduc t ion ,  Th i s  is i n t e g r a l l y  
related to t h e  t h i r d  problem area, t h e  "New Lands" program, 
which i s , ,p r inc ipaJ ly  d i r e c t e d  a t  i acreas i~g  g r a i n  ou tpu t .  

I '  ,, I 

A:,"the 19th P a r t y  Co&ress, Ahlenkov s a i d :  

i 

,*The grain problem, fo rmer ly  cons ide red  the 
most acute and s e r i o u s  problem, has been s o l v e d ,  
s o l v e d  d e i i n i t e l y  and f i n a l l y .  *I 

In h i s  8 August 1953 speech, Malenkov stated f l a t l y :  

"Our coun t ry  is f u l l y  s u p p l i e d  w i t h  g ra in ."  

Khrushchev, i n  c o n t r a s t ,  sa id  a month *later: 

for g r a i n  crops, i n  t h e  sense t h a t  our coun t ry  is 
w e l l  s u p p l i e d  w i t h  breado..." 

i n  grain yie lds . . .  t h i s  i s  necessa ry  n o t  o n l y  t o  
s a t i s f y  the p o p u l a t i o n ' s  growing d e m a D d  for bread 
b u t  also for r ap id  advances i n  a l l  branches  of 
a g r i c u l t u r e . "  

*'We are in general s a t i s f y i n g  t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  need 

" 

" W e  must e n s u r e  f u r t h e r  and more rap id  growth 

In h i s  February 1954 speech, Khrushchev repeated t h e  s e n s e  
of the  above excerpts, b u t  then  proceeded to  remark on ly  f o u r  
paragraphs later: 

"It shou ld  be noted  that t h e l e v e l  of g r a i n  
product ion  so far has  n o t  m e t  a l l  the r equ i r emen t s  
of the  n a t i o n a l  economy.... I t  canno t  be overlooked 
t h a t  u n t i l  r e c e n t l y  some of our per sonne l  d i d  n o t  
wage a s u f f i c i e n t  s t r u g g l e  to i n c r e a s e  g r a i n  pro- 
duct ion .  The gross g r a i n  crop is inadequate,*,* 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  the i n c e n t i v e  measures adopted i n  August 
1953 to  i n c r e a s e  p o t a t o  and v e g e t a b l e  growlag and l i v e s t o c k  
product ion-- i .e . ,  decrease i n  o b l i g a t o r y  procurements and i n -  
crease i n  purchase  prices--were n o t  recommended for g r a i D  
grOdUCtiOD a t  t h a t  t i m e ,  or for t ha t  matter either i n  the  

* In h i s  i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  Berna l  i n  September 1954, Khrushchev 
e x p l i c i t l y  denied  that  he had i o  any way c o n t r a d i c t e d  Malen- 
kov, b u t  rather t h a t  he, Khrushchev, d i s c u s s e d  over-all 
g r a i n  r equ i r emen t s ,  whereas Malenkov had t a l k e d  only of 
bread g r a i n  requi rements .  
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September 1953 or  February 1954 Plenums which Khrushchev 
seemed to  dominate. They were - however, adopted a t  the  June 
1954 Plenum of t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee, t h e  o n l y  C e n t r a l  Com- 
mittee s e s s i o n  concerned w i t h  a g r i c u l t u r e  whereat Khrushchev 
w a s  =,:,the r a p p o r t e u r  . :j' 

respect t o  the e n t i r e  "New Lands" program. Malenkov viewed , 
the a g r i c u l t u r a l  problem c h i e f l y ,  i f  n o t  completely, as the  I 

! and s ta te  farms to  a c h i e v e  t h e ' p r o d u c t i o n  l e v e l s  of t h e  ad-  i 

program of expansion of c u l t i v a t i o n  i n t o  marg ina l  or remote 
areas. A t  t he  19th  P a r t y  Congress, a t i m e  when Malenkov w a s  
still the  top P o l i t b u r o  man r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  he 
s a i d  : 

I 

I 
A ' f i n a l  area of d i f f e r e n c e  v e r y  probably existed w i t h  

I 

pr6blem of  induc ing  the backward and i n e f f i c i e n t  c o l l e c t i v e  

vanced c o l l e c t i v e s .  H e  a p p a r e n t l y  d i d  n o t  e n v i s a g e  any  great 1 

"Now t h a t  t he  prewar l eve l  of sown acreage has 
been reached and s u r p a s s e d ,  the  o n l y  correct c o u r s e  
i n  i n c r e a s i n g  farm o u t p u t  is t o  i n c r e a s e  y i e l d s  
comprehensively.  Ra i s ing  y i e l d s  is t h e  p r i n c i p a l  
task i n  farming.  I n  order t o  meet t h i s  task i t  
is n e c e s s a r y  to  raise the  q u a l i t y  of f i e l d  work 
and r educe  the  l e n g t h  of t i m e  fo r  i t ,  t o  improve 
u t i l i z a t i o n  of tractors a n d  farm machinery,  t o  
complete t h e  mechanizat ion of the  basic o p e r a t i o n s  
i n  fa rming ,  t o  e n s u r e  the  q u i c k e s t  p o s s i b l e  de- 
velopment of crop r o t a t i o n  aDd t h e  sowing of peren-  
n i a l  grasses on c o l l e c t i v e  and s ta te  farms, t o  
improve seed s e l e c t i o n ,  t o  make p rope r  s o i l  c u l -  
t i v a t i o n  u n i v e r s a l ,  t o  i n c r e a s e  u s e  of f e r t i l i z -  
ers and e n l a r g e  the  i r r iga t ed  area. It is neces-  
s a r y  t o  h e i g h t e n  t h e  o r g a n i z i n g  role of t h e  ma- 
c h i n e  and tractor s t a t i o n s  i n  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  
farms', r a i s ing  the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of these sta- 
t i o n s  for f u l f i l l m e n t  of the p l a n  for  y i e l d s  and 
gross h a r v e s t s  and for  development of an ima l  
husbandry .*' 
F u r t h e r ,  on 10 June 1953, after S t a l i n ' s  death and s h o r t l y  

before B e r i a ' s  purge,  a n  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a r t ic le  i n  Pravda OD 
the Communist P a r t y  had t h i s  to s a y  of a g r i c u l t u r e :  

"The Soviet State c o n s t a n t l y  augments capi ta l  
inves tmen t s  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e .  Much work has been 
under taken  f o r  the  mechaniza t ion  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  
p roduc t ion ,  for i a c r e a s i n g  t h e  f e r t i l i t y  of the  
soil..., and t h e r e  are also other great measures  
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for advancing  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc t ion ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
the  c e n t r a l ,  d e n s e l y  popu la t ed  areas of t h e  c o u n t r y  
where c a p i t a l  inves tment  may g i v e  the  greatest 
economic r e s u l t s  i n  the*shor tes t  p o s s i b l e  p e r i o d  of 
t i m e . "  W n d e r l i n e  added.)  - :. 
ID h i s  8 August 1953 s p e e c h ,  Yalenkov recommended measures 

towsrd the  above ends ,  a l t h o u g h ,  as earlier noted ,  h e  d i d  n o t  
dwell  a t  any  l e n g t h  OD t h i s  aspect of t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  problem. 

Khrushcheir's September 1953 program was on the above 
l i n e s ,  a l though  it elaborated e v e r y  p o i n t  t o  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  
e x t e n t .  Khrushchev d i d  mention expansion of sown areas, 
however, and t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee r e s o l u t i o n  of 7 September 
i n c o r p o r a t e d  a brief s t a t e m e n t  on expans ion  of sown areas. 

. f rom the  speeches a t  a number of a g r i c u l t u r a l  c o n f e r e n c e s  i n  
t he  Kremlin that  expansion of sown acreage was b e i n g  under- 
t aken  on a massive scale. 
Khrushchev to the  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  a t  its p l e n a r y  s e s s i o n  
in late February ,  and was approved. 

w a s  13 m i l l i o n  hectares. This a p p a r e n t l y  w a s  an i n c r e a s e  
from t h e  target revealed in earlier speeches.* 

w a s  merely t h e  beg inn ing  of s u c h  a program. 
t h a t  "dur ing  the n e x t  t w o  y e a r s  w e  must p r e p a r e  t o  c o n t i n u e  
developing  new and more d i f f f c u l t  tracts i n  the East.. . ." 
a c t u a l  fact, t h e  goals were agaLn raised, t o  30 m i l l i o n  
hectares, by a C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  decree i n  August 1954. 

a n  u r g e n t  and rapid i n c r e a s e  i n  g r a i n  p roduc t ion  w a s  basic to 
a r a p i d  advance i n  a l l  other b ranches  of a g r i c u l t u r e  and i n  
the e n t i r e  consumer goods program. T h i s  n o t e  of urgency r u n s  
through a l l  of Khrushchev's d i s c u s s i o n s  of the  problem, and 

In January  and February  1954, however, i t  became e v i d e n t  

This program was then  p r e s e n t e d  by 

The expansion target approved by the C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  

I t  was stated t h a t  the proposed i n c r e a s e  of sown area 
Khrushchev said 

I n  

I 

The new l a n d s  program w a s  j u s t i f i e d  on the grounds that 

3 N  o specific t o t a l s  are a v a i l a b l e .  However, t h e  comparison l 
can  be made by p l a n s  for the  RSFSR. 

and 1955 4.7 m i l l i o n  hectares of new l a n d s  were to  be t i l l e d .  

RSFSR was 
la t ter  f i g u r e  tha t  was i n c o r p o r a t e d  I n  t h e  C e n t r a l  Commit- 
tee r e s o l u t i o n .  

On 27 January  1954, 
Lobanov, RSFSR A g r i c u l t u r e  M i n i s t e r ,  stated t h a t  i n  1954 I 

I On 22 February ,  Lobanov s t a t e d  t h a t ,  i n  1954 and 1955, t h e  
1 

I to deve lop  6.7 m i l l i o n  hectares. I t  was t h i s  I 
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was f o r c e f u l l y ' e x p r e s s e d  i n  h i s  i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  B e r n a l  in 
September 1954. A l s o ,  t h e  new l a n d s  expans ion  was claimed to 
be t h e  cheapes t  way of b r i n g i n g  a b o u t  a rap id  increase. 

Fur , the rmore , ' desp i t e  ;Khsushchev's a s s e r t i o n s  i n  h i s  
speech& and i n  t h e  Berna l  i n t e r v i e w  t h a t  more i n t e n s i v e  u s e  
of e x i S t i n g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  areas remained a n  e s s e n t i a l  p o i n t  
of a g r i c u l t u r a l  p o l i c y ,  he also t o l d  B e r n a l  t h a t  a g r i c u l -  
t u r a l . m a c h i n e r y  produced i n  1954 and 1955 would be s e n t  
c h l e f l y  t o  the ,new l ands .  

V o n s e q u e n t l y ,  t h e  number of caterpillar trac- 
tors t h i s  year and n e x t  on $he o ld  c u l t i v a t e d  l a n d s  
w i l l  n o t  be i n c r e a s e d ;  t o  these l a n d s  w i l l  be s e n t  
inter-row t ractors  , c u l t i v a t o r s  and other imple- 
ments t o  c u l t i v a t e  the s o i l ,  as w e l l  as s p a r e  par ts  
for  e x i s t i n g  t ractors .  

An e s s e n t i a l  p o i n t  both of Malenkov's recommendations 
. 

and of Khrushchev's program was the dispatch t o  the count ry-  
s i d e ,  especial ly  t o  t h e  machine tractor s t a t i o n s ,  of s k i l l e d  
workers and mechanics from schools and from i n d u s t r y  as w e l l .  
The new l a n d s  program upped the r equ i r emen t s  for  s u c h  per- 
s o n n e l ,  as w e l l  as for a g r i c u l t u r a l  specialists and farm 
managers,  cons ide rab ly .  Thus p e r s o n n e l  for t h e  new l a n d s  have 
been drawn from the t r a d i t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  areas as w e l l  
as from Indus t ry .  While i t  is imposs ib l e  a c c u r a t e l y  to 
estimate t h e  impact  of these w i t h d r a w a l s  OD both the  t r a d i t i o n a l  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  economy and on i n d u s t r y ,  i t  is almost c e r t a i n l y  
great . 

F i n a l l y ,  in January and Feuruary  1955, the  C e n t r a l  Com- 
mittee f o r m a l l y  adopted a f u r t h e r  e lement  of Khrushchev's pro- 
gram, a s i g n i f i c a n t  expansion of co rn  growing,  i n t e n d e d  t o  
provide a fodde r  base for  l ivestock expans ion .  The expansion 
o f  co rn  c u l t i v a t i o n  is t o  take place l a r g e l y ,  though nbt comple te ly ,  
a t  the e x p e n s e o f  area sown t o  g r a i n  i n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  agri- 
c u l t u r a l  areas . 

One i n t e r e s t i n g  l i t t l e  thread r u n s  th rough  the documents 

T h i s  remark was i n -  
c o n c e r n i n g ' t h e  new lands :  a con t inued  p r o t e s t a t i o n  t ha t  t h e  
programs are l*realisticl* and r easonab le .  
c luded  i n  t h e  first C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  d e c r e e  OD the  s u b j e c t ,  
in March 1954,whereas speeches d u r i n g  the  po l i t i ca l  c r i s i s  
Sa January and February  1955 made the  p o i n t  t h a t  the 1954 
s u c c e s s e s  had proved the realism and r e a s o n a b l e n e s s  of the  
program, d e s p i m  doub t s  and t r e p i d a t i o n  of some of t h e  
llcomrades. 
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In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  can be read i n t o  Khrushchev's two 
speeches  i n  January 1955--to t h e  Komsomol and to the Central  
Committee-a c e r t a i n  triumph over the doubters  who had quest ioned 
the new '{'I lands  program. I 
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FOREIGN AND DEFENSE POLICY 

One of the  most d e b a t a b l e  and obscure  a s p e c t s  of t h e  
Yalenkov(taffa$r is the r o b  t h a t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  problems and 
issues.@tay have p layed  i n  )it, and  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  d i f -  
9 e r i p g ) e s t i m a t e s  of t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n  may have had ' 

for t h e  l e v e l  of defense  e x p e n d i t u r e s  of the S o v i e t  government. 

2 "For the ,six weeks or so preced ing  Malenkov's r e s i g n a -  
t i q n ,  S o v i e t  propaganda emphasized t h e  need for heavy in- 
d u s t r i a l  development,  j u s t i f y L n g  i t  by a marked i n c r e a s e  i n  
emphasis OD b u i l d i n g  the  might of t h e  S o v i e t  s ta te ,  t h e  re- 
quirements  of n a t i o n a l  de fense ,  and he ightened  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
t e n s i o n  

on f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  matters was the  c e n t r a l  and fundamental  
factor i n  Malenkov's o u s t e r .  Is t h i s  view, t h e  leaders d i f - e  
fered i n  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  of t h e  degree of  s e r i o u s n e s s  of 
t he  world s i t u a t i o n ;  these d i f f e r e n c e s  l e d  to  co r re spond ing ly  
d i f f e r e n t  estimates of the de fense  r equ i r emen t s  of the USSR; 
and the  de fense  r equ i r emen t s  i n  t u r n  affected the whole r ange  
of domestic i s s u e s ,  b u t  most p a r t i c u l a r l y  the  problem of t h e  
r e l a t i v e  p r i o r i t y  to be accorded heavy i n d u s t r y .  

Another l i n e  of a n a l y s i s  a r g u e s  t h a t  foreign p o l i c y  
i s s u e s ,  w h i l e  impor t an t ,  were n o n e t h e l e s s  secondary  t o  more 
fundamental  domestic i s s u e s  and t h e  i s s u e  of power. 

One l i n e  of a n a l y s i s  a rgues  t h a t  a s p l i t  in the  Presidium 

A t h i r d  l i n e  of argument d e n i e s  t h a t  foreign po l i cy  m a t -  
ters had much i f  any r e l a t i o n  to t h e  leadership problem. 
Aaa lys t s  ho ld ing  t h i s  v iewpoin t  b e l i e v e  t ha t  Malenkov's o u s t e r  
was t h e  r e s u l t  of either a s e r i o u s  domestic i s s u e  or a pure  
s t r u g g l e  for power. 
coursef f  i n  S o v i e t  f o r e i g n  policy has been c o n s i s t e n t l y  a p p l i e d  
by both Maleokov and Khrushchev, r e f l e c t i n g  similar appraisals 
of t h e  world s i t u a t i o n ,  and t h a t  t h e y  have pursued f o r e i g n  
p o l i c y  aims w i t h  a c o n s i s t e n c y  and  dec$s iveness  which would 
a rgue  a g a i n s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p o l i c y  ou t look .  

On t h e  other hand,  Ambassador Bohlen OD a number of 
occas ions  commented OD an a p p a r e n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  ou t look  of 
Malenkov and Khrushchev on i n t e r n a t i o n a l  affairs, Io Bohlen's 
view, Malenkov was i n c l i n e d  t o  take a more s o b e r  and calm 
view of t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n  than  d i d  Khrushchev. In 
a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  Ambassador i n t e r p r e t e d  the d i s p a r a t e  treatment 
of l i g h t  and hgavy i n d u s t r y  by the S s v i e t  press i n  December 

These a n a l y s t s  a r g u e  t h a t  even t h e  ''new 
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as 8 s i g n  of d i v i s i o n  in the  t o p  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p ,  and sug-  
g e s t e d  t ha t  t h e  problem of the exact c o u r s e  of a c t i o n  t o  be 
fo l lowed i n  the  e v e a t  of r a t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  P a r i s  a c c o r d s  
may w e l l  have bfougbt abou t  a d i s p u t e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  domestic 
economid 'po l i c i e s .  Bohleq' suggested, a f t e r  'Malenkov *s a c t u a l  
o u s t e r  !,''that a " l a t e n t  d i s g u  te" conce rn ing  economic p o l i c i e s  
was " t r i g g e r e d  offft  by t h e  problem of German rearmament,. 

:An i n fo rma l  accoun t  - .. 
also accords s o v i e t  

m e  -+a s i p l a  a c a t a l y t i c  f a c t o r  
I 

and i n d u s t r i a l  problems to  
view was, however, t h a t  the S o v i e t  
l a r l y  concerned ove r  the  c o u r s e  of events 

a head. * 
i n  China,  more so t h a n  o v e r  t h e  German problem. 
view is sha red  by c e r t a i n  Yugoslav diplomatic personnel .  

This lat ter 

One a n a l y s i s ,  based on a detailed t e x t u a l  a n a l y s i s  of 
t h e  leaders' speeches,** develops  the t h e s i s  of c o n t r o v e r s y  
on defense p o l i c y  d u r i n g  t h e  y e a r  p reced ing  Malenkov's o u s t e r ,  
w i t h  Yalenkov and Bulgaa in  emerging as p r i n c i p a l  spokesman 
for t h e  t w o  p o i n t s  of view. T h i s  c o n t r o v e r s y ,  a c c o r d i n g  to 
t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  w a s  g e n e r a t e d  by c o n f l i c t i n g  views on t he  
i m p l i c a t i o n s  for  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a f f a i r s  of p o s s e s s i o n  of t h e  
B-Bomb by both the  U n i t e d  States a D d  the USSR. 

The Malenkov view, a c c o r d i n g  to  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  was 
a p p a r e a t l y  t h a t  t he  threat of mutual  d e s t r u c t i o o  had made 
war less l i k e l y  and  t h a t  de fense  spend iqg  might  therefore 
be stabil ized . 
even w i t h  modern weapons war was i n e v i t a b l e ,  emphasized t h e  
danger of a s u r p r i s e  o n s l a u g h t ,  and i n s i s t e d  on aon t i aued  
s t r e n g t h e n i n g  of t h e  armed f o r c e s .  

The oppos ing  view, propounded by b u l g a n i n ,  impl ied  t h a t  

** FBIS IP.23, 19 A p r i l  1955, Some P o l i c y  I s s u e s  i n  the  
Malenkov-Khrushchev S t r u g g l e .  
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According t o  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  t h i s  p o l i c y  c o n t r o v e r s y  
con t inued  a t  least u n t i l  November 1954, and must have been 
an impor t an t  element in t h e  c o n t r o v e r s y  conce rn ing  r e l a t i v e  
p r i o r i t i e s  of l i g h t  and heavy i n d u s t r y ,  

Divergent  S ta t emen t s  ',and Out look  of S o v i e t  Leaders 
er t h e  OD I n t e r n a t i o n a l  S i  t u a t i o n  and Fore ign  P o l i c y :  A f t  

death of S t  a l i n  and t h  e purge  of B e r i a ,  the  Soviet leaders 
inaugqra t ed  a p r a c t i c e  of f r e q u e n t  appearances a t  d i p l o m a t i c  
or s e m i o f f i c 3 a l  r e c e p t i o n s  and s o c i a l  o c c a s i o n s ,  and i n  t h e ,  
c o u r s e  of these c o n t a c t s  have g iven  some i n d i c a t i o n  of their  
temperaments and  sometimes t h e i r  p o l i c y  views. 

Malenkov i n  h i s  p u b l i c  speeches  and p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s  
gave t h e  d i p l o m a t i c  co lony  the a lmos t  unanimous impression 
of a rea l i s t ic  and calm approach  t o  problems of f o r e i g n  p o l i c y .  
Malenkov inaugura t ed  t h e  '*peace," campaign immediately after 
S t a l i n ' s  death w i t h  h i s  remark t h a t  there were no o u t s t a n d i n g  
in te rna t iona l  i s s u e s  which could  n o t  be settled by  p e a c e f u l  
n e g o t i a t i o n .  On d i p l o m a t i c  o c c a s i o n s  he i n v a r i a b l y  took  8 
p e a c e f u l  l i n e ,  on one  occas ion#  c o r r e c t i n g  Khrushchev, who w a s  
making b e l l i g e r e n t  statements. 

P * '  ' .  
I / I  

A l l  S o v i e t  leaders have expres sed  t h i s  p e a c e f u l  l i n e  
i n  one way or a n o t h e r ,  however. The sole i n s t a n c e  i n  which 
hialenkov s t r a y e d  from a "uni tedwf  p o s i t i o q  on f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  
was i n  his "election" speech  i n  March 1954 i n  which he said 
t h a t  a new world war would s i g n i f y .  the  " d e s t r u c t i o n  of world 
c i v i l i z a t i o n , "  whichin  t u r n  made i t  i m p e r a t i v e ,  a c c o r d i n g  
to  Malenkov, t o  settle problems by n e g o t i a t i o n  rather than  
by resort to arms. 
e v e r  to  .give voice t o  t h i s  phrase .  

Maleakov was the  o n l y  t o p  S o v i e t  l e a d e r  

S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  Malenkov a month later r e t u r n e d  to  the 
s t a n d a r d  f o r m u l a t i o n  conce rn ing  t h i s  problem; i .e., i n  h i s  
speech  a t  t h e  A p r i l  1954 Supreme S o v i e t  s e s s i o n  he s a i d  t h a t  
a new world w a r  would r e s u l t  in t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of c a p i t a l i s m ,  
a t a c i t  repudiatAon of h i s  earlier remark. 

I n  his speech  a t  t h e  Supreme S o v i e t  i n  February  1955, 
Molotov e x p l i c i t l y  r e p u d i a t e d  Maleskov's f o r m u l a t i o n ,  a s s e r t i n g  
t ha t  a new w a r  would n o t  - mean the end of "world c i v i l i z a t i o n "  
b u t  o n l y  of c a p i t a l i s m .  S i n c e  then  there has been s u s t a i n e d  
d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  thesis in Kommunist and o t h e r  S o v i e t  
p u b l i c a t i o n s .  I n  these articles, t h e  i d e a  of t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  
of c i v i l i z a t i o n  is r e j e c t e d  as " t h e o r e t i c a l l y  e r roneous"  and 
9 t p O l i t i c a l l y  harmful." A C C e p t a D C e  00 t h i s  thesis, they  a rgue ,  
is a r e s u l t  of fairing vict im t o  t h e  "atomLc blackmail'* of 
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t h e  " i m p e r i a l i s t s "  and reflects "weak nerves"  and p o l i t i c a l  
s h o r t s i g h t e d n e s s .  Yalenkov is r&ot mentioned by name i n  t h e s e  
art icles,  b u t  one of them l e f t  no doubt by its remark t h a t  ttsome 
comrades" hqd g i v e n ' e x p r e s s i o p  t o  t h i s  idea in t h e i r  o r a l  and 
p r i n t e d  speeches--lalenkov is..of cour se  t h e  on ly  top - l eve l  man 
t q  have mrjde t h i s  s t a t emen t  i n  a p u b l i c  speech.* 

Bdalenkov's fo rmula t ion  is " p o l i t i c a l 2 y  harmful ,"  acco rd ing  
t o  Pravda and Kommunist, i n  tha t  i t  p l a y s  i n t o  the hands of t h e  
i m p m s t s  and d e s t r o y s  the "peace" movement throughout  the 
world and t h u s  engenders a f a t a l i s t i c  a t t i t u d e  i n  t he  s t r u g g l e  
a g a i n s t  w a r .  

Thus Malenkov's remark may v e r y  w e l l  have been one of t h e  
"mistakes" o f .wh ich  he w a s  accused both an t h e  31 January 1955 
decree and in Khrushchev's remarks t o  Subandrio.  

Khrushchev, from t h e  t i m e  of S t a l i n ' s  d e a t h  u n t i l  he be- 
came t o p  man i n  the USSqwas outspoken i n  h i s  h o s t i l i t y  toward 
t h e  West, ' demonstrated none of the s u b t l e t y  shown by Malenkov, 
and repeated dialectical  s t e r e o t y p e s  w i t h  seeming c o n v i c t i o n .  
MacDuffie, who has seen  m o r e  of him than  any o t h e r  non-Oommunist 
Westerner ,  commented t h a t  he "displayed a shocking  r i g i d i t y  i n  
his t h i p k i n g  about  t h e  West--an appa ren t  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  swallow 
t h e  propaganda he himself has helped create." 

I 

Khrushchev's speeches i n  1954 were very.. s t r o n g l y .  anti-US. 
One of t h e s e  w a s  a tactless address a t  t h e  Malenkov r e c e p t i o n  
and d inne r  f o r  t h e  v i s i t i n g  B r i t i s h  L a b o r i t e  d e l e g a t i o n  i n  
Pugust  1954. Another w a s  h i s  address i n  P e i p i n g  l as t  October 
$n which he suppor ted  the Chinese Communist claim t o  Formosa 
as a. "legal and i n d i v i s i b l e  p a r t  of China." Khrushchev 
avoided ,  however, psomit3ing s u p p o r t  i n  a m i l i t a r y  sense .  

In some c o n t r a s t  t o  Malenkov, Khrushchev's speeches  have 
conveyed t h e  idea of two i n f l e x i b l e  opposed camps. In p r i v a t e  
d i s o u s s i o n s  between Sov ie t  leaders and the French Ambassador, 

' Khrushchev l e d  the attack on t h e  treaties t o  remm Germany and 
etgted t h a t  r a t i f i c a t i o n  would mean a l a r g e r  defense program f o r  
the USSR. H e  showed l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  i n  dipJomatic  moves to ex- 
proit Western d i s u n i t y .  

I 

* I t  is rather impor tan t  t o  n o t e  t h a t  s e v e r a l  impor tan t  Sov ie t  
o f f i c i a l s  have p r i v a t e l y  a f f i rmed t h i s  "heresy,  I' w e l l  a f ter  
t h e  i s s u e  was "settled" i n  t he  P a r t y  p r e s s .  I t  seems l i k e l y  
t h a t  the S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p  is indeed f u l l y  aware of t h e  de- 
s t ruc t iveness  of A-weapons. 

I 
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Although Khrushchev h a s  been c a r e f u l  to pay l i p  s e r v i c e  t o  
t he  c o e x i s t e n c e  theme, t h i s  h a s  a p p a r e n t l y  meant f o r  him l i t t l e  
more than an absence of armed c o n f l i c t .  In a speech  i n  Prague 
in June 1954, he stressed S o v i e t  possess ion ,of  t h e  atom and hy- 
drogen bomj's,, .as w e l l  as t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  ma in ta in ing  and 
ipc reas ing '  Sov ie t  armed s t r e n g t h .  S e v e r a l  times he referred t o  
t h e  West 'as "the enemy" and spoke of capitalist  enc i rc lement  . 
He a l s o  attacked C h u r c h i l l  by name f o r  
Soviet Union, and e s p e c i a l l y  for h i s  iaea of a c t i n g  from a 
pos i f i on of s t r s n g  t b  . I h i s  known views on t h e  

On 10 August,  however, 

formed" t o  be s t r o n g  i n  the i n t e r e s t s  of s e c u r i t y .  
remarked t h a t  t h i s  "might be termed a ba lance  of power." He 
complained, however, t h a t  "Churchi l l  and Dulles by p o s i t i o n s  of 
s t r e n g t h  do not mean ba lance  of power, b u t  t h a t  one p o s i t i o n  
should  be s t r o n g e r  than ano the r  i n  order to e n f o r c e  its w i l l  
on the o t h e r  s ide."  This, he asserted, leads t o  an armaments 
race w i t h  a l l  its dangers and u n f o r t u n a t e  economic consequences. 

Khrushchev 

Khrushchev's v a r i o u s  remarks and s t a t e m e n t s  on f o r e i g n  
p o l i c y  matters d u r i n g  t h e  Afaleqkov regime are p a r t i c u l a r l y  
i n t e r e s t i n g  in t h a t  he was, a t  the t i m e ,  o u t  of s t e p  w i t h  t h e  
o t h e r  members of the  leadership. . 

I 
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Bulganin ,  who in his p u b l i c  speechgs  h$s t ended  t o  ha rp  on 
t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  i n c r e a s i n g  S o v i e t  m i l i t a r y  power and f o r  
v i g i l a n c e  ,* n o n e t h e l e s s  h a s  made some s t a r t l i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  in 
h i s  p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  S t a t emen t s  which pave gone far beyond 

.a those of other :: leaders. %. .. 
S p e c l f i c a l l y ,  Bulganin has on severSrl occgs ions  r e p u d i a t e d  

S t a l i n ' s  p o l i c i e s  'and approach  t o  i n t e r n a  i m a l  affairs. 
7 November 1954 r e c e p t i o n ,  Bulganin t o l d  
M i l i t a r y  Attach& t h a t  S t a l i n ' s  p o l i c y  ha 
tween t he  USSR and its neighbors .** Bulgapin ,went  on t o  s a y  
t h a t ,  a l though  a c o l l e a g u e  of S t a l i n ' s ,  he had always disagreed 
w i t h  S t a l i n  on t h e  lat ter 's  policy. Bulganin then  s a i d  t h a t  
"we*' are re ' t u rn ing  t o  L e n i n ' s  p o l i c y  of good ne ighbor  and f r i e n d -  
s h i p  w i t h  Iran and Turkey, and t h a t  he w a s  not s p e a k i n g  per-  
s o n a l l y  but was e x p r e s s i n g  the  view of t he  S o v i e t  government. 

A t  t h e  12 December 1954 r e c e p t i o n ,  B i n ,  a l o n g  w i t h  

t o  t h e  effect  t h a t  it w a s  posLwm U U ~  

p o l i c y  under  Ytalln wn ch had brought  abou t  a f e e l i n g  of i n -  
s e c u r i t y  and th rea t  t o  t h e  n a t i o n s  of Wester 
however, was r e p o r t e d l y  v i s i b l y  i r r i ta ted b / y l r e f e r e n c e  
t o  t h e  p o l i c i e s  pursued under S t g l i n .  

A t  t h e  

kovan and Malenkov, gave t ac i t  assent 
t 

Molotov, Euro e.  

3~ B u l g a n h ' s  e x p r e s s i o n s  on these p o i n t s  are unde r s t andab le  i n  
that  he was Defense M i n i s t e r .  Hoyever, in h i s  November 1954 
speech  he  used a phrase s l i g h t l y  at  v a r i a n c e  with other formu- 
l a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n :  v i z . ,  t h a t  
t h e r e  had been no - changes i n  $he i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  
would war ran t  r e l a x a t i o n  of e f f o r t  to s f rengThen S o v i e t  de- . 
f e n s e .  
budget  speech  i n  February  1955, a t  the  t i m e  when the d e f e n s e  
budget  was i n c r e a s e d  by 12  p e r c e n t ,  and i n  Buaganin 's  own 
speech  t o  the Supreme Soviet after he had been elected Premier. 

Th i s  phrase  r eappea red  i n  Finance M i n i s t e r  Zverev ' s  

** 
AmbaSSgdOr BohJen and t h e  US 

s p o i l e d  relations w i t h  Turkey and Iran, an4 t ha t  he, Bulganin ,  
had always disagreed f i t h  St al%h ' 6  b o s t i $ e  policy toward 
Turkey and Iran. 

I 
Naval A t t  ache r e p o r t e d  Bulg\anin as s a y i n g  t h a t  S t a l i n  had I 
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Kaganovich, l i k e  Khrushchev, appa ren t ry  e n t e r t a i n s  an 
grtbod6x and ' d o c t r i n a i r e  S t a l i n i s t  view of the world.  A t  t h e  
ForeigD Mlnist$y r e c e p t i o n  on 7 November 1953, as he became 
drunke r ,  be l apsed  more and more i n t o  '?old Bolshevikf t  j a rgon ,  

A b e t t e r  i n d i c a t i o n ,  however, is Kaganovich's speech at 
Prague in May 1955. Like Khrushchev a year  earl ier,  a l s o  a t  
Prague, Kaganovich a p p a r e n t l y  depa r t ed  from h i s  prepared  t e x t ,  
adding  some s e n t e n c e s  and p h r a s e s  an4 d e l e t i n g  others from a 
prepared  tex t .  His d e p a r t u r e s  from t h e  text appeared t o  reflect 
a p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t r o n g  abhorrence  of t h e  Germans, and a ?'corn- 
m i t m e n t  t o  Communist ideology and its g o a l s  of world r e v o l u t i o n  
e q u a l l e d  only  by Khrushchev among top S o v i e t  leaders."** 

Khrushchev, Bulganin and  Zhdanov: S ince  March 1954, a 

T h i s  change, which became pronounced 
v e r y  c u r i o u s  change has t aken  place in Soviet propaganda re- 
ggrding  World War 11. 
and unmis takable  io December 1954, was a deliberate effort  t o  
deremphasize the r o l e  of the S t a t e  Defense C o m m i t t e e ,  t o  
e l e v a t e  the  roles of Bulgania  and Khrushchev, and  t o  a s s o c i a t e  
these two leaders w i t h  the deceased Coplmunist leaders A, A. 
Zhdanov and A. S. Shcherbskov. 

For example, New T i m e s  f o r  Decembex! 1954 stated: -- 
"The C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  OP the  P a r t y  and t h e  
S o v i e t  Government appoin ted  S t a l i n  Chairman of 
the S t a t e  Defense C o m m i t t e e  and made h i m  head 
of. the .armed forces of the coun t ry ,  N, A, Bulganin,  



A. A. Zhdanov, A. S. Shchsrbakov,  N, S. Khrushchev 
and o t h e r  o u t s t a n d i n g  leaders were likewise as- 
s i g n e d - b y  t h e  P a r t y  t o  t h e  work of d i r e c t i n g  t h e  
war ef f O r  t M 
/ /  <' 

The &ate D e f e n s e  C o m m i h e e ,  under  S t a l i n ,  had p r e v i o u s l y  
d 

'/ I 

been accoyded, i n  propaganda, P u l l  cred$t €or v i c t o r y  i n  t h e  
war, and  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  o t h e r  t han  S t a l i n ,  were s i n g l e d  o u t  f o r  
c r e d i t . ,  In  J u l y  1953, for example, the J u r i d i c a l  D i c t i o n a r y  
gave % h i s  committ,ee "exc lus ive  c r ed i t  for o r g a n i z a t i o n  of the 
d e s t r u c t i o n  of German fascism." 

The new propaganda t r e n d  not o n l y  s u b t r a c t e d  credit  from 
t h e  S t a t e  Defense C o m m i t t e e ,  b u t  i n  a t  least one i n s t a n c e  

, 

. (24 February  1954) relegated it  to a secondary  p o s i t i o n ,  
6 

Obviously,  t he  composi t ion of the  State Defense C o m m i t t e e  
4ad something t o  do w i t h  its t r e a t m e n t  i n  propaganda. The f i v e  
o r i g i n a l  members were S t a l i n ,  Molotov, Voroshi lov ,  Malenkov and 
Ber i a .  Later, Voznesensky, Kaganovich, Mikoyan and Bulganin 
were added t o  i t ,  and Voroshilov was removed. C l e a r l y ,  the 
new propaganda treatment of t h e  w a r t i m e  v i c t o r y  was in t ended  t o  
s u b t r a c t  f r o m  Malenkov's s t a t u r e  (and perhaps from t h a t  of others 
a l so ) ,  and t o  enhance t h e  roles of Khrushchev aadBulgaa iD.  

More i n t e r e s t i n g ,  however, i s  t h e  e f fo r t  to  associate 
Khrushchev and Bulganin w i t h  Zhdanov apd Shcherbakov. 
Shcherbakov, who d i e d  i n  1945, and Zhdanov, who d i e d  i n  1948, 
were t h e  a l l e g e d  9 i c t i m s "  of the  so-called Doctors' Plot  of 
January 1953. While Zhdanov's name had neve r  been d e l e t e d  from 
$he roster ofheroes of Communist mythology, i t  was n e v e r t h e l e s s  
t r u e  t ha t  his name was v e r y  r a r e l y ' m e n t i o n g d ,  and t h e  f requency  
of r e f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  r e c e n t  past,therefore, is undoubtedly  cal- 
culated. The presumed r i v a l r y  between Zhdanov and Malenkov is 
b e l i e v e d  t o  have been r e s p o n s i b l e  for  t h e  near absence  of ref- 
erences t o  Zhdanov a f t e r  1948. I t  is, t h e r e f o r e ,  of i n t e r e s t  
t h a t  Khrushchev and Bulganin have s e e n  f i t  t o  i d e n t i f y  them- 
s e l v e s  w i t h  t h e  Zhdanov symbolism. 

Soviet  i d e o l o g i c a l  j o u r n a l s  ar t ic lss  and references ref lect ing 
4 ' iZhdanovist** o r i e n t a t i o n .  Three  emphases are e v i d e n t :  a 
r e t u r n  t o  **par t innos t**  (*'partyneest*) --ideological p u r i t y  and 
d i s c i p l i n e  i n  P a r t y  r anks ;  a n  emphasis on * * p r o l e t a r i a n  i n t e r -  
a a t i o n a l i s m t *  and a r e s u r g e a c e  of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  aspects of 
Commupism; and a n  inve igh ing  a g a i n s t  "fear and panic"  i n  t h e  
face of '*new and complicated" s i t u a t i o n s .  

ID a d d i t i o n ,  there has emerged i n  t h e  Soviet press a n d .  i n  ' 

The theme Of 
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, 
t ' p a r t i n n o s t "  is e v i d e n t  i n  recent l i t e r a r y  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  b u t  
a l s o  has been in t roduced  i n t o  t h e  d i a t r i b e s  a g a i n s t  the  pro- 
ponen t s  of " l igh t  i n d u s t r y ,  '* who are c a s t i g a t e d  as "opportun- 
ists" and ;:right d e v i a t i o n i s t g  

h o r t i n g  a g a i n s t  " f e a r  and panic"  are a n  e s s e n t i a l  component 
of t h e  argument denouncing Maleakov's a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  a new 
war would r e s u l t  i n  destruction of world c i v $ l i z a t i o n .  

Ldeological t e n d e n c i e s  are i n t i m a t e l y  related t o  t h e  l a l e n k o v  
o u s t e r  . 

4J' * s, 

The ..themes r e l a t g n g  t o  Communist i n t e r n a t i o n a l i s m  and ex- 

' a  

There is t h u s  v e r y  l i t t l e  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  these r e c e n t  

The m i l i t a r y  budget  as a p o l i t i c a l  i s s u e :  Reference has 
a l r e a a y  been made to  one  s t u d y  which, on the  basis of a close 
t e x t u a l  a n a l y s i s  of speeches, concludes  t h a t  c o n f l i c t i n g  views 
OD the  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of modern wgapons i n  t h e  f i e l d  of i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  affairs  w a s  a n  impor t an t  p o l i c y  i s s u e  between t h e  
Soviet  leaders. 

Saburov, Pervukhin and Voroshi lov--fai led t o  cal l  for a n  
i n c r e a s e  o r  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  of S o v i e t  armed forces i n  t h e i r  
e l e c t i o n  speeches In 19a . l[t notes a l so  t h a t  Malenkov's 
c o n t e n t i o n  t ha t  a t h i r d  wor ld  w a r  "would mean t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  
of world c i v i l i z a t i o n "  seemed t o  imply t h a t  t h i s  p r o s p e c t  made 
war less l i k e l y .  This s u g g e s t i o n  was suppor t ed  by q u o t a t i o n s  
Prom Pospelov and Mikoyan to t h e  effect  t b a t  Soviet techno-  
logical achievements  w e r e  "having a s o b e r h g  effect" on t h e  
enemies of the USSR. Mikoyan e x p l i c i t l y  stated t h a t  " the 
danger  of war has c o n s i d e r a b l y  l e s s e n e d  as w e  now have not o n l y  
the  atomic b u t  also the hydrogen bomb,"* Mikoyan noted that  
the United States, nov v u l n e r a b l e  t o  d e s t r u c t i o n ,  had adopted 
a new p o l i c y  l i n e  as a r e s u l t  of SQViet poswssion of atomic 
and  thermonuclear  weapons, 

The a n a l y s i s  n o t e s  t h a t  f o u r  Soviet  leaders-Malenkov, 

Bulganin ,  the  a n a l y s i s  c o n t i n u e s ,  p r e s e n t e d  a c o n t r a r y  
l i n e  i n  h i s  10 March 1954 speech: 

. .  

0 m o t e s  t h a t  the passage from which t h i s  quo te  is taken 
pas de le t ed  from the v e r e i o n  of MikQyao's speech  pub l i shed  
in t h e  c e n t r a l  press. 
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"We s a n n o t  assume t h a t  t h e  imperial is ts  are  
spending ,  enormous material r e s o u r c e s  and v a s t  
sums o f  money on armaments merely t o  f r i g h t e n  
us .  Nor can  w e  c o u n t  OD t h e  humaneness of the 
, + m p e r i a l i S t s  who, .as l i f e  has shown, are capable 
.!bf u s i n g  any  weapo'ns of mass d e s t r u c t i o n . "  

._ v 

The a n a l y s i s  o b s e r v e s  t h a t  both Khrushchev and Bulganin 
on s e v e r a l  o c c a s i o n s  called for  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  of S o v i e t  
defelises, 
of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of war: i n  J u l y ,  i n  Warsaw, Bulganin p o i n t e d  
o u t  t h a t  t h e  USSR is f o r c e d  t o  deve lop  atomic weapons **so as 
n o t  t o  be l e f t  w i t h o u t  weapons i n  case of s u r p r i s e .  While t h i s  
theme of the p o s s i b i l i t y  of s u r p r i s e  attack was n o t  developed 
a t  t h e  t i m e ,  a number of r e f e r e n c e s  were made t o  i t  in speeches 
of Voroshi lov,  Molotov, and Bulganin i n  December 1954 and i n  
February  and March 1955. 

In the meantime a new n o t e  appeared i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  

On 7 November 1954, Bulganin asserted: 

"In t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i p a t i o n ' s o  far, no s u c h  
changes have 
grounds t o  l e s s e n  i n  any  measure our a t t e n t i o n  
t o  q u e s t i o n s  of s t r e n g t h e n i n g  o u r  d e f e n s e  
capab i 1 it y . ** 

T h i s  t hough t  was echoed by F inance  M i n i s t e r  Zverev i n  h i s  
budget  speech i n  Februa ry  1955, as j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for t he  12- 
p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  m i l i t a r y  a l l o c a t i o n s .  The c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
i n  thought  of t h i s  e x p r e s s i o n  w i t h  t he  remark of Mikoyan above 
is c l e a r l y  e v i d e n t .  

The a n a l y s i s  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  t he  1955 stress on t h e  danger 
of b e i n g  caugh t  "unawares" s u g g e s t s  t h a t  BUlganiD'S view of 
t h e  i n s e c u r i t y  of the S o v i e t  p o s i t i o n  even when both s ides  
possess thermonuclear  weapons had won o u t  o v e r  th'ose who be- 
l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of war had t h e r e b y  been d iminished .  

t aken  place as would g i v e  us 

c 
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PERSONAL RIVALRY AND STRUGGLE FOR POWER 

It i s  a d i f f i c u l t  matter t o  s e p a r a t e  p o l i t i c a l  or p o l i c y  
d i f f e r e m g t f r o m  c o n f l i c t  o v e r  p e r s o n a l  power and p o s i t i o n .  
"be d i f g d c u l t i e s  can  be i l h s t r a t e d  by t h e  well-known observa- 
tdon  t ha t  p o l i c y  d i f f e r e n c e s  t e n d  to become p e r s o n a l  i s s u e s ;  ' 
whereas, c o n v e r s e l y ,  p e r s o n a l  r i v a l r y  v e r y  f r e q u e n t l y  mani -  
f e s t s  , i t s e l f  i n  competing p o l i t i c a l  "p l a t fo rms  A v a i l a b l e  
e v i d e n c e  on t b e , S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p  does n o t  permit de te rmina-  
t i o n  of s u c h  a q u e s t i o n .  

as a factor l e a d i n g  t o  b¶alenkovss r e s i g n a t i o n  canno t  be deter- 
mined, its presence  to  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  d e g r e e  would appea r  to 
be almost certain. T t  would seem p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e l y  however, 
t h a t  Wlenkov ,  presumably w e l l  s choo led  i n  t h e  art  of accomo- 
d a t i n g  h imse l f  t o  a changing p a r t y  liae, would have been able 
to alter his OWD policies to  f i t  the demands-of t h e  o t h e r  
leaders, if the q u e s t i o n  had been one  of p o l i c y  alone. 

- 

Nevertheless, w h i l e  t h e  exact role of p e r s o n a l  r i v a l r y  

There is considerable reason t o  t h i n k  t h a t  antagonism 
and pe rhaps  enmi ty  existed i n  Ildalenkov's r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  
Khrushchev. These r e l a t i o a s  go back a t  least  t o  t h e  e a r l y  
1930's when both were members of t h e  P a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  
hloscow, During World War 11, t h e y  were d i r e c t l y  associated 
i n  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Counci l  of t h e  S t a l i n g r a d  f r o n t ,  and both were 
secretaries of t h e  C e n t r a l  Committee from 1949 to 1953, Khru- . 
shChev:kcame a c a n d i d a t e  m e m b e r  of t h e  P o l i t b u r o  i n  1938 and a 
f u l l  m e m b e r  i n  1939, w h i l e  Malenkov a t t a i n e d  these p o s i t i o n s  
in 1941 and  1946, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  a l t h o u g h  i n  S t a l i n g r a d  and 
i n  t h e  Secretariat, he had had the s e n s o r  post, There were 
DO i n d i c a t i o n s  d u r i n g  t h i s  e a r l y  p e r i o d  t h a t  Khrushchev and 
M a l e D k O V  were a n t a g o n i s t i c  toward one a n o t h e r .  

H i n t s  02 f r i c t ion  began t o  a p p e a r ,  however, a t  the 19th 
P a r t y  Congress in"Octo6er  1952. .  A t  t h a t  t i m e ,  Malerkov, in his major ad- 
dress to  the Congress ,  appeared  to  go o u t  of h i s  way to remind 
t h a t  " c e r t a i n  of o u r  l e a d i n g  o f f i c i a l s "  had been wrong i n  t h e i r  
effor ts  to  amalgamate s m a l l  c o l l e c t i v e  farms i n t o  c o l l e c t i v e  
farms, towns or "agrogorods.vr Th i s  seemingly  g r a t u i t o u s  remark 
made more than a y e a r  after the p o l i c y  had been abandoned 
must c e r t a i n l y  have been aimed a t  Khrushchev, t h e  o n l y  top of- 
f i c i a l  p u b l i c l y  associated w i t h  t h e  p o l i c y .  

Khrushchev may v e r y  w e l l  have been engendered o v e r  Malenkovvs 
r e q u e s t e d  "release" from his key p o s i t i o n  on t h e  p a r t y  Secre-  
t a r i a t  in f a v o r  of Khrushchev. Even more damaging, however, 

Fol lowing  S t a l i a ' s  death, r i v a l r y  between bfalenkov and 
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was Khrushchev's formal  promotion s i x  months later, i n  Sep- 
tember 1953, as  F i r s t  S e c r e t a r y  of the Party--an ! impor tan t  
symbol of p r e s t i g e  v i s - a -v i s  Malenkov . 

DuThg th i s  same p e r i p d  Khrushchev d e l i v e r e d  h i s  f i r s t  
major pcbst-Stalin speech , 'wh ich  f i l l e d  i n  the details of t h e  
a g r i c u ' x t u s a l  program Malenkov had o u t l i n e d  t h e  month b e f o r e ,  
y e t  made no  a t t r i b u t i o n  to  h i m ,  

" e  A f t e r  t h a t  t i m e ,  Khrushchev ment ioned  Malenkov on o n l y  
two occasions- in  h i s  t a l k  w i t h  B e r n a l  i n  September 1954 and 
i n  h i s  speech to the Komsomols i n  January 1955, 
n e i t h e r  of these r e f e r e n c e s  reflected any desire to praise 
Yalenkov and indeed  may even  be regarded as p a t r o n i z i n g ,  an 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f avored  by Ambassador Bohlen, 

ing .  
i n  November 1953 which removed V.M, Andrianov, l o n g  cons ide red  
a Malenkov p r o t e g h ,  from h i s  p o s t  as F i r s t  S e c r e t a r y  of t he  
Leningrad  Oblast  Par ty  C o m m i t t e e .  A year la ter ,  t he  execu- 
t i o n  of former State S e c u r i t y  Chief .V,  S. Abakumov and f i v e  
of h i s  associates in December 1954 also suggested r i v a l r y  
be tween Khrushehev and  Yalenkov. The reference t o  t h e  
f a l s i f  i c a t i o o  of t h e  "Leningrad Case" i n  the  announcement 
of t h e  e x e c u t i o n  seems almost c e r t a i n l y  t o  have p e r t a i n e d  
t o  the widespread  shake-up of t h e  Leningrad p a r t y  o rgan iza -  
tion i n  1949 when Abakumov was s e c u r i t y  c h i e f ,  A t  that  t i m e ,  
Malenkov .was g e n e r a l l y  credited w i t h  m a s t e r m i n d i n g  t h e  re- 
movals i n  order to place h i s  own henchmen i n  impor t an t  p o s t s  
in t h e  Leningrad o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  I / 

In a d d i t i o n ,  Malenkov's un ique  r e s i g n a t i o n  announcement 
w i t h  its admiss ion  of g u i l t  and lack of e x p e r i e n c e  s u g g e s t s  
t h e  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  of a r e v e n g e f u l  Khrushchev. This suppos i -  
t i o n  is but t ressed by t h e  heavy emphasis i n  t h e  document on 
t h e  role of t h e  p a r t y ,  and t h e  obvious  admission that t h e  
Yalenkov a g r i c u l t u r a l  tax reform was the  work of the  C e n t r a l  
C o m m i t t e e .  I t  w a s  d u r i n g  t h i s  same C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  Plenum 
i n  January  1955 t h a t  Khrushchev denounced m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of 
r igh t -wing  d e v i a t i o n  in connec t ion  w i t h  some of  t he  liberal 
domestic p o l i c i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  Maleakov, t h u s  clearing 
t h e  p a t h  for Malenkov to be accused  p v e n t u a l l y  of d o c t r i n a l  
he re sy .  

Malenkov's you th  i n  comparison to  t h e  "Old Bolsheviks t t  
in t h e  Pres id ium,  h i s  rapid p o l i t i c a l  rise, h i s  role i n  the 
purge  of the 1930ts, and h i s  p e r s o n a l  i n f l u e n c e  w i t h  S t a l i n  

However, 

I 

There were other moves which sugges t ed  po l i t i ca l  jockey-  
Khrushchev p e r s o n a l l y  a t t e n d e d  the  Leningrad p a r t y  plenum 

* 
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probably were o t h e r  sources  of antagonism or resentments  
F i n a l l y ,  enmity can also be d e t e c t e d  i n  Khrushchevss outspoken 
conversat ion w i t h  the Indonesian Ambassador i n  which he s a i d  
t h a t  Malenkov had attempted to run t h e  government through 

. bureaucr$ts 4 J  r a t h e r  than through 1. Party r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
* .  

, ' ,  
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IYIALENKOV'S ALLEGED DEFICIENCIES IN MANAGERIAL ABILITIES 

One problem which must be d i s c u s s e d ,  inasmuch as i t  has 
been  raiq,bd by. v a r i o u s  Sovjtgt v e r s i o n s  Of Halenkov Os demotion, 
is t h e  q u e s t i o n  of MaleDkovts alleged inexpe r i ence  and i n e p t i -  
t u d e  i n r d i r e c t i n g  t h e  affairs  of s ta te  of the  USSR. 

4 t  was noted  earlierthat i n  1946, Malenkov r e p o r t e d l y  
cam& under fise, for  i n e p t i t u d e  and lack of foresight i n  h i s  
wartime d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  S o v i e t  a i rcraf t  i n d u s t r y .  Furthep- 
more, the program for d i s m a n t l i n g  of i n d u s t r y  i n  occupied 
areas which w a s  under  Malenkov's d i r e c t i o n ,  was bad ly  m i s -  
managed and many losses, both i n d u s t r i a l  and po l i t i ca l ,  were 
i n c u r r e d  as a r e s u l t  of t h i s  program,* 

Al leged  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  e x e c u t i v e  abil i t ies f i g u r e d  large 
i n  Malenkov's letter of r e s i g n a t i o n .  The 31 January r e s o l u -  
t i o n  OD Malenkov mentioned them; Khsushchev s p e c i f i c a l l y  c i t e d  
t h i s  p o i n t  i n  h i s  i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  Subandrio;  and officials of 
t h e  S o v i e t  M i n i s t r y  of Electric P o w e r  S t a t i o n s  openly  alleged 

r 

c h  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h 1  
v i s i t i n g  i n  the USSR. 1 

has d i s c u s s e d  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  a t  l e n g t h ,  

*'Malenkov program** t o  reduce  s u b s t a p t i a l l y  t h e  number of per- 
s o a n e l  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a p p a r a t u s  i n t r o d u c e  
i n  'Sov ie t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  According t o  
s u l t i n g  f r i c t i o n s ,  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  and sagg ng mora 
a s e r i o u s  and growing r e sen tmen t  agains,t Malenkov. 

There is, u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  v e r y  l i t t l e  t h a t  can be affirmed 
regarding t h i s  q u e s t i o n .  One observa$ion ,  however, is that 
other l e a d e r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  ghrushchev, are a t  least as re- 
s p o n s i b l e  as Malenkov for t h e  RXF program and for t h e  t r a n s f e r  
of  government b u r e a u c r a t i c  pe r sonne l  to  a g r i c u l t u r e -  and i n -  
d u s t r y .  The New Lands program, in p a r t f c u l a r ,  has ~ n d o u b t e d l y  
r e q u i r e d  a far greater number of per sons  to  be drawn from the 
government a p p a r a t u s  than  any specific program of Yallenkov. 
Despi te  t h e  t r u e  facts of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for  the r e d u c t i o n s  
and t r a n s f e r s ,  however, i t  cannot  be denied  that i n  t h e  minds 
of t h e  pe r sonne l  affected, Malenkov could v e r y  well have been 
blamed for the s i t u a t i o n .  

able, t h e  facts appear to  s u p p o r t  the a l l e g a t i o n s  a g a f n s t  
Malenkov. 

and confus ion  
the  re- 

r e o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and an i n t e n s i v e  

m caused 

I n  t h e  ope area i n  which s u f f i c i e n t  ev idence  is avai l -  . 

On t h e  s u b j e c t  of r e t u r n i n g  Dalstroi to  the JND 

't See CAeSAR Chapter  V for d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  problem, 



. . -  

iQ e a r l y  1954, when the WD began t o  r e g a i n  some of t he  economic 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i t  l o s t  a f t e r  S t a l i n ' s  dea th ,  the n e g o t i a t i o n s  
and c o n t r o v e r s i e s  ex tended  ove r  a number of months. The matter 
seemed dec ided  several times, f i r s t  i n  f a v o r  of one p a r t y  
and thend in  f a v o r  'of the oFher ,  b u t  after each  decision the 
questlbod w a s  reopened. L 

.! 
A t  the v e r y  least, the h i s t o r y  of t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  dur-  

I t  is c e r t a i n l y  p l a u s i b l e  t o  assume 

i n g  1954 is ev idence  of  confus ion  and lack of d e c i s i v e n e s s  
i n  'top government circles and  of a s t r o n g  and e f f e c t i v e  i n t e r -  
p l a y  of r i v a l  i n t e r e s t s .  
t h a t  t h e  h a n d l i n g  of t he  Dalstroi matter was characteristic 
of the  hand l ing  of other problems i n  the government. 

. I  
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-- DEVELOPMENTS AFTER HALENKOV - . I 

The S o v i e t  Leadersh ip  S i n c e  Malenkov 

ThefiGemoval of Malenk6v from t h e  S o v i e t  p r e m i e r s h i p  
i --_I_ 1_-- 

plain1y;'marked a r ea l ignmen t  of power w i t h i n  t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  
p re s id ium,  b u t  t h e r e  h a s  been as y e t  no  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  
s e a r c h  for a d u r a b l e  s u b s t i t u t e  for  t h e  m o n o l i t h i c  p e r s o n a l  
leader ' sh ip  of S t a l i n  t e r m i n a t e d  w i t h  t h a t  event. There is 
no doubt  t h a t ' p a r t y  S e c r e t a r y  Khrushchev h a s  been t h e  c h i e f  
b e n e f i c i a r y  of Malenkov's d e c l i n e  and t h a t  he is now t h e  
s i n g l e  most powerful  S o v i e t  leader a l t h o u g h  he still  does n o t  
appea r  t o  have a monopoly of power. While t h e  narrowing of 
t h e  c i rc le ,  f i r s t  w i t h  t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  of B e r i a  and then  w i t h  
t h e  p o l i t i c a l  emascula t ion  of Malenkov, has weakened t h e  founda- 
t i o n s  of group r u l e , ' a  consc ious  e f f o r t  is a p p a r e n t l y  still 
b e i n g  made t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of col lect ive l e a d e r s h i p .  

There have been a number of per sonne l  changes i n  t h e  
Sovie t  p a r t y  and governmental  h i e r a r c h y  s i n c e  Malenkov's 
r e s i g n a t i o n  i n  February.  Some of t h e s e  have resulted i n  t h e  
rep lacement  or demot ion  of o f f i c i a l s  c losely connec ted  w i t h  
Malenkov i n  t h e  past and t h e  appointment  of Khrushchev I 

b u i l d i n g  power and i f  t h e  changes c o n t i n u e ,  Khrushchev's 
p e r s a n a 1 , p o s i t i o n  may g r a d u a l l y  become unshakable ,  
t h e  chaages  appear  t o  have been d i c t a t e d  l a r g e l y  by a s e a r c h  
f o r  competent management, and t h e  p r e s e n t  p i c t u r e  might  be 
dis tor ted  i f  t h e y  were t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  un i fo rmly  i n  terms 
of f a c t i o n a l  a l ignmen t s  and,power s t r u g g l e .  The changes so 
f a r  e f f e c t e d  do n o t  i n  any case amount , to  a wholesale shake-up, 
and i t  would seem t h a t ,  i f  Khrushchev a s p i r e s  t o  supreme 
p e r s o n a l  power, he  has  e i t h e r  p r e f e r r e d  or been f o r c e d  t o  
move w i t h  c a u t i o n .  Khrushchev's i n f l u e n c e  on per sonne l  
changes has been most a p p a r e n t  w i t h i n  t h o s e  areas f o r  which 
h e  has  shown s p e c i a l  conce rn ,  and i n  which h i s  p e r s o n a l  p re s -  
t i g e  is most d i r e c t l y  engaged. A shake-up of  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
m i n i s t r i e s ,  announced on 2 March 1955, brought  t h e  d i s m i s s a l  
of A. I ,  Kozlov as  USSR M i n i s t e r  of State Farms and t h e  appo in t -  
ment to  h i s  p o s t  of I. A.  Benediktov,  t ill  then  M i n i s t e r  of 
A g r i c u l t u r e .  Kozlov had a long  record of a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  

more than  one occas ion  d u r i n g  t h e  p a s t  p e a r ,  However, Benedik- 
tov would p robab ly  have been e q u a l l y  liable t o  comple te  removal 

I 
. pro tegds .  Th i s  is, of  c o u r s e ,  a c lass ic  S o v i e t  d e v i c e  for I 

Some of 

I 
I 

Malenkov and had been p e r s o n a l l y  c r i t i c i z e d  by Khrushchev on 

had t h e  p o l i t i c a l  factor been t h e  o n l y  one at work, H e  has  i 
been r e a s s i g n e d  to  what is probably  a less impor t an t  p o s t ,  it I 
is t r u e ,  b u t  t h e  transfer,  w h i l e  i t  a p p e a r s  t o  r e f l e c t  Khru- 
shchev 'e  l a c k  of Confidence i n  him, does n o t  have t h e  earmarks 
of  a p o l i t i c a l  v e n d e t t a ,  

1 
I 
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, 

The appointment OD 28 February of f o u r  new Deputy Chair- 
men of t h e  USSR Counci l  of M i n i s t e r s  has  brought  i n t o  l e a d i n g  
p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  governmental s t r u c t u r e ,  over t h e  heads of 
former s u p e r i o r s ,  men who are presumably i a  sympathy w i t h  
Khrushchev's methods ax)d po,licies, 
perSQDal(,'hiDkS between Khrushchev and t w o  of t h e  fou r  new 
deputy .cha i rmen A. P. Zavenyagia ,and W. V. Khrunichev,* 
b u t  t h e r e  is f a i r l y  good reason to  suppose t h a t  P. P. Lobanov 
and V. A. Kucherenko owe their appointments  t o  Khrushchev. 
Lobanov played a prominent pa r t ,  a l o n g s i d e  Khrushchev, a t  
t h e  zonal a g r i c u l t u r a l  program w i t h  which he  is so c l o s e l y  
i d e n t i f i e d .  Kucherenko, who has been 'named chairman of t h e  
S t a t e  C o m m i t t e e  on Cons t ruc t ion  A f f a i r s ,  s e r v e d  under  Khru- 
shcheJ  i n  the Ukraine and w a s  s i n g r e d  o u t d b y  t h e  latter for 
praise rat t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  confe rence  h e l d  i n  Moscow i n  
December 1954. Khrushchev has d i s p l a y e d  a keen i n t e r e s t  i n  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  a f fa i r s  and is l a r g e l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  fo r  t h e  great 
stress which has  been g iven  to f e r r o - c o n c r e t e  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  

There i s  no  ev idence  of 

The r e c a l l  of L. G, Melnikov from t h e  S o v i e t  embassy i n  
Rumania to head t h e  newly-created M i n i s t r y  of Cons t ruc t ion  of 
t h e  Coal I n d u s t r y ,  announced on 8 A p r i l ,  can probably  be 
traced to  Khrushchev, who was Melnikov*s predecessor as F i r s t  
S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  Ukra in ian  P a r t y .  Melnikov had been purged 
from t h e  Ukraine by B e r i a  i n  June 1953. H e  w a s  p a r t i a l l y  
r e h a b i l i t a t e d  af ter  Beria's purge b y  r e c e i v i n g  the Rumanian 
ambassadorship.  The p e r s o n a l  factor may also have played 'an 
i m p o r t a n t  part i n  t h e  removal  of G. P. Aleksandrgv as M i n i s t e r  
of C u l t u r e  OD 2 1  March, fo r  . there are i n d i c a t i o n s  of a close 
l i n k  between Malenkov and Aleksandrov. However, Aleksandrov's 
s u c c e s s o r  a t  t h e  M i n l s t r y  of C u l t u r e ,  N. A. Mikhailov, w a s  
once commonly r ega rded  as a Malenkov p r o t e g e  also. 

Within the p a r t y  t h e r e  have been ve ry  f e w  announced changes 
s i n c e  February.  P. K. Ponomarenko was r e l e a s e d  as F i r s t  Sec- 
r e t a r y  of t h e  Kazakh p a r t y  OD 7 May to succeed  Mikhailov as 
S o v i e t  Ambassador t o  Poland, b u t  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h i s  
change is n o t  y e t  clear. 
c l e a r l y  seen i n  t h e  removal of D. N, Melaik,  who w a s  c r i t i -  
c i z e d  by Khrushchev a t  t h e  January p a r t y  plenum, from t h e  post 
of S e c r e t a r y  of the Primorye Kra5 pa r ty .  

Khrushchev's hand can ,  however, be 

It is also noteworthy 
I 

3 
s u g g e s t  t h a t  they  were unacceptab le  t o  Malenkov, which may 
e x p l a i n  t h e i r  e l e v a t i o n  by  Khrushchev and Bulganin.  

Zavenyagin's  and Khrunichev's careers s i n c e  S t a l i n ' s  d e a t h  
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t ha t  N, N. S h a t a l i n ,  who is t h o u g h t t o  have had close ties 
w i t h  MaPenkov, was a p p a r e n t l y  removed from h i s  powerful  pos i -  
t i o n  as secretary of the C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  and appoin ted  F i r s t  
S e c r e t a r y  of t h i s  f a r - d i s t a n t  Prilporye &?ai. S h a t a l i n  had 
been conqbrned as Sec re t a ry .  w i t h  p a r t y  pe r sonne l  appointments  
and probgbly a lso w i t h  p a d y  s u p e r v i s i o n  of the p o l i c e  ap- 
para tus ;  apd h i s  removal.from. the S e c r e t a r i a t  almost c e r t a i n l y  
means a t i g h t e n i n g  of Khrushchev's g r i p  on t h e  p a r t y ,  

The appoiqtment of K. F. Lunev as Deputy Chairman of t h e  
C o m m i t t e e  of State S e c u r i t y  (KGB), though i t  pre-da tes  
Malenkov's r e s i g n a t i o n ,  is possibly a n o t h e r  sign t h a t  Khru- 
shchev has g r a d u a l l y  i n c r e a s e d  his c o n t r o l  of t h e  v i t a l  
i n s t r u m e n t s  of power, i n  t h i s  case, the police appa ra tus .  
Lunev, whose p r e s e n t  p o s t  was r e v e a l e d  by t h e  S o v i e t  press on 
20 January ,  was i d e n t i f i e d  as a first deputy  m i n i s t e r  of the 
MVD i n  December 1953 when he s a t  on t h e  s p e c i a l  c o u r t  which 
condemned Ber i a .  H e  had p r e v i o u s l y  s e r v e d  under  Khrushchev 
as an o f f i c i a l  of the  Moscow O b l a s t ,  and i t  has been thought 
t h a t  Khrushchev was largely r e s p o n s i b l e  for h i s  pos i t ion  i n  
t h e  post-Beria s e c u r i t y  appa ra tus .  

I t  seems, a l so ,  t h a t  the army has n o t  been overlooked.  
While it has y e t  t o  be shown t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  have begun t o  
exercise a s i g n i f i c a n t  p o l i t i c a l  i n f l u e n c e ,  i t  is, n o n e t h e l e s s ,  
l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e i r  good-will is something e s p e c i a l l y  t o  be 
sough t  and he ld  a t  a t i m e  when c r u c i a l  d e c i s i o n s  must be made 
and power is st i l l  i n  f l u x .  I t  is possible, t h e n ,  tha t  Khru- 
shcb'ev had a d i r e c t  and p e r s o n a l  part  i n  t h e  recent promotion 
t o  marshal's r a n k  of a number of prominent S o v i e t  g e n e r a l s ,  a t  
least two of whom, Grechko and  Moskalenko, have s e r v e d  w i t h  
him i n  t h e  pas t .  , 

Khrushchev's sa l ient  role in the Belgrade p a r l e y s ,  i n  which 
Premier Bulganin was thoroughly  overshadowed, is t h e  clearest 
p u b l i c  s i g n  y e t  t h a t  he is the  r ank ing  member of t h e  P r e s i d i u m .  
However, he has n o t  been g iven  a b l a t a n t l y  a r t i f i c i a l  p u b l i c i t y  
b u i l d - u p .  Although he u s u a l l y  has t h e  p l a c e  of honor among h i s  
p r e s i d i u m  c o l l e a g u e s  a t  p u b l i c  ceremonies ,  Premier B u l g a n i n s s  
p i c t u r e  was p laced  before his i n  some of t h e  May Day p o r t r a i t  
d i s p l a y s .  This is a t r i f l i n g  s i g n ,  perhaps, b u t  n o t  a mean- 
i n g l e s s  one among the p r o t o c o l - c a r e f u l  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s .  H i s  
numerous speeches  before p a r t y ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  and i n d u s t r i a l  
promotional confe rences  have been du ly  b u t  n o t  fu l somely  
r e p o r t e d  by the  S o v i e t  p r e s s .  

I 
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A l l u s i o n s  t o  c o l l e c t i v e  l e a d e r s h i p ,  among them Bulganin's 
a s s u r a n c e  to t h e  Hearst p a r t y  t h a t  t h e  " p r i n c i p l e  of co l lec t ive  
l e a d e r s h i p  w i t h  us is unshakeable ,"  s t i l l  appear  r e g u l a r l y  i n  

. 

t h e  press, and alphabetical l i s t i n g  of pres id ium members, t h e  
l i t e ra l  s,ymbol of; s o l l e c t i v i t y ,  has been cont inued .  
t h e  mos t,i 'in teres t i n g  reference to c o l l e c t i v i t y  t o  a p p e a r  
r e c e n t l y  is found i n  an  a r t ic le  by the Old Bolshevik,  , 
G. Pe t rovsky ,  pub l i shed  i n  Pravda OD 20 A p r i l .  tfLenin,f '  
Petrovsky wrote, " taught  u s m c t i v i t y  i n  o u r  work, often 
remjlnding u s  t h a t  a l l  members of t h e  P o l i t b u r o  are e q u a l ,  
and  t h e  s e c r e t a r y  is e l e c t e d  t o  f u l f i l l  the  d e c i s i o n s  of t h e  
Central C o m m i t t e e  of the  par ty ."  This s t a n d a r d  h a s  been 
p u b l i c l y  ignored  o n l y  o c c a s i o n a l l y .  Both A. I. Kir ichenko,  
F i r s t  S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  P a r t y  i n  Khrushchev's old bai l iwick,  
t h e  Ukraine,  and Marshal Konev, f o r  example,  pa id  special  
deference t o  Khrushchev in t he i r  speeches .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y  
enough, however, P r a l d a ' s  v e r s i o n  of Konev's s p e e c h  r e v i s e d  
t h e  passage i n  t h e b r o a d c a s t  v e r s i o n  i n  which an a t t empt  seems 
t o  have been made t o  SetTKhrushchev apart from and above h i s  
colleagues. In a d d i t i o n ,  S o v i e t  d i p l o m a t i c  o f f i c i a l s  have 
on a number o f  o c c a s i o n s  a f f i rmed  t h a t  c o l l e c t i v i t y  has not 
been des t royed  b y  Malenkov 's o u s t e r  . 

S i n c e  Malenkov's demotion Khrushchev seems t o  have 
o b t a i n e d  a freer hand i n  g u i d i n g  p o l i c y ,  a l t h o u g h  n o t  to  the  
p o i n t  of independence from t h e  o ther  leaders, and t o  have 
become more f i r m l y  en t r enched  in t h e  p a r t y  a p p a r a t u s .  There 
is some reason  t o  suppose ,  a lso,  t h a t  h e  has managed t o  
s t r e n g t h e n  h i s  t i e s  w i t h i n  t h e  police a p p a r a t u s  and t h e  armed 
forces, and may be a b l e  t o  c o u n t  on greater s u p p o r t  from t h a t  
d i r e c t i o n  than  before. However, there are a l m o s t  c e r t a i n l y  
nany men l e f t  in importaet p o s i t i o n s  who are i n d e b t e d  t o  
Malenkov, and there is no s i g n  t h a t  a f u l l  open s e a s o n  has 
been declared on them. The search for e f f e c t i v e  leadership 
of t h e  c u r r e n t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  and i n d u s t r i a l  program is the 
m o s t  p l a u s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  of some of t h e  p e r s o n n e l  changes 
wh ich  have taken place r e c e n t l y  and probably  has had some 
i n f l u e n c e  even i n  those cases where the p o l i t i c a l  mot ive  is 
most clear. While Khrushchev has become the spea rhead  of both 
domestic and foreign p o l i c y ,  he does n o t  appea r  t o  have the 
power t o  make u n i l a t e r a l  d e c i s i o n s  either i n  r e s p e c t  t o  p o l i c y  
or  t o  pe r sonne l  appoin tments  . H i s  a u t h o r i t y  is p robab ly  I I 

t h e  pres id ium,  among whom Bulgan in ,  Kaganovich a n d  Mikoyan 
a p p e a r  to be t h e  most i n f l u e n t i a l .  

Perhaps 

s h a r e d  w i t h ,  and to some e x t e n t  depends on, o t h e r  members of I 

I 
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Bulgan in ' s  role is d i f f i c u l t  to d e f i n e .  H e  does n o t  
have Khrushchev's a u t h o r i t y ,  b u t  h e  is probab ly  a f o r c e  i n  
S o v i e t  policy-making and an  i m p o r t a n t  factor i n  t h e  i n t r i -  
cate balance o f  p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  which presumably 
e x i s t s  wi,thin Che+Pres id iup .  H e  has a r e p u t a t i o n  for execu- 
t i v e  a b i a i t y  a n d ,  as  Chairban of t h e  Counc i l  of M i n i s t e r s ,  
presumably exercises a d i rec t  and p o s i t i v e  i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  
o p e r a t i o n s  o f  t h e  S o v i e t  government. 

The t h r e e  Old Bo l shev iks ;  Kaganovich, Mikoyan aDd 
Molotov, are mdn o f  long  experience i n  p a r t i c u l a r  areas of 
S o v i e t  p o l i c y .  I t  seems probab le  t h a t  n e i t h e r  Kaganovich 
n o r  Mikoyan aspires t o  the fo rma l  t r a p p i n g s  of power, be- 
c a u s e  of t h e i r  racial origin, However, f o r  t h i s  same 
r e a s o n ,  t hey  may now be a p i v o t a l  f o r c e  w i t h i n  t h e  "col- 
l e c t i v e , "  t h e  force which can t i p  t h e  scales i n  e i t h e r  
d i r e c t i o n  i n  i m p o r t a n t  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  Furthermore,  i t  is 
to  t h e i r  advantage t o  keep the .collective l e a d e r s h i p  a l i v e .  
Kaganovich appears t o  be closest  t o  Khrushchev p e r s o n a l l y  
and pol icy-wise;  h e  is t h e  one who i n  a s p e e c h  i n  May 1954 
gave pre-eminence t o  Khrushchev o v e r  Malenkov. 
behind-the-scenes i n f l u e n c e  is p robab ly  c o n s i d e r a b l e  , partic- 
u l a r l y  i n  q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  i n d u s t r i a l  development. 

Kaganovich's 

Molotov's prestige a p p e a r s  t o  have s u f f e r e d  from tbe 
p a r t i a l  rapprochemept w i t h  T i t o ,  and i t  is possible  t h a t  
conf idence  in h i s  judgment on o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  of f o r e i g n  
r e l a t i o n s  has been impai red .  I t  seems f a i r l y  c e r t a i n ,  i n  
a n y  case, t h a t  Molotov does n o t  have a paramount voice i n  
s e t t i n g  the broad l i n e s  o f  S o v i e t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y .  Both 
t h e  larger d e c i s i o n s  and t h o s e  a f f e c t i n g  r e l a t i o n s  with 
Communist s ta tes  appear t o  be, i n s t e a d ;  s u b j e c t  t o  c o l l e c t i v e  
d i s c u s s i o n  and agreement w i t h i n  t h e  P r e s i d i u m .  Aga ins t  t h i s  
background, Molotov's r e s i g n a t i o n  from the Fore ign  M i n i s t r y ,  

s which has been rumored s i n c e  t h e  Be lg rade  c o n f e r e n c e ,  is n o t  
i n c o n c e i v a b l e ,  b u t  would shed  l i t t l e  l i g h t  on t h e  b a l a n c e  of 
power w i t h i n  t h e  Presidium. 

Mikoyan, whose r e s i g n a t i o n  as M i n i s t e r  o f  Trade w a s  
announced on t h e  e v e  of Malenkov's demotion, accompanied 
Khrushchev and Bulganin t o  B e l g r a d e ,  presumably t o  conduct  
t h e  t r a d e  n e g o t i a t i o n s .  S i n c e  February he has been promoted 
from Deputy t o  F i r s t  Deputy Chairman of the Counc i l  of 
M i n i s t e r s  and a p p a r e n t l y  c o n t i n u e s  t o  act  as the  o v e r l o r d  
of S o v i e t  domest ic  and f o r e i g n  t r a d e .  Mikoyan, who was 
probab ly  a l i g n e d  with Malenkov i n  f a v o r i n g  i n c r e a s e d  produc- 
t i o n  of consumer goods, does n o t  seem to have been s e r i o u s l y  
i n j u r e d  by r e p u d i a t i o n  of t h a t  p o l i c y .  I t  h a s  been s u g g e s t e d  
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Malenkov's p r e s e n t  s t a tus  resists c l e a r - c u t  d e f i n i t i o n .  
I t  is u n c e r t a i n  whether h i s  i m m e d i a t e  and complete e l imina -  
t i o n  from the  top r a n k s  of t h e  regime w a s  c o n s i d e r e d  impos- 
sible or mere ly  u n d e s i r a b l e .  I t  may have been r u l e d  o u t  on 
t h e  grounds t h a t  i t  would have d i s t u r b e d  a p r e c a r i o u s  p o l i t -  
i c a l  ba l ance  or  because i t  would have p r e s e n t e d  a n  u n d e s i r -  
able p i c t u r e  of d i v i s i o n  and i n s t a b i l i t y ,  t h u s  undermining 
Soviet- p res t ige  a t  home and abroad. Malenkov is still f o r m a l l y  
a member of t h e  USSR's topmost r u l i n g  body and,  as s u c h ,  
c o n t i n u e s  t o  take h i s  place beside other Presidium members 
a t  p u b l i c  f u n c t i o n s .  H e  is, however, the  o n l y  m e m b e r  of the 
P a r t y  Presidium who sits on the 'Counci ' l  of M i n i s t e r s  wllthout 
t h e  r ank  o f  F i r s t  Deputy Chairman. It is possible t h a t  there 
is still a c o n s i d e r a b l e  body of o p i n i o n  which f a v o r s  his 
p o i n t  of view, b u t  i t  seems more l i k e l y  t h a t  h i s  present 
i n f l u e n c e  is n e g l i g i b l e .  * T h e  process of i s o l a t i n g  and d i s -  
c r e d i t i n g  him.seems, however, to  have been h a l t e d  for the  
moment. While cu lmina t ion  of t h e  process may be schedu led  
f o r  a more opportune t i m e ,  it is e q u a l l y  possible tha t  S o v i e t  

wor ld .  
leaders are as u n c e r t a i n  a b o u t  h i s  f u t u r e  as t h e  o u t s i d e  1 H i s  p o s i t i o n  probably w i l l  be c l a r i f i ed  a t  the I 

t h a t  h i s  promotion, l i k e  t h a t  of Pervukhin and Saburov, who 
were appo in ted  F i r s t  Deputy Chairmen of the  Counc i l  of 
M i n i s t e r s  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y ,  was a p o l i t i c a l  reward f o r  abandon- 
ment of Malenkov. However, t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  which 
seems to 'presuppo'se  t h a t  phe v i c t o r y  of one  o f  t w o  c l e a r l y -  
d e f i n e d ' f a c t i o n s  was the Ihrelude t o  Malenkov's demotion, may 
o v e r s i m p l i f y  the p a t t e r n  of c u r r e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h i n  the 
P r e s i d i u m  and t h e  manner i n  which power h a s  s h i f t e d  there. 
Some,of t h e  Pres id ium members may have f avored  t h e  present 
1 i m e ' e a r l i e r . a n d  more e m p h a t i c a l l y  t h a n  others ,  b u t  Malenkov's 
d e f e a t  seems t o  have been t h e  consequence of a g r a d u a l  s h i f t  
of op in ion  which coalesced around Khrushchev, rather than  
of a sudden showdown between unequal  f a c t i o n s .  If t h i s  is 
t h e  case, t h e  promotion of Mikoyan, Pervukhin and Saburov 
may have been i n t e n d e d ,  n o t  as payment of a p o l i t i c a l  d e b t  
n o r  as a peace -o f fe r ing  t o  a defeated f a c t i o n ,  b u t  as a 
s i g n  t h a t  t he  P res id ium ' s  r a n k s  had n o t  been s h a r p l y  d i v i d e d  
and a lso,  perhaps,  as a demons t r a t ion  of t h e  e x t e n t  o f  
Malenkov@s disgrace. 

r 

The S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p  has passed  th rough  its second ma- 
jor r ead jus tmen t  s i n c e  S t a l i n ' s  dea th .  C o l l e c t i v e  leadership 
appears t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  be a f a c t  and n o t  a f i c t i o n ,  b u t  its 
base has been narrowed, as a predominance of power has tended  
t o  pass more and more i n t o  t h e  hands of f o u r  or f i v e  top 
leaders. 
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Post-Malenkov t r e n d s  i n  Sov ie t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y :  

asserted f i v e  times t h a t  tbe " c o r r e l a t i o n  of f o r c e s "  between 

- 

S o v i e t  leaders have cont inued  s i n c e  Malenkov's demo- . 
t i o n  t o  show t h e  h igh  degree  of f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  the  conduct 
of f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  p o s t - S t a l i n  
pe r iod :  and have re-emphasized t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of n e g o t i a t -  
i n g  i h t e r n a t i o n a l  i s s u e s .  - 

: Three main themes, addres sed  alike t o  f r i e n d s ,  enemies 
ahd n e u t r a l s , , h a v e  formed t h e  framework w i t h i n  which pos t -  
Malenkov f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  is be ing  executed:  

w a s  

1. 

2. 

3. 

The 
i n  t r  

1. 

2. 

*3. 

The s t r e n g t h  and u n i t y  of the .Sino-Soviet  b l o c ,  

The Sov ie t  government's w i . l l i sgness  t o  n e g o t i a t e  on 
a l l  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  i s s u e s .  

The advantages which acc rue  to  "in-be tween" n a t i o n s  
wi th  n e u t r a l  f o r e i g n  p o l i c i e s .  

first theme, p e c u l i a r  t o  the post-Walenkov period, 
oduced by: 

Molotov's d e c l a r a t i o n  on 8 February t h a t  Communist 
China occupies  a p o s i t i o n  of e q u a l i t y  w i t h  the  USSR 
a t  the head of t h e  S o c i a l i s t  camp. 

Bulganin ' s  speech on 9 Febfqary g i v i n g  greater 
Sov ie t  s u p p o r t  t o  Pe ip ing  on the Formosa i s s u e .  

Attempts by t o p  Sov ie t  leader$ to underscore  the 
s t r e n g t h  of t h e  ' ' Soc ia l i s t  damp'' i n  comparison wi th  
the  United S t a t e s .  

A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  S o v i e t  leaders provided a counterba lance  
t o  t h i s  m i l i t a n t  tone  by s t r e s s i n g  "peacefu l  coex i s t ence"  i n  
speeches and in t e rv i ews .  

I 
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The b e l l i c o s e  and c h a u v i n i s t i c  t o n e  of t h e  e a r l y  February 
Supreme S o v i e t . s p e e c h e s  may, i n  a d d i t i o n ,  have been in t ended  
t o  p repa re  t h e  b l o c  f o r  u n p a l a t a b l e  d e c i s i o n s  in domest ic  
economic p o l i c y  and t o  r e a s s u r e  them of t h e  Communist wor ld ' s  
a b i l i t y  t o  d e a l  'with any:* threa ts  a r i s i n g  from t h e  agreements 
t o  redrm west Germany. ,'' 

I t  is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  by t h e  t i m e  t h e  Supreme S o v i e t  con- 
vened on 3 February ,  t h e  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s  had concluded t h a t  
t h e r e  was l i t t l e  chance of a v e r t i n g  r a t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  Pa r i s  
acco rds  and t h a t  t h e  t i m e  had come to l aunch  a new l i n e  of 
a c t i o n  c a l c u l a t e d  to r e g a i n  the  i n i t i a t i v e  and t o  d i s r u p t  i m -  
p l emen ta t ion  of Western d e f e n s e  agreements .  

r eopen ing  of t h e  l o n g  deadlocked A u s t r i a n  q u e s t i o n .  From t h e  
r e f e r e n c e  t o  A u s t r i a  i n  Molotov's 8 February  speech  to t h e  
s i g n i n g  t h r e e  months la ter  of t h e  A u s t r i a n  state t r e a t y  on 1 4  
May, Moscow moved r a p i d l y ,  showing unprecedented f l e x i b i l i t y  
and w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  compromise. Meanwhile, t h e  USSR began put -  
t i n g  i n t o  e f f e c t  some of its t h r e a t e n e d  h a r s h  countermeasures  
a g a i n s t  West German rearmament. On 21 March, t h e  USSR an- 
nounced t h a t  t h e  e i g h t  S o v i e t  b l o c  powers had reached  agree-  
ment on a t r e a t y  of f r i e n d s h i p ,  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  and mutual a i d  
and t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of a u n i f i e d  bloc m i l i t a r y  command. OQ 
9 A p r i l ,  t h e  S o v i e t  government r e q u e s t e d  t h e  Pres id ium of t h e  
Supreme S o v i e t  t o  a b r o g a t e  S o v i e t  w a r t i m e  t reaties wi th  t h e  
United Kingdom and France.  

Moscow a p p a r e n t l y  chose t h e  A u s t r i a n  s e t t l e m e n t  as t h e  
most impress ive  gesture i t  could  make, a t  t h e  least c o s t ,  f o r  . 
t h e  purpose of conv inc ing  t h e  o u t s i d e  world t h a t  it was 
s i n c e r e l y  d e s i r o u s  of working o u t  a s e t t l e m e n t  of t h e  ou t s t and-  
i n g  i s s u e s  between i t se l f  and t h e  West. 

con t inued  to' view t h e  p o l i t i c a l  d e f e a t  of West German re- , 

._ 8 

I 
I 
I 

The f i r s t  S o v i e t  move t o  regain t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  was t h e  

i 
i 

The a p p a r e n t  explana-  
t i o n  f o r  t h e  USSR's r a p i d i t y  of a c t i o n  on A u s t r i a  is t h a t  i t  

armament as a primary o b j e c t i v e  of S o v i e t  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y .  I 
I 

I t  is e v i d e n t ,  however, t h a t  West German rearmament as 
s u c h  was n o t  t h e  sole  t a r g e t  of t h i s  phase of S o v i e t  d i p l o -  
macy. 
French disarmament p r o p o s a l s ,  i n  a n  omnibus "peace" and dis- 
armament proposa l  t o  t h e  UN G e n e r a l  Assembly which i t  made i n  
a meeting of t h e  stalemated UN disarmament subcommittee.  On 
26 May, t h e  t o p  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s  made a n  unprecedented  journey  
t o  Belgrade where Khrushchev c a l l e d  p u b l i c l y  for a rapproche-  
ment between t h e  Yugoslav and S o v i e t  Communist p a r t i e s  and 
apologized  for S o v i e t  a c t i o n s  which l e a d  t o  t h e  1948 break.  

On 10 May, t h e  USSR accep ted  a large p a r t  of t h e  Anglo- 
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Khrushchev took g r e a z  

I 

- TO ~ E x l  

Moscow's most immedia te  d i p l o m a t i c  target in the  Par East  
has  been Japan ,  and approaches f o r  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of normal 
r e l a t i o n s  were made by t h e  Malenkov government. During the  
post-Malenkov p e r i o d ,  t h e  USSR con t inued  t h i s  slow c o u r t i n g  
of Japan ,  b u t  moved s t e a d i l y  toward bilateral  n e g o t i a t i o n s  
which began i n  London on 1 June.  

Moscow's l o n g - e s t a b l i s h e d  , p o l i c y - o f  encouraging  I n d i a  i n  
i ts  independent  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  and i n  its a s p i r a t i o n s  t o  p l a y  
a m e d i a t o r y ' r o l e  between t h e  two power b l o c s  w a s  con t inued .  
Greater emphasis  has  been placed on I n d i a ,  w i t h  l a u d a t o r y  
s t a t e m e n t s  on Nehru 's  government (which c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  a 
s e r i o u s  l o c a l  e l e c t i o n  defeat f o r  the I n d i a n  Communist P a r t y ) ,  
an  i n v i t a t i o n  f o r  Nehru t o  v i s i t  t h e  USSR which he d i d  i n  
e a r l y  June ,  and t h e  accep tance  by Bulganin of a n  i n v i t a t i o n  
t o  v i s i t  I n d i a  a t  a later date. 

- 

The Communist b l o c  con t inued  a l a r g e - s c a l e  effort t o  en- 
courage c u l t u r a l  and t e c h n i c a l  exchanges w i t h  p r i v a t e  groups 
and o f f i c i a l s  in t he  s o u t h  Asian area, p a r t i c u l a r l y  I n d i a ,  
Indones i a  and Burma. Concurrent  w i t h  this a c t i v i t y ,  i t  h a s  
made a series of offers  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  
economic and s c i e n t i f i c  p r o j e c t s ,  and t o  i n c r e a s e  trade w i t h  
the area. This e f f e c t i v e  combina t ion  of propaganda, trade 

i 
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promotion and o f f e r s  of economic a i d  was first g iven  i n c r e a s e d  
emphaqis by the.USSR i n  1054, and is an  attempt t o  persuade  
t h e  underdeveloped south Asian c o u n t r i e s  of t h e ' a d v a n t a g e s  
of n e u t r a l i t y  i n  t h e  cold w a r .  

I t  t e m p o r a r i l y  i n c r e a s e d  its propaganda attacks on Western- 
sponsored  de fense  a r rangements  t o  take advantage  of new d i s -  
p u t e s  between Turkey and t h e  Arab states over the Turkish- 
Iraqi pac t  and between Afghan i s t an  and P a k i s t a n .  There were 
a few s i g n s  that t h e  USSR might be i n i t i a t i n g  more a c t i v e  
trade promotion and economic a i d  e f f o r t s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  i n  
south Asia. 

i n g  t h e  post-Malenkgv period i nc luded :  

i t  

Yo$cow main ia ined  id more p a s s i v e  r o l e  i n  the Near East. 

In summary, t h e  major t r e n d s  i n  S o v i e t  foreign policy dur- 

(1) The beginning of a new course of a c t i o n ,  c h a r a c t e r -  
ized by t h e  use  of c o n c i l i a t o r y  deeds,  and des igned  
t o  r e g a i n  the advantage  in Gurope which was l o s t  
when t h e  Paris accords  were d r a f t e d .  

(2) The c o n t i n u a t i o n  of t h e  long-term p o l i c y  of c o n c i l i a -  
t i o n  toward the Sino-Soviet  b l o c ' s  ne ighbors  i n -  
i t i a t e d  soon after Stalin's death .  
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Economic Policy a f t e r  Malenkov: 
The cont inuous  growth of heavy indus t ry?  a t  as r a p i d  a 

pace as p o s s i b l e ,  has  been t h e  c h i e f  peacet ime aim of S o v i e t  
economic p o l i c y  s i n c e  t h e  end of  t h e  C i v i l  War i n  1920. At 
any p a r t k c u l a r  t i m e ,  p o l i c y  is d e f i n e d  by t h e  r e l a t i v e  empha- 
sis giv.$il t o  each  of t h e  f h c t o r s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  
growth: 
f o r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  concern t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of emphasis among 
t h e s e ,  f a c t o r s  and c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  of shor t - te rm versus long- 
t e r m  p r o s p e c t s , a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  involved .  

P o l i c y  changes and c o n t r o v e r s i e s  over p o l i c y  t h e r e -  

The change i n  economic p o l i c y  in 1953 was e s s e n t i a l l y  
t h e  r a i s i n g  t o  h i g h e r  p r i o r i t y  of t w o  f a c t o r s  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  
growth, F i r s t ,  g r e a t l y  i n c r e a s e d  a t t e n t i o n  w a s  t h e n c e f o r t h  t o  
be pa id  to 'worke r  a t t i t u d e s  as a f a c t o r  i n  economic growth. 
The o p p o r t u n i t i e s  h e r e  were e s p e c i a l l y  g r e a t  because of t h e  
l o n g  n e g l e c t  of m a s s  i n c e n t i v e s  under S t a l i n .  Second, it  w a s  
recognized  t h a t  t h e  s t a g n a t i o n  of a g r i c u l t u r e  had t o  be bro- 
ken i n  order t o  raise i n c e n t i v e s  by p rov id ing  more and better 
consumer goods, and even merely to  avoid  a drop  i n  per c a p i t a  
consumption as a r e s u l t  of t h e  popu la t ion  growth,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
urban.  These measures were n o t ,  however, i n t ended  to  decrease 
t h e  r e s o u r c e s  going t o  heavy i n d u s t r y ,  a l though  t h e y  d i d  in -  
vo lve  a l e v e l i n g  o f f  of de fense  e x p e n d i t u r e s .  . R a t h e r ,  they  
were a p p a r e n t l y  t o . b e  implemented wi th  r e s o u r c e s  made a v a i l a -  
b le  by the g e n e r a l  growth of t h e  economy. 

The measures taken  in 1953 and 1954 t o  s o l v e  t h e s e  
problems have a l r e a d y  been d e s c r i b e d .  T h i s  s e c t i o n  ana lyzes  
t h e  p o l i c y  innova t ions  of 1955 i n  o r d e r  to determine t h e  
economic r easons  behind them and whether ,  t aken  t o g e t h e r ,  
t hey  add up t o  a second change i n  basic p o l i c y  or t o  a read- 
justment-- in  t h e  l i g h t  of two y e a r s '  experience-- in  an essen-  
t i a l l y  unchanged p o l i c y .  

a r y  1955 d i f f e r e d  from its p redecesso r  in several r e s p e c t s .  
Defense a l l o c a t i o n s ,  which had a c t u a l l y  f a l l e n  i n  1954, were 

The budget p re sen ted  by t h e  Bulganin government i n  Febru- 

. .  ... 
I 

I ,  

I 

i nc reased  by 1 2  pe rcen t  t o  equa l  the  all-time h igh  of 1952. '  
Expeqdi tures  f o r  inves tments  fe l l  s l i g b t l y  below t h e  1954 
t a r g e t ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  the s u b s t a n t i a l  g a i n s  of prev ious  ' 

years. While o t h e r  sectors of  t h e  economy r e c e i v e d  about  t h e  
same t r ea tmen t  as i n  1954--agr icu l ture  Ln p a r t i c u l a r  r e t a i n e d  
the h igh  p r i o r i t y  r a t i n g  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  1953--within i n d u s t r y  
a change in t h e  p a t t e r n  of a l l o c a t i o n s  was made, wi th  heavy 
i n d u s t r y  a p p a r e n t l y  o b t a i n i n g  s u b s t a n t i a l  increases whi le  
l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  s u f f e r e d  a s l i g h t  r e d u c t i o n .  
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i n  January  of an ambitious and r i s k y  program t o  expand the  
acreage under  c o r n  e i g h t f o l d  by 1960. Three months l a t e r ,  
a campaign was begun t o  s e n d  30,000 urban workers ,  p o l i t i -  
c a l l y  reFiable and a d m i n i s f r a t i v e l y  s k i l l e d ,  t o  r e p l a c e  the 
chairme,$! of n e a r l y  one t h i k d  of t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  farms. 

Another ser3es of measures was directed at  t h e  average  
c i t i z e n ,  bo th  as consumer and producer .  The g e n e r a l  cut i n  
r e k a i l  prices. was o m i t t e d ,  f o r  t h e  f irst  t i m e  s i n c e  1948. 
The compul so ry 'S ta t e  Loan, which had been ha lved  i n  1953 
and kept  at the  same l e v e l  i n  1954, was raised a g a i n  t o  take 
t h r e e  to f o u r  weeks' pay from each  worker ,  as it  had under 
S t a l i n .  L a s t l y ,  t he  f o r m a t i o n  of a new State Committee on 
aaageneral r e v i s i o n  of wage rates ,  and 

t h a t  t h i s  re-examinat ion wJuld invo lve  a r a i s i n g  of produc t ion  
norms, which de termine  the o u t p u t  a worker must d e l i v e r  to 
r e c e i v e  a g iven  amount of pay. 

The boost in m i l i t a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s  may have r e p r e s e n t e d  
a r e v i s e d  estimate of t h e  USSR's i n t e r n a t i o n a l  p o s i t i o n ,  b u t  
i t  is at least i n  p a r t  the  r e s u l t  of a n o t h e r  development:  
t he  coming t o  f r u i t i o n  of developmental  programs i n i t i a t e d  
earlier f o r  complex modern weapons. As the time a r r i v e s  for  
d e l i v e r y ' o f  t h e s e  advanced and h i g h t c o s t  end i t e m s ,  e. g., 
t h e  new p l a n e s  i n  t h e  a i r shows ,  t h e  procurement p o r t i o n  of 
t h e  m i l i t a r y  budget  must i n c r e a s e  i n  order t o  pay for them, 

The inves tment  q u e s t i o n  is compl ica ted  i n  1955 because  
t h e  S o v i e t  data i n d i c a t e  t h a t ,  wh i l e  i nves tmen t  e x p e n d i t u r e s  
are planned t o  i n c r e a s e  o n l y  s l i g h t l y  (4-6 p e r c e n t ) ,  the  
volume of inves tment  t h i s  y e a r  is t o  i n c r e a s e  two t o  three 
t i m e s  faster t h a n  t h i s . *  A recorded volume t h i s  much greater 
than  new e x p e n d i t u r e s  c a n  perhaps be ach ieved ,  c h i e f l y  
through c o n c e n t r a t i o n  on t h e  comple t ion  of e x i s t i n g  projects,  

* ?  

t e n d s  t o  conf i rm t h e  presumption 

> 

I 
I 

* s  o v i e t  data on e x p e n d i t u r e s  r e p r e s e n t  new money s p e n t ,  . 
whi le  data on volume r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  v a l u e  of inves tmen t  
which has been accep ted  as completed.  One major d i f f e r e n c e  

too1,for example, is i n c l u d e d  i n  e x p e n d i t u r e  s tatist ics 
as soon as i t  is bought b u t  i n  volume s ta t i s t ics  o n l y  a f t e r  
i t  has been i n s t a l l e d  in a f a c t o r y .  

I 

I between the  t w o  is capital  equipment;  the va lue  of a machine 
I 

! 
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probably  is 1 Le t o  t h e  h e a v i e r  f i n a n c i a l  r equ i r emen t s  of 
defense  procurement ,  H p r e s e n t  d r i v e  t o  complete  ex is t ing  

p u b l i c  speeches1  

p rodub t ion  i n c r e a s e s  i n  la ter  yea r s .  

w i l l  have b e n e f i c i a l  effects on ex- 
eave "the economy w i t h  fewer  p r o j e c t s  

' 
.-I 

In t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  sec tor ,  budget  al locations t o  heavy 
indusg ry  rose by 21 b i l l i o n  r u b l e s ,  a 27-percent  increase, 
whi'le t h o s e  t o , l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  f e l l  by 2 b i l l i o n ,  a 16- 
p e r c e n t  d e c r e a s e  over 1954. 
l a r g e  par t  of t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  heavy i n d u s t r y  was made by a 
change Sn budgetary  a c c o u n t i n g  p r a c t i c e  t o  i n c l u d e  in t h i s  
i t e m  e x p e n d i t u r e s  on a n o t h e r  a c t i v i t y ,  p robably  atomic energy ,  
i t  is t r u e  $ t h a t , .  even af ter  a l lowance  is made f o r  t h i s ,  the  
a l l o c a t i o n s  to  h e a v y , i n d u s t r y  show an a b s o l u t e  g a i n  w h i l e  
t h o s e  t o  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  were reduced.  

While i t  is b e l i e v e d  t h a t  a 

T h i s  d ive rgence ,  coupled  w i t h  o f f i c i a l  a s s e r t i o n s  t h a t  
heavy i n d u s t r y  must grow f a s t e r  than  l i g h t ,  is regarded by 
some a n a l y s t s  as ev idence  of a p o l i c y  change i n  e a r l y  1955 

'which  i n c r e a s e d  t h e  emphasis  on heavy i n d u s t r y  a t  t h e  expense  
of l i g h t  i n d u s t r y .  T h i s  is i n t e r p r e t e d  as r e p r e s e n t i n g  a 
change i n  economic p o l i c y  which stresses t h e  o u t p u t  o f  c a p i t a l  
goods as t h e  p r i n c i p a l  means t o  growth to t h e  n e g l e c t  of mass 
i n c e n t i v e s  and which r e g a r d s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  e f f o r t  devoted to  
t h e  two i n  1953-1954 as an  improper combinat ion.  

This view would be more v a l i d  i f  t h e  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p ,  
in de te rmin ing  its new p o l i c y  i n  1953, had planned for l i g h t  
i n d u s t r y  to grow r a p i d l y  i n  1954 and t o  compound t h i s  growth,  
a l t h o u g h  perhaps  more s l o w l y ,  in' 1955.' In f a c t  t h i s  w a s  n o t  
t h e  p l an  l a i d  down i n  1953. The inves tment  g o a l  for l i g h t  
i n d u s t r y  o r i g i n a l l y  se t  f o r  1954 was 90 p e r c e n t  above t h e  
1953 rate  and  o v e r  twice t h e  1952 r a t e ,  b u t  the o r ig ina l  1955 
t a r g e t  w a s  only s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  (13 p e r c e n t )  t h a n  1954. Thus 
t h e  phas ing  of t h e  p l a n  c a l l e d  f o r  a r a d i c a l l y  i n c r e a s e d  
e f f o r t  i n  t h e  first y e a r  and  a moderate expans ion  of t h i s  
achievement  i n  t h e  second. 

. 

As it  t u r n e d  o u t ,  t h e  1954 e f f o r t  was o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  
s u c c e s s f u l :  i nves tmen t  i n  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y  i n c r e a s e d  a n  es t i -  
mated 50 p e r c e n t  i n s t e a d  of the planned 90 percen t .  
real  problem faced i n  drawing  up  t h e  1955 budget  fo r  l i g h t  
i n d u s t r y  was t h e r e f o r e  to  dec ide  whether  t o  t r y  t o  make up  
t h e  1954 inves tment  f a i l u r e  and then pe rhaps  go on t o  t h e  

The 

I 

l e v e l  of t h e  1955 p l a n .  It was decided  n o t  t o  make t h e  attempt. I 

I 
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The a p p a r e n t  r e a s o n  for t h i s  is t h a t  t he  consumer goods 
program had,by t h e  end o f  1954, come up  a g a i n s t  c e r t a i n  ha rd  
f a c t s  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  on which the consumer approach largely 
depended. Promising as t h e  new a g r i c u l t u r a l  program might 
s t i l l  s,ebm t o  i t d  a u t h o r s t  i t  had produced no s t a r t l i n g  re- 
s u l t s  .kh its f i r s t  y e a r ' s  test. T o t a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  o u t p u t  
rose by o n l y  t h r e e  p e r c e n t ,  l i v e s t o c k  numbers grew o n l y  slow- 
l y ,  and the ta rge ts  for food o u t p u t  were consequen t ly  missed 
by v a r y i n g  amounts. I t  was t o  t h i s  se t  of c i r cums tances  
t K a t  t h e  Miniqter of the  Food I n d u s t r y  was re fer r ing  when he 
s a i d  i n  February t h a t  h i s  i n d u s t r y  would produce i n  1955 1.6 
t i m e s  more food p r o d u c t s  t h a n  i n  1950; i n  the 1953 p o l i c y  
change ,  t h e  1955 target was 1.85 times the 1950 l e v e l .  The 
1954-1955 inves tmen t  p l a n  for l i g h t  i n d u s t r y ,  as l a i d  down 
in 1953, was p r e d i c a t e d  i n  large p a r t  on much h i g h e r  o u t -  
p u t s  of foods and fibers; u n t i l  t h e s e  materialized i n  f a c t ,  
t h e  o r i g i n a l  i nves tmen t  rate w a s  u n c a l l e d  for and even ,  i n  
a h e a v i l y  committed economy, w a s t e f u l .  

The same s e t  of  facts--the d i sappo in tmen t s  of t h e  1954 
record i n  ag r i cu l tu re - -were  r e s p o n s i b l e  for  o t h e r  i n n o v a t i o n s  
i n  1955. The adop t ion  of t h e  co rn  expansion p l a n ,  for example, 
is a r e s p o n s e  t o  p r e v i o u s  l i v e s t o c k  f a i l u r e s .  I t  is a n  inno- 
v a t i o n  which i s  q u i t e  in character w i t h  1954's New Lands pro- 
gram, and i n  f a c t  presumes t h a t  the s u c c e s s  of t h a t  program 
w i l l  j u s t i f y  the expansion of fodde r  c o r n  in t h e  o l d  l ands .  
In t h e  f i e l d  of f i s c a l  p o l i c y ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  failure c l e a r l y  
i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  for t h e  State  Loan i n c r e a s e  and t h e  s k i p p i n g  
of t h e  price c u t s .  The income and price b e n e f i t s  extended 
t o  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  i n  1953 and 1954 had a l r e a d y  c r e a t e d  i n -  
f l a t i o n a r y  p r e s s u r e s .  F u r t h e r  c o n c e s s i o n s  would be n o t  only 
i r r e s p o n s i b l e  b u t ,  in t h e  e n d ,  i l l u s o r y  and s e l f - d e f e a t i n g .  
What w a s  r e q u i r e d  i n s t e a d  w a s  an ad jus tmen t  in p u r c h a s i n g  
power to  correspond t o  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of goods, and t h e s e  

On t h e  other 
demonstrated t h a t ,  i n  t h e  

a l l o c a t i o n  of completed proaucr; l  , both t h e  p r i v a t e  consumer 
and t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  sector r e t a i n e d  t h e  h i g h  pr ior i t ies  
t h e y  had been assigned i n  t h e  p o l i c y  changes of 1953. 
r e t e n t i o n  of t h i s  p r i o r i t y  th roughou t  and beyond the p e r i o d  
of g u b l i c  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  "heavy v e r s u s  l i g h t  i n d u s t r y "  i n d i -  
cates t h a t ,  whatever t h e  real i s s u e s  in t h i s  c o n t r o v e r s y ,  

ves were the  easiest way t o  a c h i e v e  i t .  

The 

consumption remained a major concern of t h e  l e a d e r s h i p .  
I 

/ I n  one area, t h e  p a t t e r n  of i n n o v a t i o n s  was n o t  complete- 

To t h i s  end * 
l y  clear.  
ment o f  worker en thus i a sm as a means # t o  growth. 
p u r c h a s i n g  power was i n c r e a s e d  through h i g h e r  prices to  peas- 
a n t s ,  Iarm c u t s  in re ta i l  prices, r e d u c t i o n  i n  the  State 

(io 

The r e v i s i o n s  of 1953 s t a k e d  much on the e n l i s t -  
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Loan and a g r i c u l t u r a l  t ax ,  and other measures .  For r e a s o n s  
a l r e a d y  examined, it w a s  impossible t o  augment these b e n e f i t s  
i n  1955.' While none of them were retracted,* other measures  
were adopted which tended i n  t h e  opposite d i r ec t ion , ,  The 
a p p o i n t y e n t  of 30,000 urban workers as col lect ive farm chair-  
men se,ems l i k e l y  to  be unpopular  i n  t h e  v i l l a g e s ,  and it is 
probable t h a t  t h e  o v e r h a u l  of the  wage s t r u c t u r e  and the 
r a i s i n g  of o u t p u t  norms w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  i n c r e a s e d  p r e s s u r e s  
on urban workers. 
u w s ' w e r e  regarded as n e c e s s a r y  p r e c i s e l y  because  f u r t h e r  
concess ions  were for t h e  moment impossible or whether t h e y  
r e p r e s e n t e d  a d i s i l l u s i o n m e n t  over t h e  g e n e r a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
of concess ions  t o  promote f u r t h e r  growth ( they  had n o t ,  it 
could  be argued ,  produced much i n  the way of c o n c r e t e  re- 
s u l t s ) .  Even i f  t h e  la t ter  e x p l a n a t i o n  were correct,  t h e  
p o l i c y  change involved  w a s  marg ina l  i n  view of t h e  c o n t i n u a t i o n  
of p r i o r i t y  effor ts  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  and hous ing ,  t h e  major prob- 
l e m s  i n  the  campaign t o  raise i n c e n t i v e s  th rough  improved 
l i v i n g  s t a n d a r d s .  

In sum, w h i l e  it is too e a r l y  t o  make f i n a l  judgments,  
t h e  i n n o v a t i o n s  in economic p o l i c y  in the  first half of 1955 
appear t o  represent ad jus tmen t s  i n  t h e  New Course ra ther  than  
a n  abandonment of the commitments which d e f i n e d  t h a t  policy. 
P r e s e n t  p o l i c y  s e e m s  to give  rough ly  t h e  same impor tance  as 
before t o  t h e  v a r i o u s  factors c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  long-run i n -  
d u s t r i a l  growth. But  t h e  r e a d j u s t m e n t s  r e q u i r e d . b y  t w o  y e a r s '  
expe r i ence  were themselves  of s u f f i c i e n t  impor t  t o  r e q u i r e  
cor responding  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  p u b l i c  op in ion .  

August 1953 and the  spate of decrees a n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  l i g h t  
i n d u s t r y ,  and trade which followed it  had arouSed p o p u l s r  
e x p e c t a t i o n s  of improved l i v i n g  s t a n d a r d s  t o  t h e i r  highest  
p i t c h  s i n c e  t h e  end of t h e  war. 
been a s taple  of Sovie t  propaganda, however, and when the 1954 
crop r e s u l t s  w e r e . i n ,  i t  became e v i d e n t  t h a t  t h e  a s s u r a n c e s  
made in 1953 of "abundance w i t h i n  t h e  n e x t  two or three years" 
were a major b lunde r .  Adjustments i n  pu rchas ing  power were 
begun i n  the Februa ry  1955 budget  s e s s i o n ,  b u t  even before 
t h i s ,  t h e  media of mass communication had begun to effect 
r ead jus tmen t s  which would p r e p a r e  t h e  Soviet .  c i t i z e n  for  the 

I t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  s a y  whether these meas- 

There can be l i t t l e  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  Malenkov's address of 

Welfare promises have a l w a y s  

* In a t  least one i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  grant ing of special i n c e n t i v e s  
for corn produc t ion ,  worker b e n e f i t s  were extended.  
t e r e s t i n g l y ,  however, t h e  increased i n c e n t i v e  was in k ind  
rather than  in cash, t h u s  avoiding f u r t h e r  f i s ca l  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

IS- 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

I t  is e v i d e n t  from t h e  p reced ing  t o p i c a l  d i s c u s s i o n s  t h a t  
no one pp the  separate f a c t o r s  d i scussed  can d e f i n i t e l y  be ex- 
c l u d e d  .$is a c o n t r i b u t o r y  c'ause i n  Malenkov's downfal l .  I t  
appears t h a t ,  i n  greater o r  lesser degree ,  each f a c t o r  may 
j u s t i f i a b l y  be be l i eved  t o  have played some r o l e .  Conversely,  
no ong f a c t o r  appears  weighty enough t o  be cons ide red  as a 
dominant causal e lement ,  in and of i tsel f .  

" c o l l e c t i v e  l e a d e r s h i p ,  If rather than merely f a l l i n g  v i c t i m  t o  
Khrushchev a lone .  I t  is on ly  t o o  clear in r e t r o s p e c t  t h a t  Malea- 
kov never  had the  pe r sona l  p o s i t i o n  or power t o  implement h i s  
own programs s ing lehanded ly .  I n  o t h e r  words, the  "new course"  
as a w h o l e ,  and Malenkov as a man, must have .en joyed  t h e  suppor t  
of a m a j o r i t y  of the P a r t y  Presidium in the beginning.  Also,  
i t  shou ld  be noted t h a t  t h e  p o l i c i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  both  
Malenkov and Khrusbchev were implemented s i d e  by s i d e  for a 
prolonged pe r iod  of t i m e .  

I t  seems prabable t h a t  Malenkov was indeed demoted by t h e  

Khrushchev, on the o t h e r  hand, despi te  his obvious s t r e n g t h ,  
likewise does not appear, even after Malenkov's demotion, t o  
be so s t r o n g  as t o  dominate affairs over  combined o p p o s i t i o n  
from the o t h e r  l e a d e r s .  He a p p a r e n t l y  enjoys t h e i r  e f f e c t i v e  
s u p p o r t ,  a t  least  f o r  t h e  t i m e  being. For example, in pursuing 
h i s  ambi t ious  and grand iose  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o j e c t s ,  Khrushchev 
has made numerous journeys  of s e v e r a l  days d u r a t i o n  away from 
Moscow. This is n o t  t he  behavior  of a person  who is faced by 
s h a r p  and'combined o p p o s i t i o n  from the o t h e r  leaders, or of a 
pe r son  whose presence  is necessaYg t o  fnaintain his dominance. 
Thus it must be t h a t  Khrushchev has  powerful  and e f f e c t i v e  
s u p p o r t  i n  Moscow oq t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  con t rove r sy  there is no 
l onge r  a t  a whi te  heat. 

Accept ing t h i s  basic p r o p o s i t i o n ,  t h a t  group o r  c o l l e g i a l  
leadership has  been e f f e c t i v e  throughout  the Malenkov per iod  
and af ter ,  a r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  Malenkov p e r i o d  would be 
as follows: 

a crisis which a p p a r e n t l y  had preoccupied the Soviet leader- 
s h i p  s i n c e  S t a l i n ' s  d e a t h ,  Malenkov proposed and secu red  
g e n e r a l  acquiescence  on a program invo lv ing  a l l e v i a t i o n  of pres- 
s u r e s  on t h e . p o p u l a c e ,  marked expansion of consumer goods pro- 
d u c t i o n ,  and reform i n  a g r i c u l t u r e .  Despi te  Bbalenkov's presen-  
t a t i o n  of t h i s  program t o  t h e  Supreme S o v i e t ,  it r e p r e s e n t e d  
a v f c o l l e c t i v e n  d e c i s i o n ,  probably wi th  a m a j o r i t y  of t h e  Presi- . 
dium s u p p o r t i n g  it. 

Fol lqwing the r e s o l u t i o n  of the  B e r i a  crisis in June 1953, 
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I t  seems q u i t e  probable that Malenkov supported consumer 
goods requirements and t h a t  t h i s  was the  grounds for the 
statement i n  the Ceqtral Commi t t ee  r e so lu t ion  t h a t  he was 
wil l ing ,  ;to sacrifice t h e  tempo of heavy i n d u s t r i a l  devel- 
opment * r  dn favor  of l i g h t  Yndustry. 

the  Soviet  leaders t h a t  the entire oonsumer-oriented program 
rested largeqg, on s i g n i f i c a n t  advances in var ious  sectors of 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  production. From t h i s ,  Khrushchev could w e l l  
have argued that fur ther  l a r g e  inc reases  i n  investment in 
l i g h t  indus t ry  would endanger other p lans  and, u n t i l  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  output  responded t o  h i s  new programs, would be 
premature. 

In add i t ion  t o  these c o n f l i c t i n g  demands on the Soviet  
economy, it is clear that  t h e r e  was at least a divergence 
within the Soviet  l eadersh ip  over the  closely i n t e r r e l a t e d  
problems of fore ign  affairs and defense; t he  l i n e s  of diver- 
gence and their importance i n  the demotlon of Malenkov and 
e l eva t ion  of Khrushchev are d i f f i c u l t  t o  define,  and subse- 
quent Soviet  a c t i o n s  have made t h e m  more so. C l e a r l y ,  the 
inc lus ion  in t h e  1955 defense budget of funds c u t  out in 
1953 and 1954 s i g n i f i e s  t h a t  defense requirements were one 
important factor in t he  whole complex of changes i n  e a r l y  
1955; furthermore, the e n t i r e  poli t ical  crisis took place i n  
an atmosphere colored by propaganda warnings to st rengthen 
Soviet  m i l i t a r y  might. 

i n  Soviet  m i l i t a r y  procurements m d  a $low-down in t h e  inaug- 
u ra t ion  of production of new weapons (over and above a defined 
program involving t h e  r egu la r i za t ion  of m i l i t a r y  manpower 
p rac t i ces ,  extensive reorganizat ion of t h e  armed forces and 
in tens ive  weeding out  of t he  officer corps). 

The other leaders apparently d i d  not agree w i t h  any 
st retch-out  in .procurenents .  To t h e  contrary,  there are 
ind ica t ions  that  in mid-1954 s e r i o u s  efforts were begun t o  
s t rengthen Soviet  defensive capab i l$ t i e s ,  at least i n  t h e  
f i e l d  o f  air  defense. These indiCat$QnS, conjo in t  with the  
increases  i n  t h e  over t  defense budget i n  1955, argue that, 
in some manner, important m i l i t a r y  ques t ioss  intruded i n t o  
t h e  c o n f l i c t  a l ready e x i s t i n g  between Yalenkov and Khrushchev. 

..r 

It  appearsyhowever t o  have been general ly  agreed among 

Maldnkov possibly en te r t a ined  the idea of-a s t re tch-out  
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The f l e x i b l e  and realist ic f o r e i g n  p o l i  y of accommoda- 
t i o n  has been pursued w i t h  greater i n t e n s i t y  and purpose t h a n  
before Malenkov's downfal l .  I t  seems l i k e l y  t h a t  such  
d i f f e r e n c e s  as may have existed r e g a r d i n g  f o r e i g n  affairs 
were r e a l l y  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  Khrushchev's and Malenkov's respec-  
t i v e  estimates of t he  i n h e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
t h e  i h p l i c a t i o n s  of  West German rearmament, t h e  i n t e g r a t i o n  
of Western Europe and the  t h r e a t  of armed c o n f l i c t  in t h e  
F a r  E a s t .  While n o t  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  main l i n e s  of S o v i e t  d i p l o -  
macy, such  d i f f e r i n g  estimates c l e a r l y  were impor tan t  i n  
the f i e l d  of 'defense p lann ing  and probably  were m o t i v a t i n g  
factors i n  domestic economic p lanning .  The only m a n i f e s t  
d i f f e r e n c e  among the  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s  was on t h e  q u e s t i o n  of 
the  effects of n u c l e a r  warfare. T h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  is of l i t t l e  
va lue ,  however, i n  e v a l u a t i n g  r e s p e c t i v e  p o s i t i o n s  because 
there is good reason  to t h i n k  tha t  a l l  the S o v i e t  leaders 
recognize t h a t  a n u c l e a r  w a r  would b r i n g  s e r i o u s  d e s t r u c t i o n  
to both  sides, even though t h e  post-Malenkov l i n e  has implied 
a d e c i s i o n  t h a t  it was and would be a fundamental  error to 
admit t h i s .  

Of the  a c t u a l  problems or c i r cums tances  t h a t  precipitated 
the  poli t ical  u p s e t ,  a lmost  no th ing  can be s a i d .  I t  is q u i t e  
possible t h a t  t h e  a c t u a l  crisis was p r e c i p i t a t e d  by t h e  neces- 
s i t y ,  toward the  end of 1954, to  p repa re  t he  annual  p l a n  f o r  
1955, s i n c e  a t  t h i s  t i m e  a l l  of t h e  c o n f l i c t i n g  requi rements ,  
p r i o r i t i e s  and programs would have to be hammered o u t ,  
second p o s s i b i l i t y  is t h a t  Malenkov became convinced t h a t  a 
line must be drawn as Khrushchev propounded h i s  second major 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  p o l i c y  r ev i s ion - - tha t  is, the *'corn" program 
adopted by the  C e n t r a l  C o m m i t t e e  i n  January  1955. Malenkov 
cou ld  well have resisted t h i s  new program as i n v o l v i n g  r i s k s  
of even g r e a t e r  magnitude than  t h e  New Lands program. T h i r d l y ,  
Ehrushchev and h i s  f a c t i o n ,  ha rbor ing  t h e i r  basic resentments  
and misg iv ings  of  Malenkov, may have t aken  the  o f f e n s i v e  by 
a t t a c k i n g  bo th  his broad consumer-oriented i n c e n t i v e s  approach 
and his i d e o l o g i c a l  ou t look .  F o u r t h l y ,  t h e  s u c c e s s  of the 
P a r i s  confe rence  of October 1954 i n  f i n d i n g  s u b s t i t u t e  agree- 
ments for E X  was such  a s e r i o u s  setback t o  S o v i e t  p o l i c y  t h a t  
it may have t r i g g e r e d  t h e  f i n a l  moves a g a i n s t  Walenkov. 
These p o s s i b i l i t i e s  are not e x c l u s i v e ;  all four cou ld  very 
well be t r u e .  

A 

1 

The v a r i o u s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  above a p p a r e n t l y  became per-  

From t h i s  p o i n t  on, 

I 

s u a s i v e  wi th  t h e  o t h e r  top l e a d e r s ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  a 

whether Malenkov w a s  jockeyed o u t  of t h e  P remie r sh ip  o r  

I 
m a j o r i t y  a g a i n s t  Malenkov, spearheaded by Khrushchev, emerged I 

in t h e  Presidium and t o p  P a r t y  circles. 

I whether he was adamant i n  h i s  e spousa l  of h i s  d e f e a t e d  program 
is comple te ly  c o n j e c t u r a l .  

I 
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Thus i t  appears that  Malenkov's d i f ferences  with the 
other Soviet  leaders, whether r e s u l t i n g  from temperamental 
or personality make-up or from h i s  independent ra t iona l  
a n a l y s i s o f  the s i t u a t i o n ,  swept across a broad range of 
i s suesmhich ,  a t  many points,  touched on fundamental aspects 
of t h e '  Soviet  order. % 
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