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ITH THE SHIFT in North Viet-
pam's position on negotiated set-

-.-lenient, some analysts are suggesting 
. that a struggle between contending 
. factions of the party leadership has 

ended in a victory for those who favor 
a strategic retreat from the war in the 
South. This is only the latest version 
of the old claims of disunity in the 

_ North Vietnamese politburo, which 
has been argued by Victor Zorza and 
P. J. Honey for many years. 

Since the Paris talks began nearly 
five years ago, and especially since 
the death of Ho Chi Minh in Septem-
ber, 1969, Zorza has consistently main-
tained that Hanoi's leaders are divided 
between "hawk" and "dove" factions 
on the war in South Vietnam. His lat-
est analysis, in the Oct. 15 Outlook, 
claims to see the final defeat of those 
who have for so long advocated a 
heavy military commitment in the 
South. 

The argument that the politburo has 
been divided by opposing factions has 
also been pushed for at least a decade 
by the University of London's P. J. 
Honey. And Prof. Nguyen Tien Hung 
of Howard University supports this in- 

.- terpretation in his Oct. 29 Outlook 
article. 

The idea of a power struggle behind 
the scenes in Hanoi has so enchanted 
Western observers over the years that 
it has lured them away from the path 
of careful scholarship. The methods 
of Kremlinology used successfully to 
pinpoint the issues in the Sino-Soviet 
dispute as well as those dividing 
Soviet and Chinese leadership groups—
interpreting the political significance 
of differing formulations of ideologi-
cal principles, changes of emphasis 
and even omitted phrases — have not 
been the basis for this interpretation 
of North Vietnamese politics. On the 
basis of a misunderstanding of North 
Vietnam's agrarian policy, some an-
alysts had decided by the early 1960s 
that there was a split in the politburo 
between a faction led by Truong 
Chinh, the party secretary-general 
until 1956 and now chairman of the 
Standing Committee of the National 
Assembly, and one led by Le Duan, 
who became secretary-general in 1960. 
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What Split 
in 

North Vietnam? 
By D. Gareth Porter 

Th.e writer, who two months ago chal-
lenged the Nixon administration asser-
tion that the North Vietnamese mas-
sacred half a million people while im-
posing land reform in the 1950s, is a 
research associate at Cornell Univer-
sity's project on the internatiOnal Rela-
tions of East Asia. 



t. False Dichotomies 

FOR MANY YEARS, it was ac- 
cepted as fact that Truong Chinh 

• was "pro-Chinese" because of a land 
reform program which supposedly imi- 
tated the Chinese model and used 
Chinese advisers. Because of their al-
leged opposition to the land reform, Le 
Duan and Vo Nguyen Clap were cate-
gorized as "pro-Soviet." On the basis of 

cr this supposed cleavage in the polit- 
...bur°, P. J. Honey even claimed in his 
• book, "Communism in North Vietnam," 

that Truong Chinh's pro-Chinese group 
had taken over while Ho Chi Minh was 

• in Moscow for the 40th anniversary of 
the October Revolution in October and 
November of 1957. The Hanoi press 
and radio, he said, refused to. mention 

• Ho's activities in Moscow, and polit- 
• buro member Nguyen Duy Trinh in- 
•,,sulted his Russian guests by quoting 

.1- extensively from Mao Tse-tung at a 
--meeting marking the Russian Revolu-

tion. • 
A more careful examination of the 

• documents relating to the land reform 
program and the 1957 observance of 
-the October Revolution in Hanoi, how- 

. '4ver, would have dispelled the popular 
llottion of a power struggle between 
leo-Chinese and pro-Soviet factions of 
lie politburo. The land reform was not 
L'en imitation of the Chinese model but 
was specifically tailored to the Viet-
damese political and economic condi-
tions. Nor is there any evidence that it 
was pushed through over the objec-
tions of a "pro-Soviet" faction. Truong 
Chinh had to step down as secretary-
general because of a failure to exercise 
strict enough supervision over the im-
plementation of land reform and party 
reorganization, not because he had 
been responsible for a "pro-Chinese" 
policy. 

" As for the 1957 takeover by the 
• Truong Chinh faction, it appears to 

have been a figment of Prof. Honey's 
-imagination. In fact, the Hanoi press 

,. carried full reports of Ho Chi Minh's 
activities in Moscow almost every day, 
and Nguyen Duy Trinh's "Maoist" 
speech on the 40th anniversary of the 

• October Revolution, the full text of 
which appeared in Nhan Dan a few 
days later, did not quote Mao at all. 

The foundation of the factional in-
terpretation is thus a series of miscon-.. 

• ceptions about the North Vietnamese 
- leadership. On the assumption that 

:Truong Chinh and Le Duan are funda-
mentally at odds with each other, 
Zorn, Honey and others have attrib-
uted to each of them policy views 
which are not supported by an objec-
tive reading of their speeches and writ-
ings. These analysts have constructed 
a series of false dichotomies of strat-
egy where none exist. 

One of the alleged dichotomies is 
between a "big war" or "quick victory" 
strategy, which the analysts have asso-
ciated with Le Duan and Defense Min-
ister Giap, and a "guerrilla warfare" 
or "protracted war" strategy associated 
with Truong Chinh. The same dichot-
omy is portrayed by both Prof. Honey 
and Prof. Hung in terms of Truong 
Chinh's emphasis on "political strug-
gle" as opposed to the emphasis by 
Le Duan and Gen. Giap on "military 
struggle." 

Zorza has written that Truong 
Thinh's August, 1968, report in which 
le exhorted cadres to "grasp the motto 
4 the 'long drawn-out fight and rely-
ng mainly on one's self,'" was an im-
plicit rebuff to Le Duan and Defense 
Minister Giap, whom Zorza holds re-
sponsible for the Tet offensive. But the 
same report formulated the tasks of 
the revolution in the South in such a 
way as to rule out a defensive strat-
egy: "Strive to wipe out as much of the 
enemy's strength as possible; power-
fully develop our people's armed forces 
and political forces; cause the disinte-
gration of the puppet army." 

In fact, neither Truong Chinh nor 
anyone else in the politburo has ever 
asserted that "protracted war" means 
the repudiation of a general offensive 
with big-unit warfare. North Vietnam-
ese military theory has never regarded 
the concept of the "offensive strategy," 
under which main force units have 
been committed to battle in the South, 
as incompatible with the principle of 
"protracted war." 

The compleMentary relationship be-
tween the two principles was discussed 
in a letter said to have been written by 
Le Duan in 1966 and captured by U.S. 
troops in 1967. The author declared 
that the command was "firmly adher-
ing to the principle of a protracted 
war, at present and in the future." At 
the same time, however, he explained 
that the party's central committee bad 
endorsed the concept of achieving "ul- 
•timate victory in a relatively short pe-
riod df time." The two concepts, he 
concluded, "are not in the least con-
tradictory with each other," because 
"at present, we are on the offensive 
and not on the defensive." 

The conflict has remained "pro-
tracted," according to Vietnamese mili-
tary doctrine, not because the balance 
of forces in the South has been favora-
ble to the South but because the Amer-
icans have refused to recognize the 
fundamental weakness of their stra-
tegic position. Although the Tet offen-
sive failed to cause the disintegration 
of the Saigon army or to hold urban 
objectives, Hanoi military theorists 
never admitted going back to the stra-
tegic defensive; instead the concept of 
the "offensive strategy" has become 
more complex. 



DR. PORTER deplores the lack 
of scholarship of those with 

whom he disagrees but at the same 
time reveals his own inability to 
comprehend the analytical method 
which he criticizes. He argues that 
the continuity of Hanoi's political 
line, and the unity of its leadership, 
is shown by the fact that party docu-
ments have repeated since 1960 "the 
substance, if not the words," of the 
party resolution of that year. 

But it is in fact the difference in 
emphasis between the various ren-
derings of this resolution, as quoted 
by different speakers and writers, 
that makes it possible to trace some 
of the disagreements in the Hanoi 
leadership. The differences are usu-
ally minute, and it is only the de-
tailed comparison of a large accu- 

mulation of departures from pattern 
that makes it possible to draw any 
conclusions. Thus, the quotations 
which Dr. Porter, cites cannot re.11y 
settle the argument, which will be 
resolved only when the Hanoi .lead-
?.rship publicly reveals the debates 
it has long pursued in private. 

These debates always are revealed 
in the end. Many eminent Western 
scholars disputed, with arguments 
similar to Dr. Porter's, the evidence 
which 'pointed to conflicts in both 
the Soviet and Chinese leadership, 
and between Moscow and Peking, 
but in the ehd they were persuaded 
by events. Some of the present 
events surely confirm those parts of 
my analysis which related to the 
imminence of a Vietnam settlement, 
and the rest must be left to the 
future. 	• 

A Reply From Victor Zorza: 

Gradual Steps and Leaps 

NOTHING SHOWS MORE clearly 
the error of viewing the North Vi-

etnamese politburo as divided between 
advocates of "protracted war" and 
"quick victory" than the analysis writ-
ten by Le Duan for the 40th anniver-
sary of the founding of the Lao Dong 
Party in 1970. The essay reaffirms the 
"offensive posture" of the revolution-
ary forces in the South, analyzing the 
strategy as one of "ever fiercer as- 

saults which assume higher and higher 
forms, alternating gradual steps with 
leaps." At times, it concedes, the mili-
tary struggle "may take on a defensive 
character, but this is only a temporary 
tactical move aimed at clearing the 
way for continuation of the offensive." 

The strategy did not emphasize ei-
ther guerrilla operations or main-force 
units over the other. On the one hand, 
the author embraced the motto, "to 
fight a protracted war, gaining 
strength as one fights"; on the other 
hand, he called for the combining of 
military attack and political struggle 
to "make very important leaps apt to 
change the relation of forces and the 
face of the war." 

What is most interesting about this 
analysis is that it represented, accord-
ing to the party newspaper, Nhan Dan, 
the "collective ideas" of the politburo, 
which discussed and gave full approval 
to Le Duan's draft before it was pre-
sented to the public. The consensus of 

the North Vietnamese leadership has 
thus supported a strategy which com-
bines the two principles alleged by 
Western observers to be polar posi-

tions. 

It is equally misleading for Prof. 
Hung to cite Truong Chinh's 1972 
essay, ."On Current Front Efforts," as 
evidence that he was opposed to a new 
military offensive and supported pri-
mary reliance on political struggle in-
stead. For, although he called for 
urban political struggle, Truong Chinh 
also formulated the military task 
in a way that is hardly compatible 
with a retreat to low-level guerrilla 
fare. The liberation forces, he wrote, 
"must annihilate as much of the 
U.S. puppets' potential as possible, es-
pecially their mobile strategic forces." 
It was Saigon's mobile strategic forces, 
of course, which were among the 
major objectives of the country-wide 
military offensive that began two 
months later. 



The "Great Rear" 

THE SECOND QUESTION on which 
 Le Duan and Truong Chinh are 

said to have been at odds is the rel-
ative priority to he given to socialist 
construction in the North and to the 
prosecution of the war in the South. 
Prof. Honey characterizes Truong 
Chinh as fearing that the socialist sys-
tem of North Vietnam is endangered 
by the "subordination of everything to 
the prosecution of the war," while Le 
Duan "maintains that priority No. 1 
must be winning the war in South 
Vietnam." This description of the al-
leged -argument is also supported by 
Prof. Hung, who suggests that Le 
Duan wants to use the country's "en-
tire resources" to reunify the country 
by force. Similarly, Zorza cites docu-
ments which he says show Truong 
Chinh has long led a faction that puts 
primary emphasis on "socialist con-
struction" in the North as against 
those who favor major military cam-
paigns in the South. 

Ever since the country was divided 
into two zones, the relationship be-
tween the socialist revolution in the 
North and the liberation of the South 
has been a central theme, reflected in 
North Vietnamese theoretical docu-
ments for more than a decade. These 
documents have invariably repeated 
the substance, if not the words, of the 
resolution of the Third Party Congress 
of September, 1960. 

That resolution stated that each zone 
had its own distinct task: The North 
was to "carry out the socialist revolu-
tion," while the South was to carry out 
the "national democratic revolution," 
liberati ig itself from A nerican  ion-
trol. Th,r two tasks were conceived as 
being "closely related" and having a 
positive influence on each other. So-
cialist construction would make the 
North "more and more powerful in 
every field," thus aiding the revolution 
in the South, which would in turn help 
defend the North from possible Ameri-
can attack. 

The resolution also established the 
principle that the "most decisive task" 
for the revolution as a whole was the 
socialist revolution in the North, insur-
ing that progress toward the building 
of socialism would not be reversed in 
the course of the struggle to liberate 
the South. This remained the guiding 
principle even after the American in-
tervention in South Vietnam and the 



massive bombing of the North created 
what the party called "the new situa-
tion." 

Party leaders began to refer to 
North Vietnam as the "great rear" giv-
ing "active support" to the "great 
frontline" in the South. But it was 
Gen. Giap, the man alleged to have fa-
vored military involvement in the 
South over socialism in the North, who 
reminded his compatriots of the pri-
macy of the socialist revolution in 
1965. In the October, 1965, issue of 
Tuyen Huari, Giap wrote that it was 
necessary to "clearly realize that the 
responsibility to build socialism in 
North Vietnam is the most decisive to 
the overall revolution in our country." 

A United Leadership 

SO WHEN TRUONG CHINH or any 
 other party spokesman or publica-

tion emphasizes the primacy of "social-
ist construction" for the North, he is 
not taking one side in a fierce struggle 
for control of policy but merely restat-
ing a generally accepted principle. 
Contrary to Zorza's claim, Truong 
Chinh's August, 1968, essay did not de-
clare a shift in emphasis to socialist 
construction; on the contrary, his dis-
cussion of socialist construction em-
phasized that it had to take place in 
the setting of continued war. He re- 

ferred to the people of North Vietnam 
as "continuing the socialist transfor-
mation and socialist construction," but 
he made it clear that the "central 
task" of the socialist economy was to 
"meet the growing requirements of the 
resistance of all the people." 

Nor did his speech announce a new 
policy on negotiations with the Ameri-
cans. It merely referred to the Hanoi 
statement of April 3, 1968, some five 
months earlier. Truong Chinh did not 
indicate any • hope for substantial re-
sults from the Paris talks, nor did he 
"juxtapose" them with a "socialist con-
struction." There was, in short, noth-
ing in this speech to suggest that he 
advocated any lessening of the mili-
tary pressure in the South for the sake 
of economic and political stability in 
the North. 

Moreover, Truong Chinh's 1972 
essay, already cited, gives no support 
to the notion that he regards socialist 
construction and the military campaign 
in the South as mutually exclusive. "If 
we do not fight and defeat the Ameri-
cans," he wrote, "they will not let us 
peacefully and successfully build social-
ism." It may well be, of course, that 
major statements by Truong Chinh, 
like those of Le Duan, actually repre-
sent the consensus of the politburo 
rather than his individual views. But  

that would merely underline the mis-
take of trying to find deep cleavages in 
the Hanoi leadership on its basic 'stra-
tegic problmes. 

The negotiated settlement whin the 
North Vietnamese are now prepared 
to accept would indeed represent a 
major retreat from the struggle in the 
South if it were the result of a. vietory 
within the politburo of a group Which 
had always opposed the heavy commit-
ment of North Vietnamese regular 
units in the South. The evidence 
points, however, to the opposite con-
clusion: The North Vietnamese Oates-
sions are the result of the ,careful 
weighing of all factors — milihaiy, 'po-
litical and diplomatic — by a leader-
ship which remains united iri its 
objectives. 

Hanoi may well believe that: the 
1972 general offensive, which re-
gained large areas of central Viet-
nam and threw even more territory 
into contested status, puts the tevoju-
tionary forces in a stronger positiOn to 
defeat the Thieu regime under a 
cease-fire arrangement than at any 
time since the American military 
buildup reached its peak in 1968., But 
that does not mean that Hanoi'S lead-
ers will shrink from more heavy fight-
ing if and when they believe it is nec-
essary. 



Showing socialist solidarity in Hanoi during the 
1960s: from left, Truong Chink Gen. Vo Nguyen 
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Ciap, Le Duan, Ho Chi Minh, Ton Due Thong 
(now president) and Premier Pham Van Dong. 


