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03 FEB 1966

1. The Size and Character of Soviet Bloc Aid

In 1965 Soviet Bloc¥ military and economic assistance to the DRV
increased sharply, and is believed to have totalled somewhere in the
range of $200-300 million, by far the larger pai't of which == probably

80-90 percént —-— WaS supp]ied by the USSR. -Militaxy. assistance;, in

particular,-rose. from»a prev:.ously "'tian'-"leveJﬁ'-to~-'an"-'es~tmated
last- 'yea.r.*' New economlc aid extended in 1965, after a

. two-year. 1uJ_'L ) amunted. to perha.ps'i"$100; m:.ZL'Lion

“than four-ﬁfthsa,of;ﬁmet 31 T4 bary aidwde]_ivériesu:i_n 1965,

by estima:bed ralue I% condisted ‘of™ an.r defense equipmentl._ol)erational

‘ :»surface-to-air missiles. sites s e.n‘ci-an.rcraft artillery, and rader

equlpment. Other majoxr: assistancea.mcluded at least ko-0dd military

jet a.ircra.f‘t delivered-by the USSR a.nd several thousa.nd trucks supplied

l;-!_by ‘the Soviet Bloc, largely by the’_‘US_SI} The chief” contribution. of the
: R P '--aged supply of

(o) 't_;l;e oraer
ofra co@le Ao:f';‘ million ‘déiia.rse last year these countriesv 't:a.lso pronded

the DRV with & few million dollars in small arms and emmunition.

[ X3

* The term 'Soviet Bloc" is used here for corwem.ence rather ‘than
:_'_:i’or descrlptlve prec:.smn to lump ] e USSR and-_the follom_ng

:i‘(}ermany, Hungary, Poland, and ‘Rumanisa’




New extensions of economic aid{grew rapidly in 1965, although the
total is believed to have been well belo>w that extended in several of
the years prior to 1962. Relatively little is known about the composi-
tion of last year's aid. The evidence available, however, suggests
~that it may have consisted in large part of materials and‘equipment
made necessary by the war, such as those needed to restore and maintain
transport, power, and major'-:industrial capac_ity_-. In addition it is
beheved that more than & thousand Sov:Let Bloc technical personnel 2

. -probably four-flfths of whom were- irom the USSR , were ass:.gned to duty

.the TR n Woun}tries - ?the USSR,
~Hungary, and Rmam.a. - foma.l'ly agreed 'bo defer rep&yment on certain
"-debts owed them by 'the DRV. o ) :

A551sta.nce to North Vn.e’tna.m in 1965 5 u.nJ_'Lke that in any previous

year ; included connnrbmen‘bs ‘by every country in the Sov:.et Bloc. This

broa.der partlcipation' of. the Bloc in ass:.st:.ng ‘the DRV reflects the

-:.-;szrown_ng pressure onv'these countrles to glv tangible proof of the:_r
% support for North Vietnam's'military effort faga:.nst the United States.
Although the Bloc countries subst&ntiaquf ra.ised the level of their
commitment to the DRV last year, the total value of their assistance

was nonetheless sma]_l in terfis of their. individual and joint aid

capablllty In 1965 ¥ for example ,;'5_“_ he 'Sorv:. t-'Un:Lon suppl:.ed the less

developed countrles of the Free World with more than che as much

‘military equipment (by estimated value) as it supplied to the DRV in




the same year. Similarly Soviet economic aid extended to the Free
World in 1965 was about twice that which the USSR is believed to have
extended to North Vietnam. The East European countries, which extended
only token _quantid;ies of economic aid to the DRV in 1965, extended some
$500 million in such aid to the Free World's developing countries
during the same period.

2. Tokenism and Dissension’

0

Sn’_nce mid~1965 officials of the DRV have made- a number of statements

~that could be :Lnterpreted as suggestlng ‘tha.t Hanoi may have wa.nted more

supporb than :Lt was gett:.ng from ‘the Sov:Let ABloc. Moi‘eover some of the
Soviet Bloc's leaders ha.ve appeared to be a:t pains 'bo ,Justii‘y the extent
of 'bheir assista.nce to North Vietnam.

DRV.- of_flcmls have, on almost every occasior:i';" ejtpressed apprecia-

tion for the aid reeeived. After the conclusion of ‘telks W:Lth 'the

*Russians-in' December ’ for example ; the DRV delega:bion “ﬁre.rm]y tha.nked"

_them for 'this valua.ble and effect:we ass1sta.n !
the economy e.nd consolldatlon of the natn.onal defense potential of the -

‘DRV. " __/ The DRV?'s leaders have nevertheless glyen what appeaxr to be
veiled hints on the inadequacy of Bloc assistance. In July, for example,
the DRV a.mba.ssador to the USSR gave a speech in Moscow in wh:.ch

7 he conveyed thanks for p&st aid, and expressed confldence tha‘b

.

y See Appendix II for other DRV statements of gratltude for Bloc aid.
Sources of 01tat10ns in this parasgraph are FBIS Survey of Communist
Bloc Broadcasts" (hereafter referred to as “Bloe Survey"), issues of 22
July and 14 October 1965, and FBIS Daily Report on the Far East,

L Auguet 1965.




1" 3 .
the USSR "will continue to accord still more active and consistent

support and aid." The DRV's CP First Secretary, LeDuan, speaking to

& visiting Pafty delegation from Hungary last October said, "much help,
including aid in arms, is needed," then added that the DRV ‘got very
much of this" from the USSR, China, and other socialist countries. In
Ho Chi Minh's 2k January open letter to all Communist countries, he
stated that, given the intensified US aggres51on, he firmly believed
that these countrles would "extend increased support and assistance to
the just struggle" of the DRV.

A number of East European leaders have attempted to justlfy the
low level of "bhelr materlal B.ld to North Vletna.m by relatlng it to
their countries' limited economic capabilities. Iast sumer President
Dobi of Hungary asserted in several speeches'that his country was J |

providing the DRV with "every moraL:L, po]itical, and material support”,

“within ouE~modést capabilities.?; An identical llne was taken: by the

Bulgarlan Party First- Secretary ZhleOV. g/_.
Both Soviet and East European-officials ﬁave.éazled attention to
the difficulties involved in'brganizing, coordinating, and supplying
foreign aid tb North Vietnam. Although mucp of this comment is thinly-

disguised criticism of Chingse “obstructionism', discussed below, at

least part of it appears to be unrelated to the polemic with China.

\

2/ More extensive source references for this section appear in ¥.c
Appendix.I.




For example the head of a high-level Hungarian party delegation said,

upon returning from the DRV, that the group had sbug,ht ways to make

Hungary‘s assistance "more organized and more effective”, and that +this

could be done in the future "with the more precise knowledge of the

_requirements of the Vietnamese comrades." Soviet officials, too , have

hinted at the enormity of the logistics problem ihvolved in aiding the

DRV.

A further difficulty, perhaps more invented than real, was .

suggested by East Germa.ﬁy's Gerhart Eislbr , who was asked why the GDR

had not 8.551gned. skilled 'bechm.ca.l personnel to assist North Vn.etnam‘

;,

wndustry E:leer ansvered 'that East‘.;;

,:'rma.ny was sending people to the

IRV who could be useful, and noted that "there is no point in our sendmg

people who probably would not be able to vork successfully under the

c].‘i_matic conditions there."

In the spring of 1965 there were indications of a sharp Sino-Soviet

v

dissension concerning the flow of Soviet aid through China to the DRV.

In July & Soviet offlclal v:Lsrbmg Outer Mongo].la accused- ' countrles \

with common borders" of hlnderlng the :flow “even of military equip"_meirb"

" to North Vietnam. j/ These charges were made. more explicit in

November, when Pravda contained the assertion that Bloc aid “would have -

been more effective if the CLP leadership had not given up unity of

- action.” A Polish military spokesman .i‘gggvpe‘_c'ember'acc‘used;the Chinese

Iy

3

For a discussion of the Sino-Soviet open polemic over Chinese
obstruction of aid deliveries, see FBIS Bloc Survey; of 20 January
1966, C. and FBIS Special Supplement on Vietnam, 6 January 1966, C. s
from which information for this paragraph was taken




of "torpedoing all the attempts of the socialist camp to coordinate
aid to the DRV."

Intelligence information supports the Soviet Bloc charges that
Chine hampers deliveries of Soviet supplies to the DRV. Both China
and the DRV, however, denied that Bloc deliveries had been.obstructed;
indeed, Pham Van Dong took the occasion .oi‘ Shelepin's visit to Hanoi to
state that the "gid of the USSR and other socialistﬁ_ations has been
trapsported to ‘the DRVvaccording. to plari !

In late December the Ch:mese agaa.n pubhcly assailed the objectives
of Sov1et aid and disparaged 1ts qua]ity and size. The Russians were
sa:Ld to be aa.dlng the DRV in. order to ga:.n the. leverage necessary "to
strike a pol:.tical desl wn.th the Un:Lted States but the aid supplled

"has consmted in large part of obsolete equipment discarded by the

;Soviet armed. forces s or damaged weapons cleaned out :t‘rom the warehouse. "

» ‘ The Chlnese further asserted that the Sov:Let goods the}r have transported

\.

be "a hundred tlmes greater. . y Z'

L/ Information in this parpgraph is derived from FBIS, Bloc Survey,
23 December 1965, C. and 6 January’ 1966 C. 2 and from the New York
Times, 16° January 1966




The USSR's response +to such charges has been to continue asserting
its intention to provide North Vietnam with “all necessary assistance"
and, more recently, to identify some of the assistance extended. In |
November ,. for exa.mp_le s =~ some five nronths after the fact -~ the USSR
acknowledged its rele in supplying the DRV with SAM sites. Shelepin,
responding to Chinese charges that the USSR was ’cepitulatirg to imper-
ialism at 'every‘oppdrtunity, perhaps was indirectly refer'ring to
Il:unlted aid to .the DRV durz_ng a January speech in Ha.noi s-When he spoke

of 't;he USSR‘s obligat:.ons throughout the world, a.nd noted tha:b Soviet

‘He also referred :Lndirectly to the internal needs of 'bhe Sonet economy,
vpointlng out ’cha.t the i‘urther economic growth of the USSR "meets the
' essentlal mterests of a.ll revolutionary forces." 2/

East Eu.ropean officials generally have not made extravagant claims
rega.rdlng the sce.le of thelr material aid to the DRV mdeed s East
-‘European propaganda ha.s 'bended to avo:Ld glvn.ng mf rma*bn.on on concrete \
sta‘ce-to-state aid comm::bments » and instead has stressed ‘the moral and
allegedly popular support given to the North Vietnamese people in their
struggle.

Some of the factors that. may be responsibie for the Soviet Bioc's
Afafilure.‘tgq':eonnnit mgre:resources to the_fDRY_ae,re -'discussed below.

.

5/ Reported in FBIS, Trends and nghllghts of Communist Bloc
Broadcasts, 12 January 1966, C. _




3. Rationale for a Limited Commitment

Although no Communist offieial has yeﬁ adnitted publicly that the
war in Vietnam is anything other than a vital cause for every member
of the Communlst camp, the evidence dlscussed above suggests that, in
-fact, the Bloc 50 far ha.s made only a I_Um_ted comm:rtment of resources
in support of the North Vietnamese. The level of the connnitment Seems
to reflect a general Sonet Bloc pohcy of restraint vis-a=-vis the war
in Vletnam - g restra:.nt based on several related fears on the part of
~ the Russ:.a.n &nd East Europea.n leaders. N

There a.ppea.rs to be flrst of e.ll a genera.l relucte.nce 'to involve
the:_r countries more deep]y in & distant a.nd unpopula.r war from which
they stand 'bo gain nothing. -Such a real:.st:.c appraisal cannot » however,
be publlcly von.ced, because each Bloc' coun'bry must ma.lntaln the pretense
of. solidarity with the DRV. '
' pointed. up ‘t;he dilemma facing a:Ll»o"f ‘the Soviet Bloc's
- leaders: they know that the’ Un:.ted States 1s not wrong :dn every
respect”, but they 'cannot be obJectlve in Judglng 'the Vletnamese
situation”, because they then are "vehemently attacked by Communist
China." 6/ An indirect hint that aid to the DRV has less than the
full support of Hungary s pe’ople was glven in a speech by J enos Fock

~ who sa:.d Everyone is mlstaken who assumes 'that 1n the question of

\

&/ 10 December 1965, ¢
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assistance, the Hungarian working people are in disagreement with the
government. " .
Closely linked to this reluctance to become further.involved in
supporting North Vietnaun is the concern of Soviet Bloc tegimes over
~ their own countrles’ general]y unlmpre551ve economic growth. In spite
of the cries of Bloc leaders, however, that ‘thel]_'“a.id resources are
being stretched, ‘the 't;oken‘ assistance so far provided 'bhe DRV seems
hardly enough to cause a.ny notn.ceable disruption :m the economic life
'of the Bloc. A more legltlmate concern is the future cla:Lm that the

pa.rticula.r]y in the event of a rapld

escalation. of'the war. ,

The Soviet e.nd East European regimes have even more vital reasons
to fea.r esca.]at:.on of the conflict. For the USSR, escalation could .
lead to a dange;jous confronta.tion with the United S‘hates ~~ a develop~
ment which the Soviet leaders appea.r eager to avoid. 7/ The Bloc's

o 1eaders also e.re avare that esca.latlon might. lead the DRV ul'blma"ce]y to

: seek ChineSe interventlon, vwhich. would be almost wholly 'mlmcal to
Soviet and East European policy objectives, both in the Communist camp
and in the Free World. |

There is also evidence, Ythat the East European regimes realize that
the V:.etna.m dssue is currently ,Jeopa.rdlzmg their chances to gain more
‘favorable economic and other relatlons with the USA. Moreover should the

war be intens:.fled to a degree compelling these countries to make a

1/ See. for example, the Current Ingelligence Digest, 18 January 1966 s
p. 2, ¢ : . o




really heavy military commitment in Vietnam, they would be jeopardiz-
ing their flourishing economic ties with US allies in Western Europe --
an area of far greater importance than the USA to Eastern Europe ‘s
major economi.c o‘bjectives. This may well be only a minor consider-
.e.tlon in Eastern Eku'ope 5. Vletnam policy; 1t is largely through .
improved economic relatlons with Western Europe, however, that

Eastern Europe can hope to overcome its technological ‘backwardness

and to modernize its i.ndtistrial structure. Credits, licensing
Varrange.ments s ,jon.nt J.ndustrlal ventures ’ removal of trade barriers,

package trade dea:Ls_» e.]_l these s:.gm.f:.cant beneflts that Eastern

Europe has begun to enjloy durlng the pa.st several Years could be
quickly nullified by a serious acceleratlon of the war in Vietnam. §/
The Bloc's limited commitment may also reflect in,part the IRV's
limited capacity tova.bsorb material &ld, particularly complex modern
weaponry. Offers of certaln other klnds of aid, J_ncludlng speCLflc

‘ tyjpes of East European": apltal equlpment that the North V:Letnamese

felt unable to insta].l in good tim ,uépparently have been decllned
by the IRV. 9/ That North Vietnam has wanted additional assist-
ance, however, is indicated by the DRV aid-seeking missions through-
out the Sino-Soviet camp in Jate 1965 and eaﬂy 1966, within six

months of the preceding series of a.ld agreements. From this second




round of talks the North Vietnamese obtained additional apparently
small commitments of both financial and material assistance.

(See Appendix.III). It is quite possible that the resqlts of US
bombing in 1965 led to the need for edditional material help.
‘Whatever ﬁay have prompted the second mission, it suggests that the
Bloc's aid ﬁo'the IRV is of a limited, ad EQE nature, and not a
coordinated, long—rénge program. As noted earlier in this papér,
the public appeals by Nﬁrth Vietnamese officials for additional aid,
as well as the apolpgetic line taken by some Soviet Bloc nations
-conéérning the_volume'of aséistance being provided, further suggesf
thﬁﬁ a8 gap ma&.exist between ﬁRV expectations and the Bloc's ;om-.
mitmgnt sb far. The precise nature of this gap -- if, indeed, it
does exist ~- is not -known. It is possible that the focus of
apparent IRV concern ovér aid lies ﬁore in the future than in the
past; that North Vietnam's leaders have sought aséurances that an
ﬁesqaiation in the levgl of fighting will bring‘forph a correspond-
ing increase in the level of Bloc'aSSistance.; There are no indica-

tions, however, that these assurances have been met.




