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Section A

       1. Explain the historical meaning of the Tet offensive of 1968. To do so, examine

       Tet as both an effect and a cause. To what events or developments was the

       offensive a response? And what impact did it have? Was it a decisive

       engagement, a major turning point in the war? 

       2. Was Vietnamization a reasonable policy, with some reasonable chance of

       success? Or was it doomed to failure? Was it designed to produce victory, or

       was it evidence that the American military effort had been turned back?

Note: I did not use an index card with 

important events, names, etc. for this test.

Section A. #2

According to the texts and the video programs, Vietnamization was not at all a reasonable policy.  Rather, it was part of a plan by then President Richard Nixon to get out of the war with some "face."  Although Nixon is credited with doing a better job in managing the war than President Johnson, the Vietnamization policy that he and Kissinger and his staff put together was doomed for failure because it did not seem to draw on lessons learned from this war.

Yes, Nixon thought Vietnamization would result in some type of victory.  Nixon said that when he became president he did not want to hide as he said Johnson did because of war woes.  Instead, Nixon came up with a plan that would "ease" America out of the war with at least a moral victory.  Nixon's Vietnamization was in trouble from the start, however, because the North Vietnamize were wise to the thought patterns of Americans based on previous dealings.  While Nixon wanted the South Vietnamize to gradually take over the chores of fighting the war, he also realized that the North would be up to their old tricks.  

Nixon used threats, backed with force, to start-up his Vietnamization policy.  He told the North that if they threatened the American forces that he was trying to "draw down" from combat in Vietnam, he was willing to keep the fight alive and heavy with bombs.  In turn, the North knew that "Rolling Thunder" and other U.S. air war bombing was not the big stick that the U.S. military wanted it to be.

As the text states, the bombing -- even though the U.S. dropped more bombs on Vietnam than during World War II -- was a failure.  And if Vietnamization was to work, it needed to be backed up by a powerful threat from the U.S. to make it work.  Well, the bombing didn't work.  Almost 10 plus years of U.S. troops didn't work.  So, surely a new plan called "Vietnamization" would never work if Nixon could not back his plans for a "gradual" peace with threats of military action.

Back home, Nixon throught there was a core base of Americans who still wanted a victory in Vietnam.  Part of the Vietnamization plan was to mask this victory with what Nixon described as clear objectives that would bring peace to the region.  One good move by Nixon was to draft a plan for peace that mirrored Ike's.  In the plan -- that was at the core of Vietnamization -- was a pledge by the U.S. to keep it treaties, to protect its friends and to respond to any nuke threat in the region.

The text states how this plan was not enough to win Vietnamization over with the American public, with the troops in the rice patties or with the North who were playing games with the peace talks.

Vietnamization was most of all a failure -- states the texts and video presentations -- because it failed to grasp the big picture that was Vietnam.  The South and the North didn't want this Vietnamization plan, and as much as Nixon tried to ram it down their throats, they balked and won this war of hearts and minds.

Section B

       1. Evaluate the role of the media--especially television--in the conflict in Vietnam.

       Was television coverage of the war balanced and objective? Did the media help

       bring the war to an end or make it last longer? What were the effects; did the

       media lead public opinion, reflect it, or follow it? 

       2. Although Richard Nixon was a peace movements villain, it was under his

       presidency that the United States withdrew its last troops from Vietnam and

       signed an agreement "ending" the war. In an essay, present a balanced

       assessment of the Nixon administration's role in Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.

       Should the Nixon administration be congratulated for Vietnamization? For

       bringing the North to the bargaining table? For the agreement that was signed?

       For the incursion into Cambodia? Or were these policies and actions less than

       fully successful? How, in general, did Nixon understand the war?

Section B

#1. The role of televison during the Vietnam War was all important when it came to turning Americans against the war.  Television brought the fighitng in this far off and foegin land right into the living rooms of millions of Americans.  Right there before their eyes, Americans could see their Johnny killing the evil Viet Cong.  And right in front of their eyes, Americans could also see their Johnny die without a clear idea as to why.

Television really came of age during the Vietnam War.  Not since it's invention had this new medium been tested is such an important way.  The technology of T.V. during the height of the war in the mid-60s was powerful enough to bring "live" action into the living rooms of Americans.  Battles were watched in the same way football or baseball games were watched... there was a blur between fiction and reality.  "Was this really happening," many Americans wondered.

As far as the coverage of the war being balanced and objective, there are two camps of thought on this.  Both the texts and the video programs note how the war was on the front pages of the newspapers almost daily during the height of the war and its wind down.  The Vietnam War was also the highest rated news subject of the time, so the media gave it a lot of play simply because it generated viewers and thus more ad bucks.  As far as being objective, televison at the time was as objective as it could be, notes Dan Rather in his written memories of the war.

Rather states how the military tried to control access to the big stories of the war, but they could not.  Thus, Rather thinks the televison media should be proud of itself because it stood up to the challenge and brought viewers a clear as possible view of the war that was taking so many American lives.

Of course, states the texts, the coverage could never be fully objective because the military controlled much of the background information that the media was reporting.  Thus, a large percentage of what the media broadcast or printed about the war was "colored" with the company line from the likes of President Johnson and Nixon.  Both of these presidents, as history records, did much to blow smoke so the American public did not really know how bad the war was going.

Again, the media did a super job in covering the war in Vietnam but this was still new to the media as well... i.e., no other war in history was covered like the Vietnam War.

According to the texts and video programs, the media did play a role in coloring public opinion.  The media did not change public opinion but only offered needed information for the public to make a decision.  However, both Presidents Johnson and Nixon argued that the media was only showing the negatives of the war because the media was "liberal" and against the war from the beginning.

I don't think this argument is fair.  After all, the media was just "being there."  What the American public made of this war was not only the media's doing, but also the doing of the people who were coming back from the war in wheelchairs or in caskets.  The real influence on the war going sour for the American public was the reality of seeing sons and daughters die in this far off country of rice patties.  Sure, televison brought those pictures home to America, but never as cold and real as a dead young soldier.

As far as leading public opinion, I don't think the media at the time was that powerful.  Instead, it's fair to say that the media followed public opinion.  As the public cried out for the war to end, so too did the media produce more television pieces on why the war was wrong and needed to end.

The role of television was very powerful, that's for sure.  But it would be a mistake to say that the ebb and flow of public opinion against the war was soley because of the media.  The media had a super story to tell because it was a story of life or death.  The media/T.V. took advantage of that like never before in the history of radio, T.V. or print media.

In the end, the media is credted with helping to end the war. Television deserves some of this credit... and records of the time prove this.

