Mr. Escobar:





I'm Dave Masko, your former Joseph Campbell


and now Vietnam War telecourse student


here in Florence... i.e., I sent you an e-mail


last month about plans to bring the Vietnam War


Memorial "Moving Wall" exhibit to Florence,


4-10 Sept.





When I dropped off the following assignment


at the Florence LCC on Friday I had the idea


that Cohen's book, and the questions I answered


might have the makings for some interesting


discussion with our "Moving Wall" exhibit group


that met yesterday at the Florence VFW.





So, here's comments from Vietnam Vet


Mark Henderson that I inserted after my 


answers to the assignment questions...


I thought you might find it interesting.























David P. Masko


Student# 135-48-1911
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Chapter 7 - Questions 2 & 6





*Question 2:  The American military presence in Vietnam was immense.  American soldiers and machines far outstripped the firepower of their foes.  As outlined in Document 2, many tacticians saw the strategic bombing of the North as the shortcut to victory.  What conclusions had CIA analysts drawn?  Why handn't bombing worked?  Would it ever work?  What would happen if the bombing campaign was called off?


*Question 6:  Clark Clifford's change of opinion on American strategy in Vietnam was a key influence on President Johnson's March 31, 1968 speech.  Read Document 11 and describe how much the decisions announed in the president's speech owe to Clifford's work in the month preceding it.
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Question 2:


As the question points out, the American military presence in Vietnam was immense,


and even massive when compared to the size of the enemy's military.  This difference in size, and the results of the American military's firepower was explained in both the video lessons and the text, as so superior that by the start of 1969 Vietcong forces should have been ready to surrender given their heavy losses.





As noted in Document 2, those who thought air power would eventually win the war in Vietnam thought this because of lessons learned from World War II.  But Vietnam was a very different war.  President Johnson believed in air power as a means of not getting "too dirty" in this very dirty war.  Document 2 states that although Rolling Thunder had "significantly eroded the capacities of North Vietnam's limited industrial and military base, " the North Vietnam military was not really hurt enough to end or cutback on their war in South Vietnam.  In short, North Vietnam was able to "recuperate from the air attacks."





So, where was the CIA when all this was happening?  Well, it seems from historical records and dozens of books written about the CIA, that they simply underestimated the enemy.  The bombings hadn't worked because the enemy was able to hunker down and escape the air blitz that would have completely destroyed any other conventioal military force.  Also, the North was able to sort out the attacks in just a matter of weeks or even days.  For instance, air damage to bridges and power plants did not stop or even slow the North because they had a complex support system that was ready and in place to keep them going.





So, many American leaders soon began to think that simply bombing the North would never work.  But, the air campign was not called off because it was still a "clean way" to win a war.  Fewer U.S. military needed to go in harm's way with air power bombings of the North.  Also, there were many American military leaders who would simply not give up the notion that we would not win this war. 





Vietnam Vet Mark Henderson's take on this question.  


Note: Henderson served as an Army intellgence officer during the Vietnam War, and says he has studied the war in debth ever since.  


"I don't think we'll ever know just how strong the North was... I say this because we're just now learning that outside forces from China and even the former Soviet Union were supplying the Vietcong with both weapons, intel and other support.


"What I want to argue is that the Army and our other forces did all we could do given our orders.  Yes, we were not given the order to win in the way we could or should have won that war.  These days I'm more interested in the moral, spiritual meanings, or for that matter, this empty sense of a shared war that veterans like I have to live with.  The Senator Kerry thing is just one example of many vets wanting closure that we will probably never have.  I don't like these courses that only look at the war's history... we need to also look at what's behind the different views of leadership or convictions that got us in that war from the first place."











Question 6.


I think it's interesting to note that on rare occasions, our country has acted from a sense of shared purposes as Americans.  Historically, those have been times of war or crisis.  But the Vietnam War (in its final years) was an exception.  Johnson and then Nixon were not able to galvanize that sense of shared purpose that was evident in this country during our war with the Nazi's and Japanese during World War II. 





With this view that America would act with a sense of shared purpose on the war in Vietnam, it is unusual to think that President Johnson would take a turn-around on his views about the war based upon Clark Clifford's change of opinion on American strategy in Vietnam.





Based on my study of this question, and actually talking to Clifford in 1990 about the war, I'm sure that the March 31, 1968 speech by Johnson was both the president and his defense secretary realizing that this war was a bust.





Johnson's speech talks of stopping the bombing, and "move immediately toward peace through negotiations."  Clifford told me in a 1990 Pentagon interview (*when I was an Air Force journalist), that by 1968 and 1969 that most Air Force generals wanted to continue with the bombings.  However, he told me that he and others in leadership were "sick of the war," and wanted a solution that did not involve more American lives being lost in the war.  





Although I did not ask Clifford about this Johnson speech or about his talks wtih the president, I remember him telling me that when Johnson decided not to run for president that he knew that our policy towards the war had changed to something along the lines of containing what little victory that we thought this country had earned in its war with Vietnam.





Still, it's interesting to note that there was little earned with this crazy war.  Johnson noted in this speech that "it is true that a house divided agianst itself by the spirit of faction, of party, of region, of religion, or race, is a house that cannot stand.





Vietnam Vet Mark Henderson's take on this question.  


"Of course, you could take up an entire book with the answer to this question.  It's not only Clifford that influenced Johnson with this speech, it's was the country... we were sick of this war.  There's a lot of talk nowadays about the behavior of Johnson before he left office.  I just wish there was just as much spotlight on what he did, and why he did it, at the time.  I wish he (Johnson) had gone further and simply told the country that we needed to get the hell out of Vietnam."





-end-





