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VIETNAM ESSAY #2                                 Aubrey Staat     On the 31st of March, 1968, President Lyndon Johnson addressed the United States with a new message of peace and negotiations to come regarding the War in Vietnam.  Much of the decisions proposed in Johnson’s speech were rendered from the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford.    Months prior to Johnson’s televised speech, Clifford was monitoring America’s progress in the Vietnam War.  Clifford was originally supportive of Johnson’s bombing campaign and limited war effort, but had a change of opinion warranted from the Tet offensive.  The Tet offensive proved a vital mistake for American involvement in Vietnam.  ??? UNCLEAR  In effect, many Americans’ were politically changing from hawk to dove.  To the dismay of the United States WHO? LEADERS? THE PEOPLE?, Tet illustrated that South Vietnam was losing the war even after successful battles’ won by the U.S. forces.  For the first time, Americans were seeing their boys on television fighting an unconventional and failing war. (Video #7, Tet)  Clifford remarked, “I was convinced that the military course we were pursuing was not only endless, but hopeless.’”(DeGroot, 171)  Support for the Johnson administration plummeted; the time had come to make drastic policy changes.    Johnson was anxious for advice and questioned Clifford for possible solutions pertaining to the Vietnam dilemma.  Westmoreland had requested additional troops to counteract the easy mobility the North Vietnamese were achieving in rebuilding their forces after Tet.  Clifford and his civilian advisers rejected further escalation of the Vietnam War.  Instead, Clifford’s advisors introduced a policy change moving from the search and destroy tactics to encourage “popular security” in South Vietnam.  The policy was never enacted. (Hall, 52)  “Clifford had shifted to supporting de-escalation, and recommended that Johnson reject the military request, but did not suggest a change in overall strategy.  He also proposed a cessation of the bombing over North Vietnam to encourage negotiations.” (Hall, 52)  In response to Clifford’s comments and concerns, Johnson took a middle ground solution and gave Westmoreland more troops, but not in the numbers he had requested.  The president had initially hoped for continued bombing and Vietnamese aid to end the war, but the tide of the Tet offensive had swayed the publics’ perception of the war in a negative manner.  In Johnson’s speech, he declared that he was “prepared to withdraw our forces from South Vietnam as the other side withdraws its forces to the North, stops infiltration, and the level of violence thus subsides.” (Hall, 100)  This was clearly an unlikely proposal to North Vietnam, however an approach and an effort for peace.  AWKWARD WORDING   Johnson did not want to be the first president to lose a war.  The de-escalation of troops was Johnson’s best alternative.  ACCORDING TO WHOM? In Addition to Clifford’s influence, Dean Rusk and the Wise Men also reinforced the decision of de-escalation. (Hall, 52)      Other factors that influenced Clifford’s policy change about the war in Vietnam was WERE the difficulties and problems of America’s home front.  The Vietnam War was interfering with more important objectives the United States wanted to pursue. (Hall, 53)  As stated by Clifford “we must look at our economic stability, our other problems in the world, our other problems at home; we must consider whether or not this thing is tying us down so that we cannot do some of the other things we should be doing.” (DeGroot, 170)  President Johnson agreed with Clifford; it was time for the U.S. to infer its own interests and predicament.  In Johnson’s 1968 televised speech, he announced that he would not be running as a presidential candidate in the 1968 election for the benefit of the American people.  The Great Society had failed; war and the Great Society could not be accomplished simultaneously.  It was time for changes on the home front.  Johnson realized this and stepped out of the partisan brigade in the hopes that it would depolarize the American nation.    America’s involvement in Vietnam was to aid the ally in their defense from the North, and provide them with the strength to build up their own, free, political community.  The U.S. had no intentions of imperialism in regards to the country, or of ceaselessly aiding the Vietnamese. (Hall, 99)  Lyndon Johnson wanted to make sure this was how American support was going to be at hand. AWKWARD WORDING     Clifford concluded that the South Vietnamese were relying too much on the United States and needed to protect themselves.  “The country we are trying to save is being subjected to enormous damage.  Perhaps the country we are trying to save is relying on the United States too much.  When we look ahead, we find that we may actually be denigrating their ability to do it.” (DeGroot, 170)  Brought forth from Clifford’s comment, Johnson expressed in his speech that American involvement in the war would diminish.  A greater amount of supplies would be aided POOR WORD CHOICE  to the allies and less American bombings.  Johnson declared that the final outcome of the South Vietnam would in due course depend on their willpower and ingenuity. (Hall, 99)    Clifford’s shift of opinion regarding the Vietnam War greatly influenced president Johnson’s message to the nation.  The message Johnson presented for the future of Vietnam was established from Clifford’s acquired knowledge America’s Vietnam strategies, and the outcome of those events.

PAPER LACKS ANALYSIS OR AT LEAST  A CLEARER CONNECTION BETWEEN CLIFFORD’S POSITION AND JOHNSON’S WORDS
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March 31, 1968 Lyndon Johnson addressed the nation with the most shocking speech of his presidency.  In the month leading up to Johnson’s speech he faced some of the greatest pressures of the war.  North Vietnam’s Tet Offensive had Americans doubting their support for the war.  Westmoreland was asking WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE   for an additional 206,000 soldiers for a war that was increasingly loosing support at home.  With pressures mounting Johnson looked to Clark Clifford who had succeeded McNamara as Secretary of Defense.  “I thought that a new pair of eyes and a fresh outlook should guide this study”, (DeGroot, 169) Johnson explained.    Clark Clifford had always stood behind Johnson and supported his policy concerning the war in Vietnam.  Johnson wanted Clifford to evaluate Westmoreland’s request for more troops, “Give me the lesser of evils”, (Hall, 51) Johnson asked of him.  Clifford faced a tough task with the president in dire need of help due to the increasing number of non-supporters.  “Confidence in Johnson’s handling of the war was rapidly evaporating.  Before Tet, public support stood at 39 percent, afterwards it plummeted to 26 percent.” (DeGroot, 169)    With presidential support falling Clifford had no time to loose.  He evaluated the costs of Westmoreland’s request for additional troops.  He stated, “We must look at our economic stability, our other problems in the world, our other problems at home; we must consider whether or not this thing is tying us down so that we cannot do some of the other things we should be doing.” (DeGroot, 170)  The financial costs would have been enormous totaling from $2.5 billion in 1968 to an estimated $15 billion in 1970.      To make matters worse there was no guarantee that an additional 206,000 troops would be sufficient to end the war.  Americans were stunned when North Vietnam launched the Tet Offensive.  The American population, due to the media, viewed Tet as a north AWKWARD WORDING   military success.  “Many Americans, even those who supported the war, justifiably wondered why, if communist forces had been so decisively beaten during Tet, Westmoreland needed so many more troops.” (DeGroot, 170)  The increase was more than the people were willing to give, given the fact that the war was supposed to be drawing to a close.  Even our own NO FIRST PERSON  American government was torn on the debate.  Clifford continued to press de-escalation, at the same time the rest of the Defense Department pressed for more troops.  “I was convinced that the military course we were pursuing was not only endless, but hopeless”, Clifford later reflected. (DeGroot, 171)  With a whole nation divided Johnson summoned the “Wise Men”: McGeorge Bundy, George Ball, Matthew Ridgeway, Maxwell Taylor, Cyrus Vance and Dean Acheson.  “Most agreed that America’s goal of an independent noncommunist South Vietnam was probably beyond its grasp.  The president found their conclusions deeply disheartening.” (Hall, 52)  With no support for Westmoreland’s request Johnson rejected it.    ****His aides still divided Johnson drafted the first version of his upcoming speech and turned it over to Clifford and Harry McPherson, Council to the President and close friend to Johnson.  Clifford’s first take on it was that it was a disaster; it was too harsh and still indicated a continued war effort.  McPherson then wrote his version, a complete opposite of Johnson’s.  Clifford and McPherson worked with Dean Acheson till a final draft was reached and all parties approved, but they still lacked an ending.  In a conversation between McPherson and Johnson the president revealed he had an ending of his own and not to worry.  Johnson took center stage on national television on March 31, 1968 and addressed the American public.  He announced limited bombing efforts in North Vietnam and invited Hanoi to come the table and negotiate peace for Vietnam.  “Then came perhaps the most dramatic and shocking ending to any presidential speech in American history: “I shall not seek, and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as your President.” (DeGroot, 176)

SEE *** 

YOU FOCUSED MORE ON THE DRAMA OF LBJ’S ENDING THAN ON THE QUESTION AT HAND.  CLIFFORD CERTAINLY DID NOT TELL LBJ TO QUIT.  THE QUESTION WAS ABOUT CLIFFORD’S INFLUENCE ON WHAT LBJ SAID.
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In the year of 1968, the United States long time secretary of defense Robert McNamara, serving under president’s Kennedy and Johnson, became disenchanted by the war and resigned from his post.  His successor was Clark M. Clifford appointed by President Lyndon B. Johnson on January 19th, 1968.  Although in office as the secretary of defense for only a short 11 months, his stay was one of great impact as far as the history of this country and the Vietnam War are concerned, with the blunt of the impact coming in just his first month of office.   When Clifford took office in January of 1968 he was committed on TO continuing the president’s current Vietnam policy, which was to liberate the South Vietnamese from the communist north. At his nomination hearing, he told the Senate Armed Services Committee that the limited objective of the United States was to guarantee to the South Vietnamese people the right of self-determination. He opposed ending the U.S. bombing of North Vietnam but acknowledged that the situation could change (http://www.defenselink.mi).  Clifford’s stance on the war would soon change, inevitably changing President Johnson’s view on it.   In the meantime, President Johnson was asked by the command of U.S. combat forces in Vietnam William C. Westmoreland for an increase of 205,000 men to combat the communist forces in Vietnam.  Before his resignation, McNamara confessed to Johnson,” I do not understand what the strategy is in putting in 205,000 men.  It is neither enough to do the job, nor an indication that our role must change.”(DeGroot pg. 170)  When speaking with Johnson, Clifford argued, “The country we are trying to save is being subjected to enormous damage.  Perhaps the country we are trying to save is relying on the United States too much.  When we look ahead, we find that we may actually be denigrating their ability to take over their own country rather than contributing to do it.” (DeGroot pg. 170)   Once McNamara resigned from office, and Clifford took over, Johnson created what he called a new task force headed by Clifford in the matter of sending the asked 205,000 troops overseas. (Video 7)  Clifford was well known in Washington and respected as well as looked upon as a worthy successor to McNamara. Many regarded the new secretary as more of a hawk on Vietnam than McNamara and thought his selection might presage an escalation of the U.S. military effort there.(http://www.defenselink.mi)  However, once Clark Clifford was briefed to the plan and direction of the war with the new addition of the 205,000 troops, his pro-war position changed.  He realized that there was a strong growing anti-war sentiment, and that information given to him in the briefing was no different than that of past briefing, and he saw that he needed to change the president’s mind to vow for peace, instead of the calling up of 205,000 more troops.   The difficult task of swaying the president’s war stance in a short month was at hand for Clifford.  He went to his, and President Johnson’s good friend Harry McPherson.  McPherson was a presidential aid who had access to top secret military assessments of the war. (DeGroot pg.172)  Clifford went to McPherson, who now shared the same peace view on the war as him POOR GRAMMAR and told him that he saw the inside information that went on in the Whitehouse SPELLING  , whereas Clifford saw all of the inside information that was going on in the Pentagon.  They both agreed on starting a new task force of sorts on sway popular opinion,AWKWARD WORDING in an ultimate effort to sway the president’s opinion to not send the 205,000 troops, and call the war quits. (Video 7)  Rapidly they were gaining support throughout the branches of the government, with it showing on national T.V. when Secretary of State Dean Rusk was absolutely grilled by senators Moorse and Mansfield. (Video 7)  In the meantime, Clifford and McPherson were rapidly gaining support from other key members of the government, as well as the President.   When it came time for President to address the nation as to what the next step to be taken in the Vietnam War was on March 31st 1968, the president’s stance had changed, along with his speech.  The original speech was meant to be that of a pro-war speech and telling the nation that we were going to send in the reinforcements asked for by William C. Westmoreland, however McPherson and his advisors rewrote the speech to the one that actually came out of the President’s mouth NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES  on March 31st, 1968.  In his address to the nation Johnson said,” Now, as in the past, the United States is ready to send its representatives to any forum, at any time, to discuss the means of bringing this ugly war to an end.”  (Hall pg. 99)  He also ordered all aircraft and navy vessels not to make any attacks on the North, except in the area north of the demilitarized zone.  In another quote towards the end of the speech Johnson states, WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    ” Peace will come because Asians were willing to work for it and to sacrifice for it and to die by the thousands for it.  But let it never be forgotten: Peace will come also because America sent her sons to help secure it.”  (Hall pg.100)  At the very end of the speech, Johnson changed it himself saying a shocking statement to the American people which read;” Accordingly, I shall not seek, and will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as your president.” (Hall pg. 100)  The call for peace had been given, and President Lyndon B. Johnson announced to the nation that he would not run for a second term in office, is what the speech boiled down NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES  to.   If it would not have been for Clark Clifford changing his mind about what to do with the war at hand, and summoning Harry McPherson in the matter, the 205,000 reinforcement troops asked for would have been most likely obliged.  The task of organizing a “new task force” to change the president’s mind can be completely accredited to Clack Clifford with the inside help of Harry McPherson.  In just a short month, Clifford changed the mind and the speech of the most powerful man on the planet, and realistically started the withdraw AL of troops, and the new road to peace.    Sources:  A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War  Gerard J. DeGroot   The Vietnam War  Mitchell Hall  Video # 7, Tet, 1968  http://www.defenselink.mi
SOME POOR GRAMMAR MADE PAPER DIFFICULT TO READ AT PLACES
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The war in Vietnam had been going on for more then 3 years.  WHAT?  3 YEARS? General Westmoreland and the Joint Chiefs of Staff hoped to use the Tet Offensive as a rationale to mobilize the nation’s military reserves. (Hall 51) They wanted to use the troops to move the war into North Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. In February General Wheeler convinced Westmoreland to ask for 206,000 additional troops. President Johnson was not sure what to do so he turned to incoming Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford to evaluate the request and give him the AWKWARD WORDING    “Give me the lesser of evils” (Hall 51).Clark Clifford then went to the tank at the pentagon SPELLING   to interview the Joint Chiefs of Staff about the war. From those interviews Clifford had a change of view. Clifford had been a big supporter of the president’s policy in Vietnam since 1965. He now didn’t believe that sending additional troops to Vietnam would be the answer. His point of view moved form escalating the war to de-escalating it.     This decision brought much debate in Washington. Wheeler and Westmoreland attacked his decision and defended their more aggressive strategy. The Joint Chiefs were behind Wheeler and Westmoreland. Clifford suggested to the president to reject their offer, nor did he suggest a change in strategy. ??? UNCLEAR  He did suggest CONTINUED bombing over North Vietnam to encourage negotiations. Secretary of State Dean Rusk agreed with Clifford by recommending bombing limitations and increased effort S to negotiate with Hanoi.     Form SPELLING     these findings, and the push from Clifford and several others, Johnson slowly started changing his views on the war. It took the majority of the Wise Men who said that de-escalation should start to help convince Johnson. President Johnson then rejected Westmoreland’s request to expand the war. The stabilization of the Tet crisis, EXPLAIN THIS the consensus of his leading advisers, public opinion, and the March economic emergency all contributed to his decision.     Congress stepped in as well. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee conducted hearings on the war on the 11th and 12th of March. In these hearing Secretary of State Rusk was bombarded with question S about the war that made the governments efforts in Vietnam look extremely bad. POOR WORD CHOICE    From these hearings the House of Representatives called for a complete review of the Vietnam policy.     With everything going on, President Johnson was forced to speak to America about the war. Clifford, Rusk, and a few others began a speech for the President. This speech went through a complete change.  The first draft of the speech was about not letting up in Vietnam, fighting to the end wherever it needed to be done. Clark Clifford and a few others made some drastic changes to this speech. They wanted to concentrate more on peace rather then on war. The speech they came up with became one of the most memorable speeches that President Johnson ever gave. WHY? The originally being SPELLING     was “I wish to talk about the war in Vietnam.” On March 31st 1968 American heard this instead; “Good evening my fellow Americans. Tonight I want to speak of peace in Vietnam and Southeast Asia.” The speech went on to talk about peace talks with Hanoi, and bring back our soldiers. Then, to much surprise to his fellow colleges and Americans he decided not to re-run for the presidency. He stated that he can not make to run for President with some much going on. He didn’t want to take personal time when US troops were fighting half way across the world.     In only a few months the Presidents views on the war changed largely in part by the findings of Clark Clifford. Clifford and many others became aware that the US could not when this war, so they had to pull out.

POOR GRAMMAR MADE PAPER DIFFICULT TO READ     

WEAKEST PART WAS CONNECTING CLIFFORDS INFLUENCE TO JOHNSON’S SPEECH.
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Shaina Okalani  Johnson’s speech on March 31, 1968 was not the one he had written many days before.  The body of the speech was written by Harry McPherson a presidential aide who was approached by Clark Clifford, the fairly new secretary of defense SPELLING   as an ally in, “getting the President and the country out of this mess.”(Video, 7)  Clifford foresaw the relationship to be advantageous, with himself in the pentagon SPELLING     and McPherson in the white house SPELLING     they could swap information.    Clifford’s changed opinion of the American strategy in Vietnam all started when Johnson had him evaluate what was presented as Westmoreland’s troop request for 206,000 troops and “Give him the lesser of evils.”  His investigation lead him to “conclude that the existing policy had failed.”(Hall, 51)  Clifford’s conclusions were represented to Johnson, “We can no longer rely on just the field commander.  We must look at the overall impact on us, including the situation here in the United States.  We must look at our economic stability, our other problems in the world, our other problems at home; we must consider whether or not this thing is tying us down so that we con not do some of the other things we should be doing.”(DeGroot, 170)  Clifford’s message came at a time when Johnson could not ignore it, RUN ON SENTENCE    the US was in shock about Tet, there were major protests and peace candidates stepping up to run for president in the upcoming election.  Johnson approved a smaller increase of 22,000 troops.    Clifford’s advice was now up against Westmoreland, Wheeler’s and the joint chiefs of staff’s attack ??? UNCLEAR  , RUN ON SENTENCE    he was supporting de-escalation, rejecting the military request, suggesting what was later called Vietnamization and a cessation of bombing over North Vietnam to encourage negotiations.(Hall, 52)  Johnson responded by bringing “Westmoreland back to the US to become the army’s chief of staff and sending only 13,500 additional troops.”(Hall, 52)    Then the troop request of 206,000, was revealed to the people of the US by the New York Times.  The Senate Foreign Relations Committee was holding hearings on Vietnam at the time so after the secret was revealed they grilled Secretary of State Dean Rusk on live television for 2 days.(Video, 7)  This had a major effect on the Senate and the voters.  Some senators who supported the war were now against it. Then in the New Hampshire primary Eugene McCarthey drew 42 % OF THE VOTE in the democratic party.  Johnson drew 49% on write ins, but this was close enough to think about. AWKWARD WORDING    (DeGroot, 174)  Many voters were not saying they wanted peace, but that they wanted a victory now. EXPLAIN Johnson was getting pushed into smaller and smaller choice ranges.  SUCH AS? Congress made Johnson cut his domestic programs, because of the cost of the war.(Video, 7)    The pressure on Johnson stepped up after he convened his group of “wise men” including, McGeorge Bundy, George Ball, Matthew Ridgeway, Maxwell Taylor, Cyrus Vance and Dean Acheson.  One month before this group, “had given an overwhelming endorsement of the war effort.  Acheson summarized the general feeling: “The issue is can we do what we are trying to do in Vietnam.  I do not think we can....  The issue is can we by military means keep the North Vietnamese off the South Vietnamese.  I do not think we can.’”(DeGroot, 175)  Johnson had no solid support left for safe diplomatic escalation or complete withdrawal.    Johnson began preparing his March 31st speech while his aids were still divided.  Clifford said, “The significance of that speech became paramount, sub meeting were held RUN ON SENTENCE    efforts were made to persuade this person and that person, stand up under pressure, lets persuade the president to get out of Vietnam.”( Video, 7)  On the morning of the 28th, Clifford, Bill Bundy, Rostow and McPherson met in the office of Dean Rusk to look over the speech Johnson had prepared.  McPherson thought, “the speech was a strong, we will be in there, they will not drive us out, we will save South Vietnam, kind of speech.”  Clifford said, that the speech was all wrong, Johnson was still trying to continue the war and compensate for Tet.  Rusk and Rostow did not fight Clifford, but began to aid the effort to change from war escalators to de-escalation.  McPherson wrote a completely new speech.  Originally the opening line said, I wish to talk about the war in Vietnam USE QUOTES HERE which was changed to I would like to speak to you about peace in Vietnam and East Asia.(Video, 7)  Johnson added his ending to the speech and his career as president.    Clifford’s change in support came at a time when everything was changing in the war, the opinions of ??? and the funding.  He may have tipped the scales and pointed Johnson to the final speech, but it took many people and many circumstances to culminate in the break in the war.

POOR GRAMMAR MADE PAPER DIFFICULT TO READ    

BETTER PAPER THAN FIRST ONE (DUE TO FACTUAL SUPPORT)
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Elisabeth Perry  HST 195  Escobar    Assignment #2  Clifford’s Influence    March 31, 1968 was the day that President Johnson made his most important announcement as the President of the United States of America.  In his speech, he announced his decision for peace in Vietnam, and that he would not be  President for another term (Hall  100). There are many things that led to this decision, but most  influence for his speech came from Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford.  There was a decision to be made, a battle from two sides.  But the final decision lay in the hands of one man, Lyndon B. Johnson.    GREAT INTRO In  a late February meeting in Saigon, Wheeler persuaded Westmoreland to ask for 206,000 additional troops.  Westmoreland and the Joint Chiefs of Staff hoped to use the Tet Offensive as a justification to mobilize the nation’s military reserves.  The plan was to use the extra troops to amplify the war into North Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.  Because of the recent  Cold War flare-ups in Korea and Berlin,  the idea was to strengthen America’s global commitments.  Wheeler  thought that more troops were necessary because he thought that a renewed communist offensive would emerge (Hall  51).    When the New York Times  broke the story that Westmoreland had requested 206,000 more troops, more public protests followed.  Public polls indicated a growing lack of confidence in the president’s handling of the war (Hall  53).     “The American people,’ the Wall Street Journal  commented, “should be getting ready to accept, if they haven’t all ready, the prospect that the whole Vietnam effort may be doomed, that it may be falling apart beneath our feet” (DeGroot 169).    Many Americans, even those who supported the war,  wondered why, if communist forces had been so undoubtedly beaten during Tet, Westmoreland needed so many troops (DeGroot 170).    GREAT POINT  NEED A BETTER TRANSITION TO THIS NEXT SENTENCE “The country we are trying to save is being subjected to enormous damage.  Perhaps the country we are trying to save is relying on the United States too much.  When we look ahead, we find that we may actually be denigrating their ability to take over their own country rather than contributing to their ability to do it”  ( Clark Clifford DeGroot  170).    President Johnson asked the Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford, to evaluate Westmoreland’s troop request.  His advisers examined the suggestions of escalation,  as well as other alternatives.  The conclusion was that the existing policy had failed.  More troops didn’t guarantee improvement, and the cost was way too POOR WORD CHOICE    much.  Clifford didn’t like the search and destroy method so he recommended a  strategy of population security.  Clifford recommended that Johnson reject Westmoreland’s military request and move to de-escalation.  He  also proposed a cession of bombing over North Vietnam to encourage negotiations (Hall  51).    “I then decided that what I must do would be to get all the strength that I could because the mere fact that I had reached a conclusion, was not very significant because the decision really lay with President Johnson” (Clark Clifford, Video #7).    Johnson also questioned the existing policy and the long-term effect it would portray.  He was deeply troubled at the extensive view of giving up in an area where a long-standing commitment had been made.  EXCELLENT POINT After much thought, Johnson rejected Westmoreland’s request to expand the war (Hall  52).    “The stabilization of the Tet crisis, the consensus of his leading advisers, public opinion, and a March economic emergency all contributed to his decision” (Hall  52).     Harry McPherson, was one of Johnson’s Aids and also had an influence on his important decisions.   Clifford thought it would be good for them to work together to convince the President against sending more troops. As late as March 28th, Johnson’s Aids were still divided on Vietnam policy. On the morning of March 28th, there was a meeting in the office of Secretary of State, Dean Rusk. There were five or six people at that meeting; they went through the draft of the speech.  McPherson and Clifford didn’t like the speech; they thought it was a disaster.  (Video #7)   “The  Importance of that speech, in paramount, sub-meetings were held, efforts were made to persuade this person and that person...” (Clark Clifford Video #7).     The draft of the speech talked about continuation of the war, and how the Tet could be resolved.AWKWARD WORDING     There was some suggestion of sending some of the troops.  McPherson wrote a different speech.  That speech was almost a complete reversal of what it started out as.    On the afternoon of March 31st, after two months of indecision, Johnson rehearsed an address to the nation scheduled for that evening.  McPherson cut off the ending at the suggestion of Clifford.  He  was going to rewrite a new ending, but Johnson had a little ending of his own, which started out as (Video #7).    “With America’s sons in the fields far away, with America’s future under challenge right here at home, with our hopes and the world’s hopes for peace in the balance every day, I do not believe that I should devote an hour or a day of my time to any personal partisan causes or to any duties other than the awesome duties of the office -- the  Presidency of your country.  Accordingly, I shall not seek, and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as your President” (Hall p. 100).    Immediately after the speech, Clifford held a Press Conference, and announced that the sending of troops would not happen.  After that statement was made publicly, there was no more talk about the request for 206,000 troops (Video #7).    President Johnson’s decision was a huge moment in history; it was the decision that started the beginning of the end.  The war went on for five more years.   This war  possibly would have gone on  a lot longer if Johnson wouldn’t have listened to the advice of his Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford, who influenced him greatly.

VERY WELL WRITTEN PAPER, ONE THE BEST THIS TERM ON THIS SUBJECT

MY I  HAVE YOUR PERMISSION TO USE IT (ANONYMOUSLY) AS AN EXAMPLE FOR FUTURE STUDENTS… LET ME KNOW
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On March 31, 1968, President Lyndon B. Johnson (LBJ) addressed the American public and delivered a speech that laid out an initial plan for de-escalation of the United States’ involvement in Vietnam. He also delivered his decision to not seek, or accept nomination for re-election. These announcements were significant in their own right, as the policies outlined were, in essence, a complete reversal in his hard-line stance on Vietnam, and a resignation of his office. What most people who heard or watched this speech were unaware of was the behind the scenes events leading to this speech, and the work of those who were able to convince the president that it was time to cut our country’s losses and get out of Vietnam.  EXCELLENT INTRO  Clark Clifford was the motivating force behind the change in LBJ’s plan, along with others in Washington, such as Harry McPherson and George Christianson. Clifford had been appointed by the President to lead a task force whose purpose was to evaluate the need for more troops to be sent to Vietnam. The reason for creating this task force was General Westmoreland’s request, shortly after the Tet offensive, for 206,000 more troops, which would have required using the Reserve forces. “Uncertain what to do, Johnson looked to Clark Clifford, who would shortly succeed SPELLING    McNamara, for a solution... Privately, he told Clifford: “Give me the lesser of evils”” Degroot, pg. 169. Clifford’s task was to evaluate the social, political and economic impact this would have on America.    In video #7, Clifford related his initial experiences as chairman of this task force. He met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and tried to get an understanding for how we NO FIRST PERSON    were doing in our war effort.  His questions were not answered to his satisfaction, and he changed his stance on Vietnam. ““ I was convinced that the military course we were pursuing was not only endless, but hopeless” Clifford later reflected” DeGroot, pg. 170.    During the month preceding the president’s speech, Clifford began to work on gaining support from his colleagues, and gathering information with the goal of changing LBJ’s mind, and convincing him that it was time to get out of Vietnam. He had always been supportive of the war prior to his “fact finding”, and he knew this would be no easy task. He began to quietly talk to his staff as well as some of the White House staff. He formed a partnership with presidential council Harry McPherson, and information was exchanged and discussed between the Pentagon and the White House. In video #7, Harry McPherson quotes WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    Clifford’s partnership proposal: “Together, we’ll get this country and our president out of this mess.” And, in fact, that is exactly what they achieved. CAREFULL, I DON’T THINK LBJ MADE IT THROUGH VERY WELL   Shortly before the speech, a meeting was held. President Johnson went over the speech he intended to give. It indicated a strong commitment to continue our efforts in Vietnam. Among those at the meeting were both Clifford and McPherson. “Officials, such as Clifford...concluded that the war was a disaster that interfered with more important global issues, and pressured Johnson to de-escalate”. Hall, pg.53. Together, they helped convince Johnson that the speech should be changed. They presented him with the information they had gathered.  Congress had made it clear that they expected either victory or an end to the war. Primary elections were being lost to candidates who advocated withdrawal, which clearly indicated that the American public disapproved of continuing the war.  EXAMPLE?  The speech delivered by President Johnson was almost a complete reversal of everything he said in his initial draft. Clifford’s hard work over the previous month had paid off. The speech had been re-written many times during the days before the presidential address. Johnson had decided to concede to the pressure applied by Washington and the American public. Clifford related in the video that the initial line of Johnson’s speech had been: “I want to talk to you about the war in Vietnam”. The first line delivered by the president ended up as “I want to talk to you about peace in Vietnam” Lyndon B. Johnson, Presidential address, March 31, 1968.    Clifford’s efforts were evidenced in several of the president’s announcements. He had felt strongly that “the country we are trying to save is being subjected to enormous damage” Degroot, pg.170. He believed we should stop bombing North Vietnam and begin negotiations.  The president announced that he would order our NO FIRST PERSON    WRITE “THE ARMED FORCES” armed forces would no longer attack North Vietnam except in the area North of the DMZ. Clifford had advocated withdrawal of our troops. President Johnson declared that he was prepared to withdraw from South Vietnam if North Vietnam began to withdraw north and stopped its infiltration. He stated that the U.S. would send representatives to discuss bringing an end to the war. Mr. Clifford’s hard work and extensive research had paid off. He managed to organize support from a variety of departments within Washington, present effective alternatives to current policies, and convince President Johnson to reconsider his hard-line stance regarding Vietnam.

VERY WELL DONE PAPER.
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President Johnson appointed Clark Clifford to be an advisor WHAT KIND? about the war. Clifford had not yet became BECOME part of the government cabinet and would be a great outsider to the president. ??? UNCLEAR  Clifford always supported the president in his policy in Vietnam. The biggest question that the president had for Clifford was to give him the “lesser of evils”(Hall 51). Johnson asked Clifford to examine the alternatives of this because Westmoreland requested another 206,000 more troops. Westmoreland wanted these troops to expanded the war into other territories.    Clifford examined every aspect of sending more troops to Vietnam AND what effect it would have on America.  During 1967 Johnson had already “had to increase taxes to keep the war and his social programs going” (Movie 5). With the sending more troops AWKWARD WORDING    “Guaranteed no greater success and would require greater cost and more commitment from the American people than they seemed willing to provide” (Hall 51-2). The support from the American people grew thinner every day.   EXAMPLES?  After Clifford’s evaluation of the situation that the president was plagued with he changed his support for the existing strategy in Vietnam. Clifford then “shifted to supporting de-escalation, and recommend that Johnson reject the military request, but did not suggest a change in overall strategy”(Hall 52).  Clifford had only turned against the war due to the fact that the military had no answers to the end of the war or how much more were they were going to need in support in monetary and soldiers support.     When the secret of Military of need of 206,000 AWKWARD WORDING   more troops got out and printed in the New York Times. NOT A SENTENCE    Then WHEN Congress got involved, they were against escalation the war  GRAMMAR more due to the fact of money and thousand S of men that were already in Vietnam.  Then Congress made the president trim his social programs in order to pay for the war.   WHEN?  In the speech that Johnson gave on March 31, 1968, much of the evaluation that Clifford gave to his HIM was part of the speech. It took a lot of convincing to get the president to realize that the war was not going to be won and it was time for him to get out of Vietnam.  All of the things that Clifford advised the president about the war the president talked about in this war. SPEECH   Johnson told the American people that the military would try to de-escalated the war and return to the table for peace talks. The 206,000 troops were not sent but there was 13,500 men sent instead. When the president declined to run for president on the following election shocked everyone. The president didn’t think that his had enough support of the American people to win, so he didn’t try.    Clifford was a trusted advisor to the president and the president trusted him and all of the others that were telling him that the war was just going to get worse and more troops were not going to solve this problem in Vietnam. The president’s speech was partially written by Clifford himself.   Clifford was not the only advisor that told the president that de-escalation was going to be the best for the American people. The American people were not behind the war and the president finally realized that. The peace protest became more apparent. HOW SO  Johnson realized that the majority of the people would not support the war in Vietnam.

POOR GRAMMAR MADE PAPER DIFFICULT TO READ    

UNORGANIZED AND JUMBLED TOGETHER ENDING.
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During president Johnson’s March 31st speech to the American public it was evident that President Johnson’s decisions were heavily influenced by the opinions of his aids, namely Clark Clifford. Clark Clifford’s assignment of reviewing the situation in Vietnam, and his following evaluation, had an impact on Johnson’s outlook on the war and his prospects for re-election. Johnson’s speech reflects the magnitude to which Clifford’s assessment had on his decisions for the war and his presidency.  BUT CLIFFORD DID NOT TELL HIM NOT TO RUN FOR PRESIDENT  If the major influence behind Johnson’s decisions was Clifford and his aids then the Tet Offensive was the overriding influence in the administrations change in war strategies. The Tet Offensive was what brought General Westmoreland to ask for 200,000 more troops and subsequently what inclined Johnson to ask Clifford to review Westmoreland’s request. “Faced once more with unappealing choices, President Johnson asked incoming Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford to evaluate Westmoreland’s request and “Give me the lesser of evils’” (Hall 51). Westmoreland’s request reflected the realization that came after the Tet Offensive. This realization was that the way America was fighting the war before Tet was not going to work. “Tet had destroyed the illusion of his [Johnson’s] “middle way’: limited war would no longer suffice.” (DeGroot 169). Westmoreland’s response to this new recognition was to increase the number of troops in Vietnam, while Clifford’s final determination was “that the existing policy had failed” (Hall 51) and he urged the president to deescalate American involvement.    President Johnson’s speech showed that he took the advice of Clifford and his aids over that of Westmoreland and the others who thought the United States should increase their presence in Vietnam. Clifford’s work before the President gave his speech was more of an outsider SECRETARY OF DEFENSE? looking in. After Tet the President was looking to bring someone in for an opinion that was less fogged over with years of involvement in the Vietnam War than the advisors preceding Clifford. President Johnson is WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    quoted as saying about Clifford, “I thought that a new pair of eyes and a fresh outlook should guide this study’” (DeGroot 169). THIS INFORMATION SHOULD HAVE COME EARLIER IN THE ESSAY This outsider’s look explains why Johnson’s speech was surprising and why his position was different from before. Clifford’s position after his analysis of the war situation was that “Additional troops offered no guarantee of greater success and would require greater costs and commitment from the American people than they seemed willing to provide.” (Hall 53-54). This was an outsider’s look that the President took to heart. It was not what he was hearing from many of his advisors, especially his military advisors. Clifford was basically telling WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE  the President that the United States would probably not win the war no matter how many troops were sent, and even if they could the public would not tolerate it. This is the reason why the President took the positions he did in his speech. Johnson knew before Clifford advised him that “ if he rejected Westmoreland’s request, he might lose the war, yet if he approved it, he might lose the election.” GOOD QUOTE, BUT LACK OF EVIDENCE ON THE PUBLIC LACK OF SUPPORT PART (DeGroot 169). Clifford’s input added to this the likelihood that if Johnson did decide to increase troops he would likely face losing reelection and still lose the war. This explains why the President  thought there would be no way of getting reelected or wining the war militarily and why he took the position of not running for office and opening talks with North Vietnam. AGAIN, CLIFFORD WAS SURPRISED AT LBJ’S ANNOUNCEMENT AT THE END OF HIS SPEECH    Looking at President Johnson’s March 31st speech, and Clifford’s public statements around the same time, it can be seen how much influence Clifford had on the President’s position on the war. Clifford’s reviewing of war lead him to making this statement: “Perhaps the country we are trying to save is relying on the United States too much. When we look ahead, we find that we may actually be denigrating their ability to take over their own country rather than contributing to their ability to do it.’” (DeGroot 170). President Johnson followed up this statement in his speech by saying, “We and our allies can only help to provide a shield behind which the people of South Vietnam can survive and can grow and develop. On their efforts on their determination and resourcefulness the outcome will ultimately depend.” (Hall 99). In his speech Johnson reiterated the fact that the outcome of the war depended on South Vietnam’s ability to win versus relying on the United States to win it for them. It is clear how this was a direct response to Clifford’s review of the situation in Vietnam. The President addressed Clifford’s assessment of South Vietnam’s dependence on the United States by making it clear that the United States was only to be involved in supporting the South with their task. AGAIN, WHILE GOOD INFO, THIS SHOULD HAVE COME EARLIER IN THE PAPER    Another example where the President’s speech was connected with Clifford’s assessment of the war was with Clifford’s view on the effects of the war at home in the United States. Clifford’ s view was that  “We must look at “the situation here in the United States, our economic stability, our other problems at home; we must consider whether or not this thing is tying us down so that we cannot do some of the other things we should be doing.’” (DeGroot 170). In other words Clifford’s advise to the President was that the war was taking a lot of focus away from the United States at home and that maybe it was time to start thinking about fixing that. WHAT NEEDED FIXING?  The President expressed his response to this advice in his speech by saying “With America’s sons in the fields far away, with America’s future under challenge here at home, I do not believe that I should devote an hour or a day of my time, to any duties other than the awesome duties of the office the Presidency of your country.” (Hall 100). This statement by the President sums WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    up the overall idea of his speech. The President was acknowledging the information that Clifford was giving him. The President realized that the war was having a huge impact of the conditions within the United States and his ability to work on this problem. The President therefore addressed this problem by choosing not to run for office again and to open up talks with the North with hopes of being able to focus more on the problems at home.     The influence Clifford had on President’s Johnson’s March 31st speech was significant because the President wanted it to be that way. The President specifically put Clifford in a position where he would influence his future decisions regarding the war after the Tet Offensive. On the significance of the speech, and his work behind it, Clifford said himself, “The importance of that speech became paramount. Sub meetings were held, efforts were made to persuade this person and that person, stand up under pressure and so forth. Lets pressure the President to make the decision to begin to get out of Vietnam.” (Video #7, Clark Clifford). It is apparent that there was a lot of work done on Clifford’s part to sway the President’s positioning, and by looking at the President’s speech it is clear Clifford was successful at his attempt.

YOU HAD MOST ALL OF THE INFORMATION NEEDED IN THIS ESSAY

THE PROBLEM WAS ORGANIZATION, CHRONOLOGY

FACTS AND PARAGRAPHS SEEMED TO BE PRESENTED RANDOMLY
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Eric Lanz         A culmination of many factors led to President Lyndon B. Johnson’s decisions, made public in his March 31, 1968 speech to the American people; not the least of which was the influence of Clark Clifford, the new Secretary of Defense.         In the months and weeks prior to the speech, things had been moving steadily downhill in regards to the American public opinion of both Johnson and the war in Vietnam.  The North Vietnamese had made diversionary attacks on isolated villages in the countryside of South Vietnam, besieged the U.S. Marine base at Khe Sanh, and then launched a full scale surprise assault on major urban areas across the South in what is WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE     called the Tet Offensive WHEN? (named for Vietnamese new year, Tet).  At home, the draft had further undermined support of the people for the President’s policy on Vietnam, and protests were becoming more frequently out-of-hand.  NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES    Senatorial support was beginning to erode, and the economy was beginning to slide (Video #7, narration).         The Tet Offensive had a major impact on the decision of President Johnson to thoroughly rethink his war strategy.  Before the siege had even been lifted at Khe Sanh, President Johnson had appointed a task force headed by Clark Clifford to evaluate and report, among other things, the wisdom of sending another 206,000 troops recently requested by General William Westmoreland (Hall, 51) in response to the Tet Offensive.  He was to provide the clearest picture to the president of the social, political, and economical impact of a continuation of the current Vietnam policy.  Clifford met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff for a period of several hours and grilled them on the status of the situation in Vietnam.  Mostly as a result of this meeting, Clifford changed his opinion on the war (Video #7, Clifford).  He had been a supporter of Johnson’s Vietnam policy since 1965, but now realized that things were not only not going well, but were unlikely to get any better.         Clifford joined forces with George McPherson and others, forming a somewhat clandestine group aimed at swaying the President into de-escalating the war.  They even borrowed a phrase from the French Revolution; “Is he with us?”, when referring to whether another influential person had joined their group in their bid to change the President’s policy.    GOOD      Johnson seemed to be unsure of what direction to go.  His primary goals were to keep South Vietnam from becoming a communist state, and to keep the United States from losing face.  He was between a rock and a hard place. NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES     To escalate involvement in Vietnam to a much higher degree could bring Russia or even China directly into the fray and the American people to a frenzy, yet to de-escalate meant to probably lose South Vietnam to the communist North.  Unfortunately, it appeared as if doing neither could also mean loss of the south.         Clifford’s biggest influence ON JOHNSON came in the form of prompting a rewrite of Johnson’s planned public speech on March 31, 1968.  Initially, the speech had been geared toward addressing the American public on the issue of “the war in Vietnam”.  After the rewrite, it presented things not only with a different slant, but with a different content.         Clifford and his friends seem to have bumped President Johnson off the fence and onto the side of de-escalation.  Perhaps one of the major changes in the tone of the speech came with McPherson’s removal of the commitment to battle at the end of speech; a piece that had been there for many of the previous speeches (Video #7, McPherson).         President Johnson announced several decisions in the speech, including a surprise ending all his own; his decision not to seek re-election for another term as President of the United States (Document #14,Hall; Video #7, Clifford).         In all, Clark Clifford was simply the catalyst.  Johnson was moved to his decisions by many factors, but the Tet Offensive was what really brought things to a head. NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES    That the North Vietnamese were able to raise that kind of an attack after all the reports that the U.S. was making progress coupled with a recent news leak by the New York Times that General Westmoreland had requested over 200,000 more troops began to raise rather loud questions from the American people, senators, and Congress.  It was time for some decisions.  SO YOU SEEM HERE TO BE GETTING AWAY FROM CLIFFORD’S INFLUENCE ON LBJ

RE-READ THE QUESTION

THE PAPER WAS BARELY 2 PAGES, PROBABLY TOO SHORT TO DISCUSS/EXPLAIN CLIFFORD’S INFLUENCE WELL
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Shannon Wilson  Written assignment 2  Document #17  May 26, 2003      America had decided to withdraw troops and give weapons and aid to South Vietnam; this was called Vietnamization and began to catch up NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES    with Nixon. It made progress in Vietnam more difficult. Nixon then looked for a new show of force to produce results. (Hall, page 61)    Cambodia had always remained neutral, but the North Vietnamese had extended the Ho Chi Minh Trail through parts of Eastern Cambodia. President Nixon made the decision to widen the war by entering Cambodia in order to gain military advantages, RUN ON SENTENCE    he did this to protect our NO FIRST PERSON    men that were in Vietnam and to guarantee the continued success of our withdrawal and Vietnamization program, RUN ON SENTENCE    he saw no other way to handle this situation. He did not trust the North Vietnamese and wanted Cambodia to stay communist free. (http://vietnam.vassar.edu). Nixon also stated in (video 10) that the U.S. would not let any country take over by aggression, AWKWARD WORDING   which would lead to a communist victory and to World War Three.     Nixon did want an honorable end to the war; however, he deliberately concealed this extension of war from congress SPELLING   and the American public. This may have led to some mistrust and hesitation to support in this and future policy on the war. He no longer was concerned with violating a neutral countries SPELLING   border, and supported his military in attacking communist bases inside Cambodia.   Hoping for additional time for Vietnamization and a Pro-American government in Cambodia and force concessions from the North Vietnamese at the negotiating table. NOT A SENTENCE    (Hall, page 62). None of which was accomplished and instead Cambodia ended up a massive battleground with thousands of people dead, wounded, and homeless.   NOT A SENTENCE   As far as American foreign policy goes President Nixon’s intentions were not to occupy Cambodia. Continuous efforts were made at conference tables through negotiation rather than more fighting. For five years North Vietnam had occupied military sanctuaries all along the Cambodian frontier with South Vietnam. Some of these areas extended 20 miles in to Cambodia. The occupation and headquarters for the entire Vietnamese and Vietcong was a blatant violation of Cambodia’s neutrality.     Nixon stated, “Whether some Americans are for peace and some Americans are against peace, it is not the question, the question is, how can we win America’s peace.” (http://vietnam.vassar.edu ) Nixon was concerned that no progress had been made at the negotiations in Paris and that the United States had not put forth a comprehensive peace proposal. The war was causing deep division at home and criticism from friends and enemies abroad. Nixon went further to say complete withdrawal would be the easy way out and to blame defeat on the former President Johnson would be easy as well and would get him off the hook, NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES    so to speak. Nixon said, “I had to think of the effect of my decision on the next generation and on the future of peace and freedom in America and in the world.” (http://vietnam.vassar.edu ) So Nixon did not consider that some Americans were against the war and some for the war as holding any valued judgments for his decisions. Although anti-war demonstrations were on going, Nixon ordered illegal wire taps on anti-war American demonstrators. A quarter million Americans denounced the war, but there were also supporters of Nixon and the war as well. YES, THEY WERE THE MAJORITY  Nixon insisted that support had to be given from Americans and stated that anti-war protestors encouraged more North Vietnamese to invade Cambodia and actually prolonged withdrawal from the war. (video 10). He also made a statement saying, “North Vietnam cannot defeat or humiliate the United States, only Americans can do that.” (Hall, page 59) President Nixon also referred to the Kent State demonstrations, which left four students dead, among the darkest days of his presidency. Nixon realized America was bitterly divided about Vietnam and did make efforts throughout his presidency to bring the people together and behind his policies and decisions.     President Nixon warned that without taking this step to invade Cambodia the United States would turn into a “pitiful helpless giant,” by saying this he meant we NO FIRST PERSON    will not be defeated, we will not allow American men by the thousands to be killed by an enemy from privileged sanctions. So if while the chips are down NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES    and we NO FIRST PERSON   

, the world’s most powerful nation, back down the forces of totalitarianism and anarchy will threaten free nations and free institutions throughout the world. (http://vietnam.vassar.edu ) President Nixon dedicated himself to ending the war in Vietnam and fought for peace and freedom for which he believed in. He stated, “I would rather be a one-term president and do what I believe is right than to be a two-term president at the cost of seeing America become a second rate power and to see this nation accept the first defeat in its proud 190-year history.” (http://vietnam.vassar.edu ).

RE-READ THE QUESTIONS

How do yo evaluate his decision? What were his assumptions about American foreign policy? What were his beliefs about American patriotism?

YOU ONLY ANSWER THE PITIFUL GIANT QUESTION

PAPER LACKS ANALYSIS   

POOR GRAMMAR MADE PAPER DIFFICULT TO READ    
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On the 30th of April 1970, President Richard Nixon explained to the American public his act of sending 30,000 US and 50,000 ARVN ground troops into South Vietnam’s neutral neighbor, Cambodia.  The build up of PAVN sanctuaries along the Ho Chi Minh Trail had long been a thorn in the flesh of the US and ARVN; when hard pressed, the Vietnamese Communists simply slipped into Cambodia where their pursuers could not follow. (Hall, 63; Ibid, document 17; DeGroot, 220)  Nixon had tried unsuccessfully to clear them out through a secret bombing operation.  Now, he attributed initial aggression to the enemy and, asserting that they posed a threat to Americans in Vietnam through invasion, claimed to have the right to attack their headquarters, the COSVN. (Hall, 63)    In expanding the Vietnam War onto Cambodian soil Nixon hoped to achieve several military advantages.  He expected to buy more time for Vietanmization by weakening the PAVN and destroying supplies, thus allowing time to strengthen the ARVN in the optimistic expectation that they could keep fighting and win the war once Americans had entirely withdrawn.  Although supplies were captured, the COSVN headquarters was imaginary, and the operation did little but exacerbate the problem by driving the PAVN deeper into Cambodia. (Ibid.; Video #9)  He had hoped to force Hanoi to concessions at the negotiating table, but instead Hanoi stepped away from it. (DeGroot, 223)    Destroying the COSVN was also expected to sever support that the PAVN was providing the Khmer Rouge (Cambodian Communists) and thus protect the American-bolstered Cambodian government from destruction.  In reality, Nixon’s actions enlarged the Khmer Rouge through the volunteering of angry Cambodian refugees. (Ibid.; Hall, 63)    In his televised speech Nixon warned that if "America acts like a pitiful, helpless giant, the forces of totalitarianism and anarchy will threaten free nations and free institutions throughout the world." (Hall, document 17)  He meant that America ó the most powerful nation on earth, the largest and best equipped and trained military power in the world, a leader of world affairs ó could not allow itself to lose the Vietnam War, and he compared the outcome of the Cambodian invasion as equal to the outcome of Vietnam War.  If America’s armed forces lost a war to a tiny nation of guerrilla warriors, she would lose her credibility.  In essence, the rest of the world, and especially Soviet Russia and Communist China, would see how our YIKES!  NO FIRST PERSON    highly trained military couldn't stand up to a bunch of rabble, which would cease to fear the restraining threat we posed to them.    Nixon’s foreign policy was geared to keep the American giant in fit condition, although not necessarily through honorable means.  His version was that the American understanding of a balanced world and orthodox government should be upheld and communism opposed.  If respecting the rights of other countries hampered these goals, then the rights should be violated for the world’s long-term safety and stability ó as America interpreted them.  HOW DO YOU EVALUATE HIS DECISION?  The battle against communism had been the top priority of American foreign policy since 1945, and in Nixon’s mind any action that furthered the progress of the Vietnam War was justified because the ultimate object was the restraint and destruction of communism. (DeGroot, 57)  Besides, Nixon didn't want to be the first American president to lose a war.    Nixon later justified the invasion saying, "Cambodia [had] sent out a call to the United States for assistance."  In actuality, Nixon entered neutral Cambodia without even asking permission of the Cambodian government and without informing them of the operation. (Ibid., 221; Video #9)  The Cambodian government and military were, however, surviving only through secret US aid, so there was little that they could do in protest. (Hall, 62-3)    The commotion that the invasion raised in the United States, though, was without precedence.  Nixon was mistaken about the state of American patriotism.  GOOD He believed that the greater part of Americans were among the ranks of the "silent majority": those patriotic Americans who desired "peace with honor." (DeGroot, 207)  Nixon’s idea of peace with honor meant winning the war.  Others understood peace with honor to mean an end to the war now through the best terms of negotiation possible.  Americans had been promised the war was deescalating and here Nixon was both expanding the war and violating a country’s neutrality.  Many ordinary Americans questioned the morality of US involvement in Southeast Asia for the first time. (Ibid., 222)    A huge wave of protests washed over the nation.  In the first two weeks after the invasion of Cambodia, six college students lay dead, shot by police and National Guardsmen, over 500 college campuses shut down and on 9 May nearly 100,000 protesters assembled in Washington. (Hall, 63)  America would not consent to the widening of a war that they believed to be coming to a close.    In most respects Nixon’s invasion of Cambodia was a dismal failure.  No military advantages were secured or more favorable negotiations forced on Hanoi.  Cambodia lost her precarious stability along with her neutrality and was swallowed by the communist Khmer Rouge. (Ibid.)  The silent majority found a voice, but it was one mistrust and not support.  The Vietnam War was lost.  And America’s military might was no longer a thing of legend, invincible.

VERY CONVINCINGLY WRITTEN

VERY GOOD INTEGRATION OF SOURCES

WAS THE GRADE WORTH THE WAIT?
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Mike Miller  Nixon’s decision to widen the war into Cambodia to gain military and political advantages was rash, and in the end done in vain. Nixon hoped to dismantle the PAVN’s supply root into South Vietnam by bombing the Central Office for South Vietnam in Cambodia. He also hoped that this dismantling could further his Vietnamization plan, and give South-Vietnam forces a chance to fight the North on there SPELLING   own. Later Nixon would admit that his Vietnamization, “was clearly not a success.” ( DeGroot, 225). In fourteen months the US dropped more than 100,000 tones SPELLING   of bombs in Cambodia. This operation, Operation Menu, was not revealed to congress, SPELLING   or to the American public for more then a year. ( DeGroot,220). The targets in Cambodia were never found and PAVN troops moved back to there original bases weeks after American troops left.  (DeGroot, 223). Cambodia fell into civil war, and once again the US became bitterly divided. Nixon “Frustrated by the limits imposed on his use of power in Vietnam, could not resist lashing out elsewhere.” (DeGroot, 222). At the end of the Vietnam War, “Peace with Honor” included killing and displacing the people of Cambodia in order to maintain the US’s honor elsewhere in the world.     President Nixon’s basic assumptions about US foreign policy were first that the world was split between good and evil. We NO FIRST PERSON  , the Democratic West, were the good, and they, the communists East were the evil. Nixon believed in Dulles’s Domino Theory, as evident in his alliance with Dulles in support of using nuclear weapons as early as 1954 to end the growing communist threat in Southeast-Asia. (DeGroot, 51). The communist threat had to be fought at no matter what cost. In the 1940’s Nixon used his position as a House Committee on Un-American Activities member to not only hunt communists spy’s, but also to further is political carrier. Nixon saw himself as the crusader against communism. His distrust went so far as to spy POOR WORD CHOICE    on suspected spies within his own cabinet including Hennry Kissanger. (DeGroot, 201). Nixon assumed that use of military might, diplomatic talks, and economic trade could win the war on communism anywhere, and everywhere in the world.    His second assumption was that to maintain the role of “the world’s most powerful nation, the United states of America,” must not loose its honor. (DeGroot, 222).  Richard Nixon adopted the, danh va dam, dam va danh, fighting while talking, talking while fighting strategy, to help obtain this goal. ( DeGroot, 205). He believed that a military solution was still possible when he entered the White House and he believed that an increased air assault could produce more favorable talks in Pairs.SPELLING   ( Hall, 57). Nixon wanted “peace with honor” and his plan to achieve this was called “Vietnamization”.  In the late sixties the main players in the Cold War had higher priorities, on their respective agendas, than the quarter decade old war in Southeast-Asia.    Pardoned ??? UNCLEAR  President Richard Nixon was extremely concerned about communist spies in Washington, yet he loathed the suspected communists and “hippies” within the anti-war movement. Nixon saw American patriots as, “those who did not indulge in violence, those who did not break the law, people who pay their taxes and go to work, people who send their children to school, who go to their churches, people who are not haters, and people who love this country.” ( DeGroot, 179). He must have also believed that true patriots could not be given the full truth about their Governments, Nixon’s, actions at home or abroad. “There’s no way to win the war,” Nixon explained a year before taking the White House, “But we can’t say that, of course.” ( DeGroot, 203). Nixon continually lied to the American public and those that believed the lies without any questioning were his true American patriots. CAREFUL HERE – IT SOUNDS LIKE BUSH AND IRAQ . . . TIMES WERE VERY DIFFERENT  After three months of secretly bombing Cambodia, Nixon addressed the nation with yet another lie. “American policy has been to scrupulously respect the neutrality of the Cambodian people.” (DeGroot, 221). Nixon believed that anti-war activists were dividing and undermining the United States. He said “North Vietnam cannot defeat or humiliate the United States. Only Americans can do that.” (Hall, 59).    President Nixon believed that the US must show the world that although troops were being sent home, the United States could still use its military might to negotiate its wants. Nixon explained that it was indeed just to bomb and invade Cambodia, because if, “the United States of America, acts like a pitiful, helpless giant, the forces of totalitarianism and anarchy will threaten free nations and free institutions throughout the world.”             (DeGroot, 222). In stating this justification Nixon told the people of the United States that, we must not appear, in the eyes of the world, to be a weak nation, unable to achieve its goals and commitments. Nixon was not willing to allow a small nation like Vietnam to hinder his, nor the US’s image as the most powerful nation in the world. He felt that if he did not show the communists in China and the USSR that he would and could use force when and where he deemed necessary.

CONVINCINGLY WRITTEN

DID YOU ANSWER THE “EVALUATE HIS DECISION” PART OF THE QUESTION.   I ASSUME THAT YOU DON’T LIKE HIS DECISION, BUT IT WASN’T ADDRESSED HISTORICALLY.
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Chris Gamman  HIST 195  Written Assignment 2  5/30/03      President Nixon’s decision to expand the U.S. involvement in Vietnam into the neighboring nation of Cambodia was presented to the public in a televised address on the night of April 30, 1970.  In it, the president expressed to the American public the administration’s plan to rid certain areas of North Vietnamese strongholds illegally positioned within the borders of this neutral nation.  This action by the administration proved to be counter-productive on several levels and did what Nixon had always criticized his political opponents for; it prolonged the war.    In his presidential campaign Nixon promised the American public to bring a prompt end to the war in Vietnam.  After President Johnson proposed a raise in taxes to help finance the war, Nixon’s promise gained popular support among Republicans.  People on both sides of the political fence now endorsed the idea of a speedy end to the war.  However, while McCarthy and Kennedy supporters called for a rapid end to U.S. involvement in the war, Nixon, during his campaign and during the beginning of his term, spoke of “winning peace” (video 11).      In an earlier speech, in order to preserve the image of unity within the United States, Nixon called upon the “silent majority” to show their support for the leadership.  However, Nixon overestimated the effectiveness of this support, especially in opposition to a very vocal and very visible minority.  NICELY PUT The invasion of Cambodia only strengthened the stance of the opposition.  Nixon’s declaration of his intentions to expand the war into Cambodia sparked an emotional backlash in which four students from Kent State University and two from Jackson State University lost their lives, further deepening the hurt caused by the war.  “The public would not tolerate any expansion of a war they believed was winding down” (Hall, 64).    Henry Kissinger stated, “Nixon’s handling of the anti-war movement was not generous and contributed to the polarization of our society.”  He continued to say that Nixon’s “gut feeling” reactions prohibited him from developing the language of respect and compassion needed to unite the country (video 11).  In reaction to the firebombing of the ROTC building on the Kent State campus, Nixon called the opponents of the war “bums” and “the luckiest people in the world” AWKWARD WORDING   (video 11).  Nixon’s view of those who fell outside of the realm of the “silent majority” was clearly that these where an ungrateful and unpatriotic lot of chronic complainers and fringe-element extremists who used the war simply as another focal point for protest.    The advance into Cambodia polarized not only the American public but Nixon’s own administration and Cambodia itself.  The Cambodian government, under the leadership of Prince Norodom Sihanouk, had reestablished diplomatic ties with the U.S. in order to stave off the resistance of the Khmer Rouge.  In March of 1969, Nixon ordered a clandestine bombing operation inside of Cambodia called Operation Menu, funneled weapons across the border, and then, secreted these actions from congress (Hall 62).  Defense Secretary Laird and Secretary of State William Rogers both opposed the president’s decision.  A civil war ensued in Cambodia as the North Vietnamese were driven deeper into Cambodia and strengthened their support for the Khmer Rouge, which became the winning party of the civil war.      Nixon saw the war abroad and domestic dissent as a threat to the great institutions the nation had fought so fiercely to protect.  Nixon did not want to be the first American president to declare defeat.  Not only was the political stability of the U.S. and the whole world at stake, but the reputation of history’s greatest superpower was threatened by the aggression of totalitarianism and anarchy (Hall, 103).  The future of United States of America depended on her preservation of the American spirit of freedom and her resistance to becoming obsolete like a “pitiful , helpless giant” (Hall, 103).         President Nixon wanted a victory on the field so that one might be gained at the negotiation table.  However, since North Vietnam refused to negotiate while American troops were still in Cambodia, no concessions were gained from the invasion (Hall, 64).  This, coupled with the fact that the primary enemy target within Cambodia was a dummy operations center, practically negated any benefits of the invasion (Hall, 63).  Ultimately, Nixon was forced to confront the reality that he, like his predecessors before him, could not deliver a timely and victorious end to the war in Vietnam.

VERY WELL DONE
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Shawn Phipps  HST 195  Escobar  Telecourse    Poker metaphors are frequently used to describe Richard M. Nixon’s approach to foreign policy in Gerard J. DeGroot’s A Noble Cause?: America and the Vietnam War, which makes sense in the respect that his presidency could be seen as a series of gambles.  The downside here is that while some of the gambles resulted in huge tactical payoffs, nearly just as many misfired and drove the integrity of U.S. foreign policy into bankruptcy.  GOOD INTRO  Nixon was inaugurated amidst the aftermath of the disastrous Tet Offensive, a “strategic blunder” (DeGroot, 167) that left both the NLF and the PLAF in a forced period of recuperation and helped to seal the fate of Lyndon B. Johnson’s second term AWKWARD WORDING - HE NEVER GOT THAT TERM.  Nixon’s bold campaign promise was to end war within a year, well aware of the burgeoning public rancor towards the war on even the “hawk” side of the populace.    On April 30, 1970, Nixon announced plans to expand the war after failing to bring the swift resolution he had promised.  The speech given on this date indicates that the assumptions he had about U.S. foreign policy could be characterized as a resuscitated incarnation of the domino theory. GOOD  His primary concerns were the expansion of communism in Southeast Asia as well as the reputation of the U. S. on the world stage.  The “pitiful, helpless giant” he referred to in his speech reflects this:  the image of America as a defanged superpower subject to ridicule and potential political submission to China and Russia, which was why a good deal of his presidency was focused on an “honorable” closure of the war that ended up being a protracted series of stalemates with Hanoi.  (Hall, 64)    To cite another poker metaphor, Nixon was “playing the populist card” by addressing what he called the “silent majority” and reserving his harshest criticism for the “doves”, to whom he refused to pander.  (DeGroot, 208)  He was well aware of the looming unpopularity of the war and also made the assumption that the enormous moderate OR CONSERVATIVE voting block would be content to have faith in his by-any-means-necessary approach to pacification.  The aforementioned voting block was paradoxically moderate in the sense that those once bitterly divided were becoming united in their frustration with the seemingly futile see-saw of gains and losses in South Vietnam.  This was a paradox that Nixon cleverly exploited in his silent majority address.    In his defense, the infiltration of Vietnamese communist sanctuaries on Laotian and Cambodian soil was a direct violation of the Geneva Accords.  (Hall, 61) GOOD POINT TO INCLUDE  The communist movement in Cambodia could be seen as both inspired by and a reaction to the Vietnamese presence, with one of Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge’s primary objectives being a separation from N. Vietnamese forces.  (DeGroot, 220)  U.S. intervention seemed necessary but the combination of Khmer Rouge aggression and intense U. S. bombing (coupled with an abrupt withdrawal) sunk Cambodia into a sociopolitical quagmire of famine and genocide that the country is still recovering from today.  (Video 9, Narrator) ******The supplanting and subsequent exile of the enormously popular Norodom Sihanouk as head of state led to another unsavory U. S.-supported regime, this time led by General Lon Nol.  Hate campaigns against Vietnamese residents both aligned and separate from the communist movement were conducted, further antagonizing the Khmer Rouge. (Video 9, Narrator)    An even more bewildering turn of events spurred by Nixon’s maneuverings led to an alliance between Pol Pot and Sihanouk, the latter being relegated to the status of figurehead, a move on which he commented, “when they gain power they will spit me out like a cherry stone.”  (Video 9, Narrator)   After Phnom Penh had been inundated with 100,000 refugees left destitute as a result of U. S. bombing, the Khmer Rouge eventually seized the city after a period of heavy rocket fire.  Many of these refugees were so disgruntled that they “were particularly susceptible to Khmer Rouge indoctrination” (DeGroot, 223) another adverse reaction to Nixon’s decision.      Although the blame doesn’t rest entirely on Nixon (geographical disadvantage and the pressure cooker of N. Vietnamese and Khmer Rouge aggression contributed greatly), his self-proclaimed “madman” image and frequently deceitful approach to foreign policy helped imprison the once prosperous Cambodia in the shackles of abject despair. ****** His goal of “peace with honor” was never realized (Hall, 72) and the rogue bombing of Laos and Cambodia incensed Congress and would eventually lead to a call for his impeachment. NOT THIS EVENT, BUT WATERGATE (Video 9, Narrator)  This “madman”, having gambled with public opinion, the esteem of his colleagues and the volatility in Southeast Asia, would wind up in the political poorhouse, his renegade tactics being both touted as brilliant GRAMMAR denounced as insane to this day.

TOO MUCH ON CAMBODIA BETWEEN THE ******          ******
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“To asses SPELLING   Richard Nixon’s handling of the Vietnam War requires negotiating a minefield of contradictions.” ( DeGroot, 201)  Nixon in the end did not gain much if anything by entering Cambodia, and many people resented the decision.  “In March 1969 President Nixon ordered Operation Menu, the secret bombing of Vietnamese sanctuaries inside Cambodia, hoping to slow North Vietnam infiltration and military operations in the South.” ( Hall, 62) When this happened there were many people left in the dark and  angered over the whole situation.  “ He deliberately concealed this extension of the war from Congress and the American People.” ( Hall 62)  “  Congress which was largely kept in the dark about the Cambodia Operation, reacted with a rare rebuke.” ( Hall 64)  President Nixon widened the war to gain military advantages, and to save the pride of America, which he believed might lose face if the war was not won in our NO FIRST PERSON    favor.  “Domestically the Cambodian invasion produced some of the war’s most extensive and tragic protests.” (Hall,63) These protests included Kent State where people actually lost their lives. “ The Cambodian Operation gave justification to Nixon’s madman image” ( DeGroot, 222) MADMAN IMAGE NOT YET DEFINED   Yet Nixon was concerned with America’s Credibility also, he believed highly in good foreign policy.  Nixon held great standards when it came to living up to expectations of other countries.  America being the supreme power had great responsibilities.   “Concerned that the United States should maintain its foreign policy commitments, the President wanted to end the war on his own terms which he called “peace and honor’” (Hall, 57)”Before his inauguration, he advised Kissinger “that a very definite change of policy toward Cambodia should be one of the orders of business when we get in’”.  Nixon did not know what he was getting himself into.  “A plan to save America had plunged Cambodia into a full scale war. ( Video, 9) (DeGroot, 220) Nixon did not have the all out surge ??? UNCLEAR  to free the world of communism like those who came before him.  To Nixon Vietnam was something more than that.  “By 1968, Nixon’s strident anti-communism had given way to a more accommodating attitude” ( Degroot, 203) “ As Kissinger wrote “He took credibility and honor seriously because they defined America’s capacity to shape a peaceful international order.”  (Degroot, 207)  To do this he brought about the Nixon doctrine.  “First the united states SPELLING     will keep all of it’s treaty commitments, Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us, or of a nation whose survival we consider vital to our society.  Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested in accordance with our treaty commitments.  But we shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary responsibility of providing the manpower for it’s defense” ( DeGroot, 207)   “ On 24 November Nixon warned the American people that “A Nation cannot remain great if it betrays it’s allies and let’s down it’s friends.”  (DeGroot, 204)  Nixon also said that “ Cambodia is the Nixon Doctrine in the purest form.” ( Video,9)    Nixon believed that America should do whatever it took to hold it’s standing and define her reputation.  Nixon also believed that American people should support his ideas and the ones that did not were a minority, those who did support him he claimed were the silent majority. THIS IS THE TRUTH – PROTESTERS WERE A MINORITY  During a televised speech on 3 November Nixon defended the U.S. commitment, explained his Vietnamization Policy, and blatantly  attacked anti-war forces.”  ( Hall, 59)  “ He appealed for support from the “silent majority’ and concluded, North Vietnam cannot defeat or humiliate the United States.” ( Hall, 59)  “Although polls showed that many Americans supported the Cambodian invasion, the massive public demonstration limited Nixon’s options.” ( Hall, 63-64)  In Richard Nixon’s speech on 30 April 1970 he spoke out to explain the offensive in Cambodia. during this speech he stated “If when the chips are down, the world’s most powerful nation, the United States of America, acts like a pitiful, helpless giant the forces of totalitarianism and anarchy will threaten free nations and free institutions throughout the world.” ( Hall, 103)  Nixon wanted Americans to believe that if we NO FIRST PERSON    did not stand up and try to win this war, we lose face to all the countries that looked up to us or feared us.  “ I would rather be a one term President and do what I believe is right than to be a two-term President at the cost of seeing America become a second rate power and to see this nation accept the first defeat in it’s proud 109-year history.”  ( Hall, 103)  Nixon eventually ended the war, but it would be without the victory he so sought.

WELL DONE

ALL QUESTIONS COVERED ADEQUATELY
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Since the 1968 Tet Offensive, North Vietnam had anticipated conducting another     major campaign. Northern leaders assumed that South Vietnam was vulnerable because     of its poor showing in Laos the previous spring. EXPLAIN LAOS  The North further assumed that Nixon,     pressed by domestic political concerns to end the war before THE election would not send     additional troops to reinforce the 95,000 troops that still remained.  WHAT YEAR?  One additional factor     were the changing relations between the United States and major communist powers? NO QUESTIONMARK  So     the leaders of Hanoi targeted ARVN forces, hoping to undermine Vietnamization and     permit NLF cadres to regain the imitative SPELLING  in the countryside before the final peace     negotiation. (Hall pg.68)        On the ground, the ARVN, fighting virtually without American ground support,     was everywhere forced to retreat. (DeGroot pg. 228)  PLAF guerrillas and lead by Soviet-    built tanks joined the three-pronged assault of nearly 120,000 PAVN regulars. The     United States responded quickly, and again American air power was decisive. Nixon     eliminated restrictions in place since late 1968 and renewed air attacks on North Vietnam.     (Hall pg.68) Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for South     Vietnam. As the heaviest bombing of the war it seriously damaged North Vietnamese     fuel and ammunition storage sites and harassed supply lines. (Hall pg. 69)        Injected with new vigor, ARVN units resisted with determination. The enemy’s     desperate attempt to overwhelm units with local numerical superiority was countered     with B-52 and tactical air strikes. (Hall pg.69) General Ngo Quang Truong, given     command of ARVN troops in the north, skillfully relieved the pressure on Hue. ARVN     units gradually regrouped, then launched a methodical counter-attack. (DeGroot pg. 229)    Which included the use of amphibious landings behind enemy positions. NOT A SENTENCE    (Mod 8 Video)     PAVN was pushed back everywhere, even at the scene of the North’s greatest success in     Quang Tri, which was recaptured on 15 September. North Vietnamese losses were heavy,     with perhaps 75,00 killed and 700 tanks destroyed. (DeGroot pg.229) The staunch     resolve of the US to stand behind its ally stunned the enemy. Additionally, it brought     about a strong feeling of self-assurance among the armed forces and population of South     Vietnam. (Hall Doc.19) During the counter-offensive, Abrams remarked:  “By God, the     South Vietnamese can hack it!’ The fighting was dramatic proof that Saigon, for all its     inadequacies, was still able to put together a huge force of men willing to fight and die to     stop communists. (DeGroot pg. 228)The North sustained heavy losses; more than     100,000 deaths compared to South Vietnam’s 25,00. It had underestimated ARVN’s     abilities and quick American response. (Hall pg. 70)     Though ARVN technically won, the omens were dire. Pacification was seriously     impeded, with the number of hamlets under communist control rising significantly. With     PAVN in position around all the cities in the region there was little Saigon could do but     wait for the blow to fall. Furthermore, the destruction of villages by trigger happy RVN     bombers and artillery units spread disaffection. In which many women and children were     hit with napalm. NOT A SENTENCE    (Mon 8 Video) Some 970,00 new refugees resulted, of whom 600,000     were confined in miserable camps? (DeGroot pg. 230)  Now, many were measuring their     commitments, waiting for the winner. ??? UNCLEAR  But the most worrying was the way the offensive     exposed the limits of Vietnamization. (DeGroot pg. 230)   Since the 1968 Tet Offensive, North Vietnam had anticipated conducting another     major campaign. Northern leaders assumed that South Vietnam was vulnerable because     of its poor showing in Laos the previous spring. The North further assumed that Nixon,     pressed by domestic political concerns to end the war before election would not send     additional troops to reinforce the 95,000 troops that still remained. One additional factor     were the changing relations between the United States and major communist powers? So     the leaders of Hanoi targeted ARVN forces, hoping to undermine Vietnamization and     permit NLF cadres to regain the imitative in the countryside before the final peace     negotiation. (Hall pg.68)        On the ground, the ARVN, fighting virtually without American ground support,     was everywhere forced to retreat. (DeGroot pg. 228)  PLAF guerrillas and lead by Soviet-    built tanks joined the three-pronged assault of nearly 120,000 PAVN regulars. The     United States responded quickly, and again American air power was decisive. Nixon     eliminated restrictions in place since late 1968 and renewed air attacks on North Vietnam.     (Hall pg.68) Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for South     Vietnam. As the heaviest bombing of the war it seriously damaged North Vietnamese     fuel and ammunition storage sites and harassed supply lines. (Hall pg. 69)        Injected with new vigor, ARVN units resisted with determination. The enemy’s     desperate attempt to overwhelm units with local numerical superiority was countered     with B-52 and tactical air strikes. (Hall pg.69) General Ngo Quang Truong, given     command of ARVN troops in the north, skillfully relieved the pressure on Hue. ARVN     units gradually regrouped, then launched a methodical counter-attack. (DeGroot pg. 229)    Which included the use of amphibious landings behind enemy positions. (Mod 8 Video)     PAVN was pushed back everywhere, even at the scene of the North’s greatest success in     Quang Tri, which was recaptured on 15 September. North Vietnamese losses were heavy,     with perhaps 75,00 killed and 700 tanks destroyed. (DeGroot pg.229) The staunch     resolve of the US to stand behind its ally stunned the enemy. Additionally, it brought     about a strong feeling of self-assurance among the armed forces and population of South     Vietnam. (Hall Doc.19) During the counter-offensive, Abrams remarked:  “By God, the     South Vietnamese can hack it!’ The fighting was dramatic proof that Saigon, for all its     inadequacies, was still able to put together a huge force of men willing to fight and die to     stop communists. (DeGroot pg. 228)The North sustained heavy losses; more than     100,000 deaths compared to South Vietnam’s 25,00. It had underestimated ARVN’s     abilities and quick American response. (Hall pg. 70)     Though ARVN technically won, the omens were dire. Pacification was seriously     impeded, with the number of hamlets under communist control rising significantly. With     PAVN in position around all the cities in the region there was little Saigon could do but     wait for the blow to fall. Furthermore, the destruction of villages by trigger happy RVN     bombers and artillery units spread disaffection. In which many women and children were     hit with napalm. (Mon 8 Video) Some 970,00 new refugees resulted, of whom 600,000     were confined in miserable camps? (DeGroot pg. 230)  Now, many were measuring their     commitments, waiting for the winner. But the most worrying was the way the offensive     exposed the limits of Vietnamization. (DeGroot pg. 230)   Since the 1968 Tet Offensive, North Vietnam had anticipated conducting another     major campaign. Northern leaders assumed that South Vietnam was vulnerable because     of its poor showing in Laos the previous spring. The North further assumed that Nixon,     pressed by domestic political concerns to end the war before election would not send     additional troops to reinforce the 95,000 troops that still remained. One additional factor     were the changing relations between the United States and major communist powers? So     the leaders of Hanoi targeted ARVN forces, hoping to undermine Vietnamization and     permit NLF cadres to regain the imitative in the countryside before the final peace     negotiation. (Hall pg.68)        On the ground, the ARVN, fighting virtually without American ground support,     was everywhere forced to retreat. (DeGroot pg. 228)  PLAF guerrillas and lead by Soviet-    built tanks joined the three-pronged assault of nearly 120,000 PAVN regulars. The     United States responded quickly, and again American air power was decisive. Nixon     eliminated restrictions in place since late 1968 and renewed air attacks on North Vietnam.     (Hall pg.68) Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for South     Vietnam. As the heaviest bombing of the war it seriously damaged North Vietnamese     fuel and ammunition storage sites and harassed supply lines. (Hall pg. 69)        Injected with new vigor, ARVN units resisted with determination. The enemy’s     desperate attempt to overwhelm units with local numerical superiority was countered     with B-52 and tactical air strikes. (Hall pg.69) General Ngo Quang Truong, given     command of ARVN troops in the north, skillfully relieved the pressure on Hue. ARVN     units gradually regrouped, then launched a methodical counter-attack. (DeGroot pg. 229)    Which included the use of amphibious landings behind enemy positions. (Mod 8 Video)     PAVN was pushed back everywhere, even at the scene of the North’s greatest success in     Quang Tri, which was recaptured on 15 September. North Vietnamese losses were heavy,     with perhaps 75,00 killed and 700 tanks destroyed. (DeGroot pg.229) The staunch     resolve of the US to stand behind its ally stunned the enemy. Additionally, it brought     about a strong feeling of self-assurance among the armed forces and population of South     Vietnam. (Hall Doc.19) During the counter-offensive, Abrams remarked:  “By God, the     South Vietnamese can hack it!’ The fighting was dramatic proof that Saigon, for all its     inadequacies, was still able to put together a huge force of men willing to fight and die to     stop communists. (DeGroot pg. 228)The North sustained heavy losses; more than     100,000 deaths compared to South Vietnam’s 25,00. It had underestimated ARVN’s     abilities and quick American response. (Hall pg. 70)     Though ARVN technically won, the omens were dire. Pacification was seriously     impeded, with the number of hamlets under communist control rising significantly. With     PAVN in position around all the cities in the region there was little Saigon could do but     wait for the blow to fall. Furthermore, the destruction of villages by trigger happy RVN     bombers and artillery units spread disaffection. In which many women and children were     hit with napalm. (Mon 8 Video) Some 970,00 new refugees resulted, of whom 600,000     were confined in miserable camps? (DeGroot pg. 230)  Now, many were measuring their     commitments, waiting for the winner. But the most worrying was the way the offensive     exposed the limits of Vietnamization. (DeGroot pg. 230)
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Since the 1968 Tet Offensive, North Vietnam had anticipated conducting another     major campaign. Northern leaders assumed that South Vietnam was vulnerable because     of its poor showing in Laos the previous spring. The North further assumed that Nixon,     pressed by domestic political concerns to end the war before election would not send     additional troops to reinforce the 95,000 troops that still remained. One additional factor     were the changing relations between the United States and major communist powers? So     the leaders of Hanoi targeted ARVN forces, hoping to undermine Vietnamization and     permit NLF cadres to regain the imitative in the countryside before the final peace     negotiation. (Hall pg.68)        On the ground, the ARVN, fighting virtually without American ground support,     was everywhere forced to retreat. (DeGroot pg. 228)  PLAF guerrillas and lead by Soviet-    built tanks joined the three-pronged assault of nearly 120,000 PAVN regulars. The     United States responded quickly, and again American air power was decisive. Nixon     eliminated restrictions in place since late 1968 and renewed air attacks on North Vietnam.     (Hall pg.68 Video 8) Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for     South Vietnam. As the heaviest bombing of the war it seriously damaged North     Vietnamese fuel and ammunition storage sites and harassed supply lines. (Hall pg. 69)        Injected with new vigor, ARVN units resisted with determination. The enemy’s     desperate attempt to overwhelm units with local numerical superiority was countered     with B-52 and tactical air strikes. (Hall pg.69) General Ngo Quang Truong, given     command of ARVN troops in the north, skillfully relieved the pressure on Hue. ARVN     units gradually regrouped, then launched a methodical counter-attack. (DeGroot pg. 229)    PAVN was pushed back everywhere, even at the scene of the North’s greatest success in     Quang Tri, which was recaptured on 15 September. North Vietnamese losses were heavy,     with perhaps 75,00 killed and 700 tanks destroyed. (DeGroot pg.229 Video 8) The     staunch resolve of the US to stand behind its ally stunned the enemy. Additionally, it     brought about a strong feeling of self-assurance among the armed forces and population     of South Vietnam. (Hall Doc.19) During the counter-offensive, Abrams remarked:  “By     God, the South Vietnamese can hack it!’ The fighting was dramatic proof that Saigon, for     all its inadequacies, was still able to put together a huge force of men willing to fight and     die to stop communists. (DeGroot pg. 228)The North sustained heavy losses; more than       100,000 deaths compared to South Vietnam’s 25,00. It had underestimated ARVN’s     abilities and quick American response. (Hall pg. 70)     Though ARVN technically won, the omens were dire. Pacification was seriously     impeded, with the number of hamlets under communist control rising significantly. With     PAVN in position around all the cities in the region there was little Saigon could do but     wait for the blow to fall. Furthermore, the destruction of villages by trigger happy RVN     bombers and artillery units spread disaffection. Some 970,00 new refugees resulted, of     whom 600,000 were confined in miserable camps? (DeGroot pg. 230)  Now, many were     measuring their commitments, waiting for the winner. But the most worrying was the     way the offensive exposed the limits of Vietnamization. (DeGroot pg. 230)
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Cathy Wagner  On March 30, 1972, North Vietnam launched what became known as the Easter  Offensive.  The decision to begin the Easter Offensive was influenced by several factors.   First, the North thought that South Vietnam was weak and vulnerable. They felt that a  successful attack would lower morale in the South and would be a set-back for Nixon’s  Vietnamization. “The idea of a complete victory while US troops were still on Vietnamese  soil had intoxicating allure.” (DeGroot, pg 227)   “ The North Vietnamese further  assumed that Nixon, pressed by domestic political concerns to end the war before the  November presidential election, would be unable to send additional forces to reinforce the  95,000 US troops that still remained.” (Hall, pg 68)  Hanoi was also concerned about the  improved relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union and China.  EXCELLENT POINT They  were worried that the United States would be able to influence the Soviet Union and  China into pressuring North Vietnam to accept a settlement favoring the Americans.    North Vietnam began the Offensive by attacking simultaneously from three different  directions.  Troops and tanks crossed over the DMZ and captured Quang Tri in the north.   A second attack from the west at Kontum, was an attempt to cut South Vietnam in half,  and a third attack at An Loc was in preparation for an assault on Saigon.  Initially, there  was no American ground support and the Offensive went well for the North. The ARVN  was forced to retreat everywhere but by May, things began to turn around. U.S. Bombing  runs that took place under “Operation Linebacker” were more successful than any other  bombing campaign during the war up to that point. United States air strikes that were  attacking enemy supply lines in addition to ammunition and fuel storage sites, began to  take their toll.  “The American response during the enemy offensive was timely, forceful  and decisive.” (Hall, document 19, pg 105)   The tide began to turn and the advance of the  North began to slow.  These air strikes were without a doubt a crucial aspect of South  Vietnams eventual victory but the determination with which the ARVN fought should not  be overlooked.  “The fighting was dramatic proof that Saigon, for all its inadequacies, was  still able to put together a huge force of men willing to fight and die to stop the  communists.” (DeGroot, pg 228)  South Vietnam began to regroup and started launching  a counter-attack. North Vietnam sustained many causalities and the South’s victory in part  was due to the physical and mental wearing down of the enemy.    Even though the South technically won and was able to regain most of the area lost to the  North during the Easter Offensive, they were unable to reclaim the Central Highlands.   The communists were gaining increasing control in these rural areas around the cities,  which gave them access to the population and food supplies. This, in addition to the  fact  that  hamlets in the rural areas were increasingly losing faith in the South Vietnamese  governments ability to protect them, weakened the South’s position at the negotiating  table in Paris. I ASSUME THAT THE FOLLOWING ANSWERS THE WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF THE SOUTH VIETNAMESE SUCCESS, BUT IT IS NOT ENTIRELY CLEAR  The Paris Peace Agreement did not reflect their victory.  “The RVN leader  took stand and had adopted a “Four No’s’ policy: no negotiating with the enemy, no  communist activity in South Vietnam, no coalition government, no surrender of territory”  (DeGroot, pg 230)      The Paris agreement favored the North Vietnamese and violated every aspect of the  RVN’s  “Four No’s’ policy.  The United States and Hanoi had come to an agreement  without consulting the South and the South was furious. “The draft of the treaty came as  pretty much a  surprise to South Vietnam” (video 10)  According to the Paris Agreement,  there would be a cease-fire.  Each side would retain control of the areas that they currently  occupied, meaning that the North would not have to leave the Southern areas that it still  controlled in the Central Highlands. Thieu’s government could remain but there would be  a coalition government with the North, and the NLF, now called the People’s  Revolutionary Government (PRG) would be recognized.      The South found this agreement unacceptable and although they refused to sign initially,  they eventually signed under pressure from the United States.  To further encourage   Thieu to sign the agreement, the United States promised to come to South Vietnam’s  assistance if the DRV renewed the offensive.

GENERALLY WELL WRITTEN AND ANALYZED.

VERY GOOD PAPER
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The year1972 was supposed to be the beginning of what President Nixon called “Vietnamization.”  The United States military personnel was starting to fall back on positions held in Vietnam.  Nixon was planning to hand over the war fully to the South Vietnamese.  Instead, an attack by the leadership in Hanoi on March 30,1972, was meant to disrupt the plans of the U.S.  The Easter Offensive, however, had undesirable effects for the North Vietnamese and the United States. The North Vietnamese suffered a military defeat.   Just as the U.S was hoping to get out of Vietnam, they would find themselves as deep in as ever.  HOW SO? For the America SPELLING  military the Easter Offensive showed just how much the South Vietnamese military depended on the aid of the U.S. and it showed how Vietnamization was not going to work.

 At the time of the Easter Offensive, a full U.S. withdrawal from the South had not happened POOR WORD CHOICE  , and the U.S. still had some 95,000 troops still in the area.  The aims of the North were to end the war with a massive attack, thus “changing relations between the United States and the major communist powers.”(Hall, 68). The North Vietnamese didn’t want to lose support from the communists who had been supporting the war. EXPLAIN THIS  They also thought that President Nixon wouldn’t be able to send extra troops fast enough after the offensive began to help out. MISPLACED MODIFIER   PAVN, and PLAF personnel with Soviet-built tanks moved over the Demilitarized Zone and into South Vietnam. The attacks planned to take out areas in Quang Tri, and Hue.  They cut South Vietnam in half and attacked Kontum, Plieku and Binh Dinh.  As the offensive advanced to attack Saigon, they hit both Loc Ninh, An Loc, hoping to break the will of the South. 

At first the North Vietnamese, hoping to end the war, had the ARVN retreating from these held locations after attacks on the provinces.  “From its very beginning, this offensive was an ultimate challenge for South Vietnam.”(Hall, 105).  The North had success with surprise and momentum as they had crossed into the South.  The South was fighting without air support from the United States, which had halted their air campaign.  Because of Vietnamization, “United States strength in South Vietnam had been greatly reduced, both logistic and combat support was responsive and effective.”(Hall, 105).??? UNCLEAR   

 In reaction to the Easter Offensive, the United States was forced to provide extra support. The U.S. wanted to regain the areas that the ARVN had held before the attacks.  “The United States initiated an emergency program to provide support to battered RVNAF units on all battlefields to assist them in regaining their strength and initiative.”(Hall, 105).  The support that helped the South was called Operation Linebacker.  It eliminated Nixon’s restrictions on air attacks that had been in effect since 1968.  The letting go POOR WORD CHOICE   of restrictions allowed the U.S to bomb even more heavily than during Operation Rolling Thunder.  GOOD POINT  The new U.S. operation, which had cut back its B-52’s to only 83 planes in the area, doubled in less than six weeks.  “Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for South Vietnam.”(Hall, 69), but also required a shift in the move toward Vietnamization.

The combined power of the U.S. and South Vietnam won the battle.  The Army of the Republic of Vietnam had to first take some breaths after being beat up NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES  all over the central valleys in the South after the Easter Offensive. The army relied on the bombing by the U.S., and the South took back the areas in Quang Tri, Hue, and finally kicked out POOR WORD CHOICE   the PAVN everywhere.  The heavy losses of the North and their inability to capitalize on their attacks during the offensive, plus the fact that the ARVN did ultimately regain what it had lost during the first few weeks of the Easter Offensive, shows WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    that the South Vietnamese, and the United States did win these battles. Sir Robert Thompson concludes, “It was untrue to say that the battles were won solely by American air power, it would be true to say that they could not have been won without it.”(DeGroot, 229)

In the short run, the Easter Offensive was a success for the South, and the U.S., giving the southern army, and the South Vietnamese people a new feeling of confidence.  It was not the same case for the North.  Their second full scale attacks on the South showed that they needed a more stable supply network if they were going to win on the battlefield.  The North would get less military aid from the communist powers after their defeat in the offensive.  However, while it was a success for the U.S., who suffered little FEW casualties in the offensive, ultimately it created a problem.  The main lesson of the Easter Offensive was that the ARVN could not repel a full scale attack alone.   “But the most worrying omen was the way the offensive exposed the limits of Vietnamization.”(DeGroot, 230). It showed that Vietnamization was not going to work.   Nixon’s major aim as president, to hand over the fighting to the South and have “peace with honor,” could not be achieved.  

EXCEPT FOR THE GRAMMAR/SPELLING/READABILITY PROBLEMS THIS IS A VERY WELL SUPPORTED ESSAY

GOOD JOB 
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David Morgan  Assignment #2  Document 19    Vietnamization in theory made perfect sense. Teach the South Vietnamese military to fend for themselves once the American military started the process of de-escalation. The goals of Vietnamization: WERE technical training, establishment of a command leadership core that would be able to confidently lead the ARVN. By the spring of 1972, Vietnamization had been almost completed. Most U.S. troops had been withdrawn, and the large, complex U.S. intelligence, communications and logistics structure in South Vietnam were dismantled: NEED TRANSITION WORD WHEN USING COLONS  most of the American-built bases had been turned over to the South Vietnamese Army.    At the beginning of 1972 the South Vietnamese Army deployed a new division, the 3rd, comprised mostly of green troops along the DMZ in the fire bases formerly occupied by American Marines. With the placement of the 3rd Division in this area, it exposed an untested and relatively untrained ARVN contingent to an area that had seen many hard fought battles and some very heavy duty artillery and rocket fire. On March 30, 1972 the North Vietnamese launched the Easter Offensive, a major conventional invasion of the South. The three pronged assault of nearly 120,000 PAVN regulars was joined by PLAF guerrillas and led by Soviet-built tanks (Hall 69). On the ground, the ARVN, fighting virtually without American ground support, was everywhere forced to retreat (DeGroot 228). Within weeks, Loc Ninh, An Loc, Quang Tri were overrun, Hue and Kontum were surrounded and on the verge of being taken by the PAVN.     Without American intervention, South Vietnam would have been lost to the North sooner than it was eventually. Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for South Vietnam. As the heaviest bombing of the war it seriously damaged North Vietnamese fuel and ammunition storage sites and harassed supply lines (Hall 69). With the North fighting a more conventional war, they relied heavily upon fuel and supplies, without those they lost the edge they needed to completely take advantage of the invasion. GOOD POINT  With the American bombing going on, it gave the South enough time to regroup, and launch a counterattack of their own. It took several months but eventually the ARVN took back all the cities it had lost to the PAVN.    There were several factors which led the North Vietnamese to cross the DMZ and attack the South. The first was that it was an election year for the United States, and Hanoi hoped that a worsening military situation would persuade Nixon to make concessions in Paris, in order to placate voters (DeGroot 227). Northern leaders assumed that South Vietnam was vulnerable because of its poor showing in Laos the previous spring. EXPLAIN  Rather than attack the major cities as before, Hanoi targeted ARVN forces, hoping to undermine Vietnamization and permit NLF cadres to regain the initiative in the countryside before the final peace negotiations. WHAT ABOUT US NEGOTIATIONS WITH CHINA AND RUSSIA?

THE PAPER WAS TOO SHORT TO ADEQUATELY ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS, ESPECIALLY THE LAST ONE

What were the results of the success   of the South Vietnamese?      
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Caroline Porter   HST195   Assignment #2                                             John Kerry Testimony             In John Kerry’s speech, he talks WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    about war crimes committed in Vietnam by soldiers who were later honorably discharged and many who were highly decorated. Kerry starts off by telling us NO FIRST PERSON  about an investigation that happened in Detroit where 150 soldiers confessed to crimes they committed while overseas. He tells us that these war crimes “were not isolated incidents but crimes committed on a day to day basis”(Qtd. in Hall104). Kerry also tells us that the officers who were in charge were aware of what their soldiers were doing and turned a blind eye. Kerry goes on to talk about how the soldiers told stories about how they randomly killed civilians, poisoned food supplies, cut of SPELLING  people’s heads, raped, and ravaged villages.                  Kerry then begins talking about how the United States does not want to admit that they were wrong and that they made a mistake. “Someone has to die so president Nixon won’t be . . . “the first President to lose a war” (Qtd, in Hall 104).  He also tells us how the country has tried to “disown” him and his fellow veterans, after all the sacrifices they have made. Kerry tells us how he wishes they could forget about the time spent in Vietnam as quickly as the United States government forgot about the Veterans of Vietnam.  But Kerry says that the government has only made them want to continue the fight and to “conquer the hate and fear that have driven this country these last ten years” (Qtd. in Hall 104).  Kerry wants to be able to tell people that he was in Vietnam and not feel ashamed, but feel proud because he helped this country make a change for the better.  EXPLAIN THIS – IT CONTRADICTS EVERYTHING SAID SO FAR       In this testimony, John Kerry talks about war crimes. War crimes are crimes committed against an enemy, a prisoner, or a subject, during the time of war; which violate international agreements or are offences against humanity. When Kerry talks about war crimes he is referring to the crimes committed by soldiers in the US military against innocent Vietnamese civilians and other Vietnamese people. War crimes are in violation of international agreements and the rules or laws of war. The rules of war were first made in 1864 in Geneva and they are added too as they are needed. They are designed to minimize the destruction of life and to proscribe POOR WORD CHOICE    cruel treatment of noncombatants and prisoners of war. Some of these rules that apply to John Kerry’s Testimony and the war crimes committed by soldiers in Vietnam are,   - Prisoners of war must be humanely treated and protected from violence. Prisoners cannot be beaten or used for propaganda purposes.  - Killing anyone who has surrendered is prohibited  - Attacks on civilians and undefended towns are prohibited.       The United States acted immorally in Vietnam. BASED ON THESE RULES?  They were aware of the international rules of war and they broke them anyway. The treatment of Vietnamese civilians by American soldiers is WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    appalling.        For John Kerry the war was a place that he wishes he could forget about. He wanted to use it as a turning point to change America and to stop the fear and hatred that fueled the war in the first place. EXPLAIN THIS  He wants to do this so in the future he does not have to feel ashamed to tell people that he was in Vietnam. He wants to be proud of being in Vietnam so it is “not a filthy obscene memory, but . . . Instead a place where America finally turned and where soldiers like us helped in the turning (Qtd. in Hall 104)

PAPER LACKS ANALYSIS   - IT REMAINS ON A FAIRLY VAGUE LEVEL

THIS QUESTION

Had the United States acted immorally in Vietnam?

IS DEEPER THAN JUST WAS SOME U.S. SOLDIERS DID
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Anti-war comments made by soldiers returning from Vietnam were not uncommon by the mid 1970s.  John Kerry (current Senator of Massachusetts), made his point very clear when he addressed the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee on April 22nd, 1971 with his testimony.  He spoke of the horrifying war crimes committed by US soldiers during the war.  War crimes as Kerry puts it, were "committed on a day to day basis with the full awareness of officers at all levels of command."(Hall, Document 18).    Kerry made it clear that these were not ephemeral or isolated incidents, rather regular atrocities. He lists several of these crimes such as rape, severing of ears and heads, the taping of wires from portable telephones and attaching them to human genitals and turning the power full blast.  He testified of the raving SPELLING  of villages, the poisoning of food stocks, the random shooting of civilians, and all this, in addition to the "normal ravage of war and the normal and very particular ravaging which is done by the applied bombing power of this country." (Hall, Document 18).             The rules of warfare are now TODAY? supposedly shared by all parties AWKWARD WORDING   participating in internal arms conflicts.  This is untrue in the case of the "civilized" United States during the Vietnam War.  The international legal rules governing internal armed conflicts are much less developed than those applying to armed conflicts between States. COUNTRIES  Maybe this is why it was easier to ignore regulations and standards.  ??? UNCLEAR  If even the highest-ranking officer in a platoon was inflicting such horrific acts upon innocents or the surrendered, then what does that say about honor, discipline, and fairness?  NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS "Attacks may be directed only against objects that make a contribution to the enemy’s military effort and hence are of tactical or strategic importance." (Common Article 3 of the 1949 Geneva Conventions).  According to Kerry, this rule of decency was commonly ignored in Vietnam, by both sides.  "Persons who take no active part in hostilities (noncombatants, captured persons, the wounded, sick, and shipwrecked) are to be treated humanely and equally, irrespective, of race, color, religion, sex, wealth, etc.) (Common Article of the 1949 Geneva Conventions.)  This rule was also ignored.  If only the rules of war could be monitored intensely by a supreme source, then relationships DO YOU MEAN WARS/VIOLENCE between countries in the future would be without grudges, and could maintain a sense of dignity and pride.       During the testimony, Kerry asks WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    what happened to the leadership of the United States.  "Where are McNamara, Rostow, Bundy, Gilpatrick, and so many others? Where are they now, the men they sent off to war, have returned?" (John Kerry’s testimony before the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee).  He added that these commanders have deserted their troops and that is the most offensive crime of them all.    *****        The United States had in fact acted immorally in Vietnam.  The Government’s failure to recognize the patriotism of more or less brain-washed disciples of a war that was not their own was immoral. ??? UNCLEAR  - ARE YOU CALLING SOLDIERS BRAINWASHED DISCIPLES?  The lack of judgement by military officers regarding conduct and the rules of war was immoral.  YES  Not a single soldier was trained for what he was really about to see, NOT TRUE  so most probably just followed along.  If it’s ok with the commanding officer then it must be ok, right?  NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS This does not mean that everyone who served in Vietnam was committing war crimes.  It doesn’t mean that half of the men were.  What is for sure is that the US had made a mistake, and thousands were paying for it.  The soldiers’ anger and frustrations were carried out not only in battle, but in non-aggressive villages as well.  Similar treatment was being given to their comrades, so action and revenge came at a time of confusion and utter frustration.  It would be unfair to categorize everyone who committed war crimes as evil persons. The kind of horror some experienced there drove them insane.  But what about the big Kahuna NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES  thousands of miles away giving orders to bomb the hell out of such a beautiful country?  NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS The Vietcong had weapons, but not the kind of supply that the US would see hovering over its horizon, bomb after bomb, after bomb.  The ones back in the office were the ones taking lives so easily, whether of the North Vietnamese, or of the US soldiers.  How is that fair?  How is the use of bombs ever moral or justified?     *****       The war for Kerry, most of all, meant betrayal.  He felt that the administration had turned their backs on the veterans.  He adds, "we wish that a merciful God could wipe away our own memories of that service as easily as this administration has wiped away their memories of us." (Hall, Document 18)  He was very upset about the recognition of veterans and their "denial" attitude.  It seems that Kerry believed that the war in Vietnam was a big waste of time, money, and most importantly, lives.

PAPER FAIRLY WELL WRITTEN (CONVINCINGLY) UNTIL THE SIZEABLE RANTING BETWEEN THE  *****       ******  (SEE ABOVE)

NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS AND NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES  IN FORMAL ESSAYS
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Andrew Laing  Vietnam Paper #2  Escobar HST 195    JOHN KERRY AND THE UNITED STATES’ WAR CRIMES    TODAY, John Kerry is a well respected Senator, a Presidential candidate and a Vietnam veteran.  Kerry also chaired the Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairs for the Senate, and was a member of Vietnam Veterans Against the War. (DeGroot, 352 & Hall 104)  His speech given to the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee on April 22, 1971 showed his opposition to the war in Vietnam.  He has been both praised and criticized for his stance on the war.      During Kerry’s speech to the Senate he spoke about the war crimes that were committed on a day to day basis by ordinary American soldiers and high ranking officials alike.  He told stories that these American’s had, “raped, cut off ears, cut off heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned up the power, cut off limbs, blown up bodies, randomly shot at civilians, razed villages in fashion reminiscent of Genghis Kahn, shot cattle and dogs for fun, poisoned food stocks, and generally ravaged the countryside of South Vietnam in addition to the normal ravage of war and the normal and very particular ravaging which is done by the applied bombing power of [the United States].” (Hall, 104, John Kerry, Document 18)      The first modern international rules of war are known as the Geneva Conventions.  If during wartime a country breaks any of these rules it is known as a war crime.  War crimes that were committed by the United States according to John Kerry and others include, but are not limited to: Civilians must not be attacked, civilian objects (houses, hospitals, schools, places of worship, cultural or historical monuments, etc.) must not be attacked, it is prohibited to attack objects that are indispensable to the survival of the civilian population (food, farming areas, drinking water installations, etc.). (Geneva Conventions)  “When we had to shoot at a house, we shot at a house.  When we had to destroy a house, we destroyed it.” (Video #7, Capt. Myron Harrington)  “[The Americans] directed rocket fire against the homes of the people in my neighborhood.” (Video #7, Nguyen Thi Hoa)  Some of the more major rules of war that were broken by the United States were: No one shall be subjected to physical or mental torture, corporal punishment or cruel or degrading, sexual violence is prohibited, it is prohibited to kill or wound an enemy who is surrendering or who is hors de combat, prisoners are entitled to respect and must be treated humanely, taking hostages is prohibited, vulnerable groups such as pregnant women, and nursing mothers, unaccompanied children and the elderly must be given special protection. (www.kadmiel.com/kadmiel.com/articles/RulesofWar)  First hand accounts show that these rules were not always followed.  “Old folks, children and pregnant women who could not flee were burned alive in their homes.” (Video #7, Nguyen Thi Hoa)  The American television showed “the unethical quality that did not recognize that if a man was taken prisoner he was not to be shot at point blank range.” (Video #7, Harry McPherson, Counsel to the President).    These unnerving scenes show that the Vietminh were not alone in their unethical approach to the war; so too was the United States.  John Kerry, along with a multitude of other Vietnam veterans felt that they had been sent away to fight a war that was pointless.  They feel that it was a losing cause, and the Government knew that when they sent them to die.  The soldiers who did return wanted positive recognition from both the Government, and the public for supporting their country, but instead they were outcasts in their own home.  “We wish that a merciful God could wipe away our own memories of that service as easily as this administration has wiped away their memories of us.” (Hall, 104, John Kerry, Document 18)  Baker echoes Kelly’s animosity in a quote from his book, Nam, “Walking down the streets of Berkeley, I felt like the man from Mars visiting Earth.  Everybody was looking at me. People spit at me.  I was more scared walking down that street than I had been in Vietnam. These people wanted to kill me more than the Viet Cong did.” (DeGroot, 356).

GOOD INTEGRATION OF SOURCES

BRIEF BUT WELL DONE
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Emily Johnson  May 30, 2003  Vietnam    Written Assignment #2 Question #4    The levels of American sentiment during and after the Vietnam War are fascinating and intriguing.  Never before in U.S. history had the country experienced such passionate anti-war sentiment.  And never before had American GI’s experienced such hatred from their fellow citizens.  John Kerry’s testimony is one of conviction and acclaimed dedication in opposition to the war, in addition to calling the American public into fair treatment for all soldiers (Hall, 2000).    Kerry began his testimony in discussion of war crimes and the many veterans who did testify to such.  The veterans confessed to such crimes being committed regularly instead of sporadically.  From the examples given, Kerry seems to be referring to war crimes as acts of utter inhumanity.  The people victimized by the troops were obligated to live in constant fear and danger.  Their lives were full of terror and characterized by tears and bloodshed.  Because humankind has vengeful and hate-filled tendencies, many people suffered (Hall, 2000).    The veterans told personal war crime stories indicating such acts as; rape, cut off ears and heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned up the power, randomly shot civilians, razed villages, shot cattle and dogs for fun, poisoned food, and generally ravaged the countryside of South Vietnam.  Kerry included the reference of normal ravages of war especially applied bombing.  In the summation of activities, Kerry appears to be including all such war activities into the classification of war crimes (Hall, 2000).    Another Vietnam veteran spoke in similar tone as Kerry about the specifics of the war.  He claimed that the levels of horridity within the villages abounded.  “We were trained killers!  What the hell was communism?  I couldn’t even define communism and I’m out here going to die to oppose it?!?  Someone was taking advantage of our courage and bravery, to no uncertain end.  I realized we weren’t heroes or good guys but had become everything that was evil” (Video #5, U. S. soldier).  Although Kerry did not use these same words, his opinion definitely coincides.  GOOD POINT Crimes had been committed that one would hopefully never get away with on the streets of America.  Yet as the enemy blurred, the confusion rose, and a soldier saw his buddy shot in the head, another part of the soul took over and crimes were inevitably committed.    Although war is supposed to be committed to a set of standards and rules, they are generally broken.  Many would also suggest that “rules of war” is a ridiculous notion because war in itself breaks one incredible moral rule.  ANOTHER GOOD POINT  Yet as American troops entered the Vietnam scene, survival seemed the pertinent task.  The United States had committed much immorality prior to the war and all throughout.  Dishonesty toward men who were fighting and dying took top priority on the list.  Employment and support if dictators like Diem was morally catastrophic.  The amount of tax money used toward the war was insanity.  Much of the continued purpose of the war effort rested solely on America’s pride and intense need of victory.  CAREFUL HERE – AND THE ANTI COMMUNIST FEAR  Many families, Vietnamese and American, lost daughters, sons, husbands, wives, brothers, sisters, fathers, and mothers because of indecent policy making.  Although many in positions of authority believed in the power of a noble cause, the utter desolation which occurred will remain forever (DeGroot, 2000).    Kerry referred to the Vietnam War as a terrible sacrifice and mistake.  Because he had previously participated, he knew the barbaric aspects of it.  It seems that death and suffering, physical and emotional, were major themes of Kerry’s thoughts.  While he could not erase the past, he knew the importance of trying to bring about change in the future (Hall, 2000).                           References    Degroot, G. J. (2000). A noble cause? America and the Vietnam war. New York: Pearson Education.    Hall, M. (2000). The Vietnam war. New York: Pearson Education.

WELL WRITTEN PAPER (CONVINCINGLY SO)
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Evan Gammon  541-15-4328  Essay # 2 History of the Vietnam War Question4    John Kerry’s testimony to the Senate Comitee on Foreign affairs was a very emotional document, especially coming from a Veteran.  It gave voice to thousands of concerned Vietnam era Vets who were against the conflict, citing valuable reasons and making good points.    Many Veterans felt out of place returning from the war.  Adjusting to civilian life was not easy, and is still hard for veterans today. My father who was drafted in the army in 1968 was diagnosed with Post Traumatic Stress recently.  Kerry exposes some of the evils and misgivings of our NO FIRST PERSON  government and also our armed forces.    Although there are no “Rules of war" set out, WRONG – GENEVA CONVENTION  I believe that we NO FIRST PERSON  as Human beings have a certain moral obligation when we are engaging in a war.  In a war we are out to prove a point, to end, prevent or instigate, not to harass, bully and disgrace.    The “War crimes Kerry mentions; mutilation, rape, poisoning of food and the murder of civilians for sport were a part of the Vietnam Conflict as he mentions.  These actions in the name of our country should mortify any moral civilian, and as concious SPELLING  citizens we should try to find the root of these crimes.    The morality of the Vietnam War has always been a topic of much discussion.  In the beginning of the conflict, for the majority of the American people, we were in the moral high ground, single handedly stopping the threat of Communism. Thoughout the war there have been cause to dought SPELLING  that the American military acted with morality.  Our NO FIRST PERSON  involvement in Cambodia and Laos, the instances Kerry speaks of and the biased depiction of the war in the media are a few examples.    Kerry wants WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    from his country what all Vietnam Veterans want: To be recognized for the service they committed to their country.  He wants neither to be victimized, villainized, SPELLING   glorified or forgotten.  He wants the government to be accountable for the mistakes they made in the past so that they don’t make the same mistakes in the future.    In short, the Vietnam war was a blend of new experiences new beginnings and heightened emotions for both the American public and the veterans and soldiers themselves.  It is important that we understand what happened and why so that we may learn and use the information in the future.

NO FIRST PERSON IN FORMAL ESSAYS

POOR GRAMMAR/SPELLING DETRACTED FROM PAPER

THE PAPER WAS TOO SHORT.  LESS THAN MINIMUM NUMBER OF PAGES.   
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A war crime is “A crime committed in wartime; violation of rules of war.”  (Word Web Dictionary) On April 22, 1971, the United States Senate heard the statement of Vietnam War veteran, John Kerry, who presented testimony of “war crimes committed in Southeast Asia.” (Document #18, Hall)  John Kerry represented on this day the organization known as Vietnam Veterans Against the War who had conducted an inquiry into questionable activities of our NO FIRST PERSON  troops in Vietnam and uncovered “over 150 honorably discharged, and many very highly decorated, veterans” (Document #18, Hall) who claimed “these were not isolated incidents but crimes committed on a day to day basis with the full awareness of officers at all levels of command.” (Document #18, Hall)         John Kerry’s testimony painted a morbid picture of war crimes uncovered in what came to be known as “the Winter Soldier Investigation.” (Document #18, Hall)  There were documented incidents where our veterans admitted that “they had personally raped, cut off ears, cut off heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned up the power, cut off limbs, blown up bodies, randomly shot at civilians, razed villages in fashion reminiscent of Genghis Khan, shot cattle and dogs for fun, and poisoned food stocks” (Document #18, Hall)   These were examples he claimed that were “in addition to the normal ravage of war and the normal and very particular ravaging which is done by the applied bombing power of this country.” (Document #18, Hall)           The claims of John Kerry were substantiated by credible witnesses.  Captain Sidney Towle, Head of District Intelligence in Vinh Long claimed there was a contest that raised the risk to civilian lives.  Whoever could bring in the most bodies would win “cash prizes”. (Video #8, Towle)  He also witnessed “irregulars” (Video #8, Towle) who threw a bag on the table containing eleven human ears.  Jane Burton, a Civilian Aid Worker, along with Captain Sidney Towle, both claimed to hear screams from the interrogation center and discovered that one of the means of gaining information was by hooking up electrical current to “sensitive areas” (Video #8, Burton).  Lieutenant William Calley, of the March 16, 1968 My Lai incident, himself acknowledged and along with thirteen other men was convicted for what was considered “the worst atrocity by American soldiers during the war”. (DeGroot, 296)   “Lee Childress saw a fellow soldier shoot an old Vietnamese woman who tried to steal his chewing gum point blank through the chest and killed her. His crime went unpunished.” (DeGroot, 295)           With such horrific incidents on American record, it is easy to bring the United States’ morality into question.  According to the definition of immoral, to be immoral one violates “principles of right and wrong, not adhering to ethical or moral principles, deviating from what is considered right or good.” (Word Web Dictionary)  It is implied in this definition that there are some sort of rules that need to be violated to make an act immoral.  In this case, the violation of the rules of war are in question and  stated in what is known as the Geneva Convention VERY GOOD which was held in August 1949 and put into force October 1950.  Some of the American forces definitely violated these laws in the cases mentioned above when they violated the prohibition of “violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel treatment and torture.” (Geneva Convention, Article 3a)           John Kerry was clearly only addressing the violation of the United States or he very well may have brought up the violation of Article 22 where the “clearly marked medevac SPELLING  helicopters and planes were fired upon” (DeGroot, 49) by the Vietminh or the stuffing of “an American soldier’s genitalia into his mouth” (DeGroot, 296).  Kerry also didn’t mention that around “250 cases of alleged war crimes by Americans revealed that 160 of these were unsubstantiated and eventually, only 36 resulted in trials by courts-martial.” (DeGroot, 296)  GOOD TO POINT THIS OUT, EVEN THOUGH IT WOULD NOT HAVE HELPED KERRY’S CASE AT THE TIME  - YOU SHOULD PROBABLY STATE THAT TRUTH IS SOMETIMES SELECTIVE  In the same breath, however, the morality of certain war crimes could be justified by comments found in the same list of rules of war which states, “However, the Parties to the conflict may take such measures of control and security in regard to protected persons as may be necessary as a result of the war.” (Geneva Convention, Article 27)  This comment along with others like it open a whole new set of possibilities and justifications for what would otherwise be considered a war crime.  Because of statements like this, situations like the My Lai incident could be debated as “necessary as the result of the war” (Geneva Convention, Article 27) since it was a war on communism.  It is because of this that “not everyone condemned Calley” (DeGroot, 296) along with many other questionable incidents.          Kerry was a soldier who wanted to help America “in the turning”. (Document #18, Hall)  Kerry was aware of “higher-ranking officials avoiding responsibility” (Hall, 65) and wanted to end the “ultimate dishonor to deny that we are veterans or that we served in Nam.” (Document #18, Hall)  He wanted to “destroy the last vestige of this barbaric war and to conquer the hate and fear” (Document #18, Hall) which is what drove the war for over a decade; the hate and fear of an “ideology an intangible idea” (DeGroot, 296) communism.

YOUR PAPER TAKES ON SOME CONFLICTING ISSUES, SHOWING A DEEPER LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

RE-READ THE QUESTION TO BE SURE ALL SUB QUESTIONS WERE ANSWERED WELL

GOOD PAPER
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Charles Bond  5/27/2003  History of Vietnam  Joe Escobar    Kerry’s Anti War Comments    John Kerry who himself was a veteran of the Vietnam War, came back to the US and co-founded the Vietnam Veterans of America, later he became a spokesperson for the Vietnam Veterans Against the War.  He felt compelled to question decisions he believed were being made to protect those in positions of authority in Washington, at the expense of the soldiers still in Vietnam. (John Kerry Biography) VERY GOOD POINT   In his speech before the US Senate, John Kerry spoke of all the injustices committed by the American government and its soldiers while in Vietnam.  The obvious injustices committed by these groups were as Kerry stated, “They (being the many veterans who testified) told stories that at times they had personally raped, cut off eats, cut off heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned up the power”  All of this was done by soldier, “with full awareness of officers at all levels of command.” (Hall, 104)    Some of the rules of war that pertain to these actions are as such; Rule number four states:  EXPLAIN THE GENEVA RULES  Prisoners of war must be humanely treated and protected from violence. Prisoners cannot be beaten or used for propaganda purposes (to try to change the way people think about something).  Rule number five states:  Prisoners of war must give their true name and rank or they will lose their prisoner of war protection.  Rule thirteen states: Attacks on civilians and undefended towns are prohibited. (The Rules of War)    Given that these are just a few of the rules of war, it’s fairly clear what John Kerry meant about war crimes.  However there were a number of other injustices committed, but not against the Vietnamese.  As John KERRY said in his speech to clear their minds of the war the American government attempted to disown the soldiers who fought for their country.  “They have tried to deny that we are veterans of that we served in Nam.” (Hall, 104) These injustices against their own soldier show us just what they were capable of.  If they were willing to disown their own soldiers who risked their lives for what they believed in and when their country needed them, what else could they have done.  At very least it is proof that they very well could have been aware of all the war crimes that were being committed in Vietnam.    John Kerry fought for what he believed in, he fought for his country and in the midst of trying to maintain or instill peace into a land full of controversy, and he was witness AND PERHAPS COMMITTER OF to these horrible atrocities.  For Kerry the war was a horrible experience filled with awful war crimes committed by his fellow soldiers and accepted by his commanders.    The United States acted immorally in Vietnam; it did not follow the rules of war, which was written with many influences from it.  How can anyone be expected to follow the rules (which are very reasonable and human towards those fighting) when the people who had a great influence on their creation wont follow them?  NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS Vietnam was an unfortunate war which was held on to NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES  for too long, but all we NO FIRST PERSON  can do is learn from it and that is what has happened.  We know now better how to deal with foreign problems, we’ve learned that the domino theory is not a theory to be anxious about, and thanks to people like Senator Kerry we can shed light on the faults of our actions.    Work Cited    "The Rules of War." Fact Monster.  © 2002 Family Education Network.  28 May. 2003  .    “John Kerry Biography” John Kerry’s Online Office.  © 2003 US Senate.  28 May. 2003  .
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Lindsay Kinney          Love and War      In the context of any armed conflict, the topic of war crimes inevitably arises, especially in reports of civilian and military casualties and the taking of prisoners of war. The idea of a "war crime" seems to be pretty redundant: Most of us NO FIRST PERSON   are familiar with the phrase "All is fair in love and war," and in an armed conflict, in which the killing of enemy troops is considered an acceptable means to an end, it may seem that the concept of a "crime" is out of place. But there are countless treaties that declare otherwise, signed by almost every nation in the world.     The Hague laws and Geneva Conventions are some of the most widely applied of these international agreements. VERY GOOD  These treaties address, among other issues, the participants of war, the victims of war, occupation by hostile forces and the status of cultural property. In the 2003 war in Iraq, Iraqi troops waved a white flag and then opened fire on the U.S. soldiers who approached to accept their surrender; this act is prohibited under the Hague laws. In World War II, the Nazis in Germany performed medical experiments on civilians; this act is prohibited in all of the Geneva Conventions.    There were many war crimes committed in Vietnam, and Kerry listed many of them in his testimony. By war crimes he meant, the committing of a heinous act, such as cutting off ears and heads, randomly shooting at civilians, and poisoning food stocks.  I NO FIRST PERSON  think that Kerry does WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    not approve the war crimes committed, but he also does not agree with the “administration attempting to disown the veterans and the sacrifices they made for this country”. (Hall pg. 104)  He goes on to say that the scars and missing limbs are proof of their hardship and they should be respected for their duties and not belittled and investigated for their crimes.     Yes, I do think the United States acted immorally in Vietnam. Given some of these men had been there for too long and were beginning to act upon their aggression, but there are rules and guidelines of war and many, many of those rules were broken. I have no idea what really happened in Vietnam, I do  know what I read in books and watch on the television. I only know what the government wants us to hear, but I do know that the slaughtering of civilians, and the dismembering of a human body is immoral. Those acts cannot be overlooked, or else they will never be stopped. NOT all is fair in love and war.  NO CLICHE/COLLOQUIAL PHRASES    I’m not really sure what the Vietnam War meant for Kerry. DON’T CHOOSE THIS QUESTION TO ANSWER IF YOU CAN’T ANSWER THIS PART WELL  He speaks very passionately about it and obviously he wanted it to end. After all he was the leader of the Vietnam Veterans Against the War. I think he also felt betrayed by his country, that the veterans were just brushed aside by the administration. He also comments on Nixon saying “he won’t be the first president to lose a war.” So he thought the real reasons for going to war had been lost, and now it’s so big and has been made personal that it can’t be stopped.
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Micki McGee-Scott  History 195  Assignment #2  A Response to Question #4 re: John Kerry’s 1971 speech before the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee addressing war crimes in Vietnam.       The gates of mercy shall be all shut up,     And the fleshed soldier - rough and hard of heart -      In liberty of bloody hand shall range     With conscience wide as hell, mowing like grass     Your fresh-fair virgins, and your flowering infants.     What is it to me, if like impious war -     Arrayed in flames, like to the prince of fiends -     Do, with his smirched complexion, all fell feats     Enlinked to waste and desolation?     What is’t to me, when you yourselves are cause,     If your pure maidens fall into the hand     Of hot and forcing violation?         Shakespeare, Henry V       There are some people who would argue that war itself is a crime against humanity.  However, armed conflict has been pursued by men with great passion since the beginning of our NO FIRST PERSON  recorded history.   Codes of conduct for war developed as nation states/empires grew by conquering other peoples and finally, in the form of a series of treaties drawn up at a conference in The Hague after the devastating carnage of the  World War I. , became  international law.  In Geneva, following the shock of the enormous brutality on the part of both sides in World War II, many of the world’s nations met again to further develop and refine the “laws of war.”  A document came out of the 1949 Geneva Convention “prohibiting direct attacks against civilians or civilian objects,  including reprisals directed at such targets.  But they also include prohibitions on attacks which do not attempt to distinguish between military targets and civilians or civilian objects and attacks which, although aimed at legitimate military target, have disproportionate impact on civilians or civilian objects” (Amnesty International web site, The Laws of War and the Protection of Civilians).    In March of 1968 the American public, already deeply divided over the nation’s involvement in the Vietnam War, was shocked by gruesome revelations of a massacre of over 350 unarmed civilians in the Vietnamese village of My Lai by US troops led by Lt. William Calley.  YES    Charges were brought against thirteen men including Calley who faced 109 counts of murder.  All but Calley were acquitted, and Calley served only three years of what was originally a life sentence (DeGroot, 296).  Some Americans saw what happened at My Lai as simply an act of war, others saw it as murder, and still others saw Calley as a scapegoat for higher ranking military avoiding responsibility VERY GOOD POINT  (Hall, 65).  Calley himself said he was only doing his job - what he was ordered to do.  “I was ordered to go in there and destroy the enemy....  I did not sit down and think in terms of men, women and children.  They were all classified the same....  We weren’t in My Lai to kill human beings, really.  We were there to kill an ideology that is carried by - I don’t know.  Pawns.  Blobs.  Pieces of flesh” (DeGroot, 295-96).    One month after Lt. Calley’s conviction on murder charges, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee began hearings on the war.  John Kerry, a decorated (Silver Star, Bronze Star and 2 Purple Hearts) Naval officer who had served in Vietnam from 1966 to 1970, testified before the committee representing a group of about 1000 returned Vietnam veterans who had     formed Vietnam Veterans Against the War and demonstrated in Washington, D.C., in an effort to make the public aware of the reality of the war.  He said, “I would like to talk on behalf of all those veterans and say that several months ago in Detroit we had an investigation at which over 150 honorably discharged, and many very highly decorated, veterans testified to war crimes committed in Southeast Asia.  These were not isolated incidents but crimes committed on a day to day basis with the full awareness of officers at all levels of command” (Hall, Doc. 18, 104).    Kerry went on to speak about the veterans’ stories of personally raping, mutilating and torturing Vietnamese people, shooting at civilians, destroying crops, livestock and whole villages, “ravag(ing) the countryside of South Vietnam in addition to the normal ravage of war and the normal and very particular ravaging which is done by the applied bombing power of this country” (Hall, Doc. 18, 104).  His testimony, as a veteran of the war, EXCELLENT POINT  tended to back-up the opinions of many anti-war activists that the horror of My Lai was not an isolated incident but simply one of many - one that happened to be captured on film and sent back to the US public.    Following the defeat of PAVN and PLAF forces in the 1968 TET offensive, Harry McPherson, Council to President Nixon, countered the optimism about the war of Walter Rostow and other presidential advisors with his “sense”  from watching American TV “of the awfulness, the endlessness, of the war, the unethical quality that did not recognize that if a man was taken prisoner, he was not to be shot at point blank range” (Video #7, McPherson).  What motivated American youth sent to Vietnam to “defend liberty” to behave in such unthinkable ways - to commit war crimes as we NO FIRST PERSON saw in My Lai and as Kerry and other veterans talked about and as McPherson observed?   NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS  American military policy in Vietnam was based on the idea of victory through attrition of enemy forces.  Westmoreland and others believed that because of the superior firepower of the US eventually the North Vietnamese would lose more troops that they could replace and therefore would have to give up the fight.  Therefore, as Philip Caputo, a Marine lieutenant who served in Vietnam and wrote a book in 1977 entitled A Rumor or War, stated, “Our mission was...simply to kill: to kill Communists and to kill as many of them as possible....Victory was a high body count, defeat a low kill ratio, war a matter of arithmetic.  The pressure on unit commanders to produce enemy corpses was intense, and they in turn communicated it to their troops” (DeGroot, 146).  In 1966 statistics were presented to the US House Foreign Affairs Committee that showed as an average for every enemy soldier killed, the lives of at least two civilians and sometimes as many as six noncombatants were also claimed in the “body count” (DeGroot, 146).  Search and destroy missions in South Vietnam most often resulted in wholesale destruction of hamlets and villages where VC were believed to be active.  US troops would frequently destroy a village to save the village - a contradiction many of us at home had difficulty understanding.  In a book about the war’s strategy written by Harry Summers,  INTERESTING BOOK – ON STRATEGY  Colonel John Paul Vann recalled walking through numerous villages that had been destroyed by “friendly fire” and detecting no evidence of harm to the Vietcong that would justify the destruction.  He noted that “The destruction of a hamlet by friendly firepower is an event that will always be remembered and practically never forgiven by those members of the population who lost their homes” (DeGroot, 261).    Fear was also a major factor in the commission of what could be classified as “war crimes” according to the Geneva Convention III, Protocol 1, accords.  Article 48 of Protocol I states, “In order to ensure respect for and protection of the civilian population and civilian objects, the Parties to the conflict shall at all times distinguish between civilian objects and military objectives and accordingly shall direct their operations only against military objectives.”  Article 51(4) of Protocol I prohibits “indiscriminate attacks” which include attacks that “may be expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, damage to civilian objects, or a combination thereof, which would be excessive in relation to the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated” (Amnesty International web site, The Laws of War and the Protection of Civilians).  Tobias Wolff, author of In Pharoah’s Army, wrote that while the destruction seems senseless in retrospect, “I didn’t think of our targets as homes where exhausted and frightened people were praying for their lives.  When you are afraid you will kill anything that might kill you.  (When) the enemy had the town, the town was the enemy” (DeGroot, 283).  YES, THIS IS TRUE   Vietnam has been called an “unconventional war.”  The enemy was elusive and extremely difficult to identify.  W.D. Ehrhart, a marine who served in the war, wrote a poem published in Caputo’s book that speaks to the problem of knowing who was the enemy (DeGroot, 297-98):        It’s practically impossible       to tell civilians       from the Vietcong.       Nobody wears uniforms.       They all talk       the same language,       (and you couldn’t understand them       even if they didn’t).       They tape grenades       inside their clothes,       and carry satchel charges       in their market baskets.       Even their women fight,       and young boys,       and girls.       It’s practically impossible       to tell civilians       from the Vietcong;       after awhile       you quit trying.  During the TET offensive in 1968, a US soldier fighting to take back the Citadel in Hue responded to a journalist’s question about what was the worst of the war by saying, “Not knowin’ where they (the Vietcong) are.  I’m just hopin’ to stay alive from day to day so I can go back home and go to school.”  Before returning to his “job,” the soldier remarked, “This whole think stinks” (Video #7, US soldier).    Is it true as Ronald Reagan said in 1980 to Veterans of Foreign Wars GREAT POINT – I TAKE IT YOU DON’T LIKE THE TEXTBOOK TITLE  ALSO  that the US involvement in Vietnam was a noble cause?  What was the morality of our actions in Southeast Asia?  John Kerry, in his testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1971, talked about what was found and learned in Vietnam by the men who fought there.  He said, “We found that not only was it a civil war, an effort by a people who had for years been seeking their liberation from any colonial influence whatsoever, but also we found that the Vietnamese whom we had enthusiastically molded after our own image were hard put to take up the fight against the threat we were supposedly saving them from.  We found most people didn’t even know the difference between communism and democracy.  They only wanted to work in rice paddies without helicopters strafing them and bombs with napalm burning their villages and tearing their country apart” (http://www.richmond.edu/-ebolt/history398/John Kerry Testimony.html)..    In a subsequent interview for the PBS Television History of the Vietnam War, Kerry recalled the futility of time he spent in Vietnam.  Over footage of US troops blowing up and burning a village,  he said, “we weren’t gaining any territory, we weren’t winning the hearts and minds of anybody, we certainly weren’t securing any strongholds.  We were simply doing the very macho kind of public demonstration of our presence” (Video #11, John Kerry).     The Vietnam War had a huge impact on shaping John Kerry’s life, as it did on all who were touched by it, be they American or Southeast Asians, military personnel or civilians.  He, along with many other veterans of the war, chose to speak out about the horror of their experience - the crimes many of them had personally committed - rather than remain silent and return to a “normal” life.  He said in his testimony that the real threat to the US was not communism and the North Vietnamese, but rather the war crimes that were being committed by US military troops,  and therefore he felt compelled to speak out.  He also spoke to the “crime” of continuing to fight the war even as “the United States washes her hands of Vietnam” and “someone has to give up his life so that the United States doesn’t have to admit something that the entire world already knows, so that we can’t say that we have made a mistake” (Hall, Doc. 18, 104).    Finally, Kerry did not want what happened in Vietnam - the horror and atrocities - to be swept away and forgotten.  He and all who fought in the war had suffered immensely, and to give meaning to their sacrifices, they could not allow the reality of the war to be denied.  It was his and the veterans he represented final mission to “search out and destroy the last vestige of this barbaric war, to pacify our own hearts, to conquer the hate and the fear that have driven this country these last ten years and more, so when 30 years from now our brothers go down the street without a leg, without an arm, or a face, and small boys ask why, we will be able to say “Vietnam’ and not mean a desert, not a filthy obscene memory, but mean instead the place where America finally turned and where soldiers like us helped it in the turning” (Hall, Doc. 18, 104).    Gerald J. DeGroot states in his introduction to his book, A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War, that “The war was ugly, brutal, costly and riddled with perplexing moral contradictions.”  He points out that there were both “causalities who still suffer the mental torment of combat and defeat” as well as “men and women on both sides who served valiantly, acted morally and afterwards went home to lead normal lives.  The literature of the war is confusing,” he continues, “precisely because the war was (and is) confusing”  (DeGroot, 14-15).
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Sherry Cunningham  Written Assignment 2  History of the Vietnam War    John Kerry’s speech, which appears in Document #18 (Hall), was a clear anti war comment by a man who had served in Vietnam.  What did he mean by a war crime?  What are the rules of war?  Had the United States acted immorally in Vietnam?  What had the Vietnam War meant for Kerry?    DO NOT WASTE SPACE BY REWRITING THE QUESTION

“When I was in Vietnam I learned a lot about the promises that soldiers make to each other. The Marines have a promise to never leave behind their dead. In this country, as citizen soldiers, we need to make the commitment to each other that we will never leave our veterans behind." -- John Kerr RELEVANCE OF QUOTE  TO THIS ESSAY IS QUESTIONABLE  http://www.johnkerry.com/site/PageServer?JServSessionIdr005=b668lnzate.app1a&pagename=vet_main    In Vietnam there were many offenses taken against the Vietnamese people by the military personnel.  Rape, dismemberment, “shooting dogs for fun”, and array of other distructive SPELLING  behaviors.  The offenses were not few and far between.  They occurred constantly.      The United States did act immorally in Vietnam.  And not just the personnel.   The administration did, as well.  They would not stop the war because they did not, or could not, lose.  Their main reason was how other countries would view the United States than SPELLING  ?  NO HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS

The war changed.  What did start out was financial assistance, than escalated from there, because of the fear of what Ho Chi Minh stood for and if he and his party won than others would fall suit.  Other smaller countries.  The war than became “we can’t lose”.  We are the United States.  We are the power.   NO FIRST PERSON   The United States continued to act immorally after the war, as well.  As Kerry stated in his speech, “Where are the leaders of our country? Where is the leadership? We're here to ask where are McNamara, Rostow, Bundy, Gilpatrick, and so many others? Where are they now that we, the men they sent off to war, have returned? These are the commanders who have deserted their troops. And there is no more serious crime in the laws of war.”    The war meant many things to Kerry.  The war stood for unneeded death, “How do you ask a man to be the last man to die in Vietnam? How do you ask a man to be the last man to die for a mistake?”  It stood for racism because mostly black men were dying in the war and that the war was not about freedom.  YES, BUT NOT SUPPORTED IN THIS ESSAY  John Kerry’s speech was very strong and spoke for so many.  Not only the troops but for those of us who watched in horror at the first televised war.  To see what was happening first hand and yet to hear something completely different from the government.
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