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Robert Stratton  HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse  Written Assignment #2    Question #1  Clark Clifford's change of opinion of American strategy in Vietnam was a key influence on President Johnson’s March 31,1968 speech.  Read document #14 and describe how much the decisions announced in the Presidents speech owe Clifford's work in the month preceding it.    Grade on paper=     /100    Spelling  Grammar  No use of first person  Answer the question  Document evidence  Other evidence    Instructor Comments:          *****************************************************************      There was a panic in Washington.  The cause of this panic was the Tet Offense.  The Tet   Offense was "originally supposed to begin just after midnight on January 30th, but was delayed for 24 hours at the last moment."(Degroot, 165)  By the time the offense was over" some 84,000 communist troops went into action, attacking 36 provincial capitals, 64 district capitals, and a number of military bases."(DeGroot, 165)  One key attack occurred when 20 suicide terrorists penetrated the American Embassy in Saigon.  The attack was recorded by American television cameras, that broadcasted the attack to American viewers.  General Westmoreland had requested 206,000 more troops to be deployed to Vietnam, but that would require the call up of the reserves.  This is on thing President Johnson did not want to do.      It was at this point in the Vietnam war that many key advisors to President Johnson had changed their views on the war.  One of these advisors was Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford, "President Johnson asked incoming Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford to evaluate Westmoreland’s troop request and give him the lesser of the evils."(Hall, 51)  Clifford’s civilian advisors "examined the implications of more escalation, as well as possible alternatives, and concluded that the existing policy had failed."(Hall, 51)  Clifford was told that sending more troops would require more money and commitment from the American people than they seemed willing to provide.  So due to these findings Clifford recommended to Johnson not to send the 206,000 troops Westmoreland requested.       After meeting with Clifford President Johnson was deeply troubled about the prospect of pulling out of Vietnam after so much time and effort.  Johnson then asked the advise of the Wise Men in late March, which included former Secretary of the State Dean Atkinson, former Ambassador of Vietnam Max Taylor, and former National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy, concluded that de-escalation should begin immediately.  The final outcome of the meeting with the Wise Men left the President in a rather disturbed mood due to the fact that most believed that Americas goal of an independent non-communist state was not going to happen.      After those meetings with Clifford and the Wise Men President Johnson declined Westmoreland’s request for more troops and subsequently changed his speech to the complete opposite then he had originally decided on.  The speech had changed from being a totally aggressive act of war to a peaceful solution to the war.  The thing that changed the most was the ending where the President declined the chance to run for President in the up coming elections. The de-escalation of troops started and the bombings were minimized but the fighting went on for another  five years.
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Source Documents    1)  Vietnam Veterans Memorial (VVM) homepage, “‘Experience the Human Landscape of War,” found at: http://www.nyvietnamveteransmemorial.org/vvm/exp_topic.jsp?subtopic=Clark+Clifford    2)  “‘Secretary of Defense Histories-Clark Clifford” (denoted as ëHistories’)  http://www.defenselink.mil/specials/secdef_histories/bios/clifford.htm    3)  Vietnam, A Television History, Video 7, “‘Tet, 1968”    4)  “‘A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War,” by Gerard J. DeGroot; Copyright 2000; Pearson Education Limited    5)  “‘The Vietnam War,”  by Mitchell Hall; Copyright 2000; Pearson Education Limited                Throughout the Vietnam War, many important decisions were made by not only the Presidents, but also by their advisors.  In President Johnson’s case, his comment on the war in late 1968 was simply put: “‘we are going to win.” (Video 7)  And as the months went on, it was evident that the only way to win this war would be to “‘expand our effort substantially and promptly.”  Enter Clark Clifford.  Replacing Robert McNamara as secretary of state in 1968, Clifford was one of the architects of de-escalation, which represented a reversal of his earlier position.  (VVM, 1)  Clifford, like McNamara, dealt with frequent requests for additional troops from military commanders in Vietnam. When he took his position as Secretary of State, the military force in Vietnam was at 525,000.  At the end of March 1968 President Johnson agreed to send 24,500 more troops on an emergency basis, also raising authorized strength to 549,500, which was a figure never reached.   (Histories, 2)  Even as he oversaw a continued buildup, Clifford preferred to emphasize the points President Johnson had made in his 31 March address: ëthat the South Vietnamese army could take over a greater share of the fighting, that the administration would place an absolute limit on the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam, and that it would take steps, including the bombing restrictions, to reduce the combat level.’  (Histories, 2)  In the beginning of the war, Clifford was often described as a hawk, and when asked whether he was a hawk or a dove, simply stated, "I am not conscious of falling under any of those ornithological divisions." (Histories, 2)  Despite what others said, Clifford ended up being one of Johnson’s greatest influences in the changing of his views.    In the first draft of Johnson’s speech, he was pushing for escalated bombings and more troops in Vietnam.  But by the time he gave his speech in March 1969, not only was he ceasing the bombing, but he announced his resignation as president of the United States, presumably because he no longer wanted to be responsible for the lives of 525,000 American men. (Histories, 2)  In his argument to Johnson, Clifford stated:  “‘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.”  (DeGroot, 170)  It is evident that Johnson listened to Clifford, as he radically changed his opinion in a very short period of time.  Clifford was correct when he said that, “‘I was convinced that the military course we were taking was not only endless, but hopeless.”  Not only were lives going to be lost, but the monetary figures were astounding.  If the war were going to continue, the costs would be so high that taxes and inflation would skyrocket. (DeGroot, 170)  On 31 March 1969, Johnson made his decisive speech, claiming,   “‘This much is clearÖMany men-on both sides of the struggle-will be lost. A nation that has already suffered twenty years of warfare will suffer once again. Armies on both sides will take new casualties. And the war will go on.  There is no need for this to be so. There is no need to delay the talks that could bring an end to this long and this bloody war.” (Hall, XX)     In this decisive speech, President Johnson summed up what both he and Clifford had recently begun to realize: if the war wasn’t ended now, there was nothing to gain and everything to lose.  If it hadn’t been for Clifford’s actions in urging Johnson to end America’s involvement in the war, there is no telling how many more lives would have been lost and how many more Vietnamese families would have been left homeless in the wake of the war.  Although the war was not won as Johnson had earlier hoped, this speech marked the beginning of the end of the Vietnam War as we knew it.
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Sasha Forsyth  HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse  26 November 2003      With the up and coming election in the midst of increasing U.S. involvement in     the ever-lingering war overseas, Lyndon Johnson, in the televised address of 31     March 1968, “‘announced a renewed effort for a negotiated settlement and     withdrew from that year’s presidential campaign.” (Hall, 99) In the analysis of     the president’s speech, it became apparent that many of the decisions he had     announced were influenced by the work of a man named Clark Clifford in the     months preceding the address.      Clark Clifford, a “‘widely known and respected man in Washington,” succeeded     Robert McNamara as secretary of defense beginning on 1 March 1968. (SecDef     Histories, 1) Having been regarded as more of a hawk than a dove, many expected     U.S. involvement to escalate with his appointment to office. On the contrary,     Clifford “‘made no effort to depart from McNamara’s policies and programs on     such matters as nuclear strategy, NATO, and military assistance.” (SecDef     Histories, 1) Throughout his entire eleven months in office, he and McNamara     held very similar positions on Vietnam. They believed that there should be no     further increases in U.S. troop levels, supported the bombing halt, and     maintained that the gradual disengagement from the conflict was not only     necessary, but also critical in order to prevent losses of enormous measure.       “‘Nothing we might do could be so beneficialÖas to begin to withdraw our combat troops. MoreoverÖwe cannot realistically expect to achieve anything more through our military force, and the time has come to begin to disengage. That was my final conclusion as I left the pentagon on January 20, 1969.” (SecDef Histories, 2)      The Johnson administration left the nation in the middle of the dark tunnel of     the Vietnam War, but not before its members had a chance to point her in the     direction of the light. Clifford and his aides “‘capably managed the initial de-    escalation of U.S. involvement in the Vietnam conflict” and succeeded in     convincing the president of the benefits of the de-escalation strategy. (SecDef     Histories, 3) Consequently, frequent requests for additional troops from     military commanders in Vietnam (General Westmoreland being of the most     prominent) were either significantly reduced in number (if they were granted)     or simply denied. (DeGroot, 170) Clifford, when working towards such denials,     preferred to emphasize the significant points that President Johnson had made     in his 31 March address: “‘that the South Vietnamese Army could take over a     greater share of the fighting, that the administration would place an absolute     limit on the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam, and that it would take steps,     including the bombing restrictions, to reduce the combat level.” (SecDef     Histories, 2)      Credibility of positive influence on the President’s decisions during his final     months goes to Clark Clifford for as a result of his actions as secretary of     defense, President Johnson spoke and acted on the words “‘We are prepared to     move immediately toward peace through negotiationsÖ” (Hall, 99)      Sources    DeGroot, Gerard J. "A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War", 2000    Hall, Mitchell. “‘The Vietnam War”, 2000    “‘Secretary of Defense Histories-Clark Clifford.” www.defenselink.htm, 2001
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General Westmoreland had requested 206,000 additional troops for the war.   President Johnson asked Clark Clifford, incoming Secretary of Defense, for advice on whether to approve the request.  Secretary Clifford was shown in video 7 speaking about the fact that there was no guarantee that adding these additional men would have a significant impact on winning this war.  He asked Westmoreland if he would need more troops after getting these and the answer was uncertain.  There ended up being no solid answers that would indicate that approving the request for more troops would provide a better outcome for the United States in South Vietnam.     Johnson himself had questioned the potential for resolution under the current strategy that the United States was following.  Johnson was still projecting a combative attitude publicly.  He was personally concerned that the war would be lost if he did not approve the request for more troops and that he would loose the election if he approved the troops.  He did not express this doubt publicly; however there was already growing concern and pessimism from Americans.    LBJ asked Clark Clifford to evaluate the situation and give him a recommendation regarding what the best possible solution for this dilemma might be.  Clifford had shifted to supporting de-escalation, and recommended that Johnson reject the military request.  He also proposed a cessation of bombing over North Vietnam to encourage negotiations.   Clifford recommended that General Westmoreland’s request be denied and that the burden of the war should transfer to the ARVN.  He expressed his feelings that South Vietnam was relying too much on the support of the United States rather than becoming stronger as their own country.  Basically, he felt that the extensive support that the U. S. was giving was actually undermining their ability to stand up for themselves independently.    During a televised address to the nation President Johnson gave on March 31st, 1968, he spoke about moving quickly towards peace talks with North Vietnam to negotiate an end to the war.  Johnson had ordered a stop to most parts of North Vietnam earlier on this day.  One of the goals was to take American troops out of the combat zone and have the South Vietnamese be the primary protectors of their own land and freedom.  America would continue to be supportive in ways other than supplying troops to fight the war.  Johnson is quoted as saying “‘Peace will come because Asians were willing to work for it ñ and to sacrifice for it ñ and to die by the thousands for it.” (Document 14, Mitchell Hall)   The speech that Johnson gave was not the same one that he had originally intended to deliver that evening.  He had met with advisors including Clark Clifford and they had expressed their feelings that there was not a foreseeable end to this conflict.  They reiterated that the there was little remarkable progress being made and that the cost to the United States was very high for the many lives that were being lost.  The speech was rewritten and Johnson said that he had his own ending planned.  The advisors and speech writers had a feeling that he was going to announce that he would not seek re-election for the next term.     They were correct and President Johnson ended his address by stating that he would not seek re-election for the following term.  He said that he felt he should not devote the time it would take him to run for re-election when his efforts needed to be focused on finding a peaceful solution to the combat for Unites States soldiers.  He said, “‘I pledged in my campaign for the presidency to win the war in a way that we could win the peace.  I have initiated a plan of action which will enable me to keep that pledge.  The more support I can have from the American people, the sooner that pledge can be redeemed; for the more divided we are at home, the less likely the enemy is to negotiate at Paris.        Sources:  A Noble Cause, by Gerard J. DeGroot  The Origins of the Vietnam War, Fredrik Logevall  The Vietnam War, by Mitchell Hall  PBS Video Series #7 on the Vietnam War
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After being Robert McNamara’s successor in 1968, Clark Clifford became the 9th Secretary of Defense under the Johnson Administration.  Clifford had a major influence on President Lyndon Johnson’s plans with Vietnam and America’s future in the Vietnam War.      Clifford did not change McNamara’s management system, and at the beginning opposed     ending the U.S. bombing of North Vietnam, but noted that this could very well change     (Video #7). He supported Johnson’s policy in Vietnam, but he had a new project     to find fundamental questions for troop requests into Vietnam. The civilian advisers     examined the problems of more troops and other alternatives, but realized that the     existing policy had failed. Having additional troops didn’t offer a guarantee of     any kind to a success, and would cost more money and more commitment     from America’s people than they wanted to give (Hall 51).        Clifford changed into supporting de-escalation, and asked that Johnson reject the military     request, but not an overall change in his strategy. Clifford suggested on stopping     bombing over North Vietnam to hopefully have negotiations with the North, and start     talking with Hanoi. Johnson wasn’t excited about stopping a strategy that had been     upheld in the North already, but after a march meeting with his defense staff, they     decided that de-escalation should begin as soon as possible.      Johnson’s speech was obvious that Clark Clifford had an influence on Johnson’s war     policy and the future warfare in Vietnam. Johnson’s decisions of stopping the     bombardment of North Vietnam and preparing to move immediately toward peace     through negotiations (Doc 14) are a direct influence from Clifford and his belief of de-    escalation. Johnson states that America is now ready to begin to send its representatives     to any forum, at any time, to discuss the means of bringing this war to an end. Calling     upon Ho Chi Minh to step up and respond to their offer positively and favorably to a new     step toward peace (Doc 14). Clifford emphasized that the South Vietnamese army could     take over a greater share of the fighting, that the administration would place a limit on the     number of troops and to eventually reduce combat. Johnson implemented this into his     March 1968 speech when saying “‘ the U.S. will accelerate the equipment of South     Vietnam’s armed forces-in order to meet the enemy’s increased firepower. This will     enable them progressively to undertake a larger share of combat operations against the     Communist invadersÖ” (Doc 14). Clifford’s effect on Johnson is apparent throughout his     televised March 31st speech, especially since Clifford had only arrived at the Pentagon a     month prior. The speech is also most famous for President Johnson, when he announced     that he would not run for reelection.        Although the Johnson administration ended under the burden of the Vietnam War,     Clifford concluded his short term as secretary of defense with his reputation enhanced.     Besides settling in to his duties quickly, Clifford’s capably managed the initial de-    escalation of the U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War. He strongly influenced the     President in favor of the de-escalation strategy and ended the bombings in North     Vietnam.
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Richard Archambault  HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse  Written Assignment #2    CLARK CLIFFORD  Was he the man who changed history and adverted a larger tragedy? Was he the one who changed President Johnson mind or was he just the catalyst. Let us exam that question before the President Johnson’s March 31 1968 speech.  President Johnson admired Mr. Clifford for his strong support on the Vietnam Policy.  When McNamara started to change his position on concerning the President relieved him and appointed Mr. Clifford in his place.  Mr. Clifford stated, “‘I believe one of the reasons the President selected me to succeed Mr. McNamara was that he felt I supported his policy.  I did support his policy and he had known me for a good number or years.  The trouble with it was that as I went through that inquiry into the whole subject of Viet Nam my opinion changed,” (Malhollan, p.11).  The media at this time was reporting that friction existed between Mr. Clifford and Secretary Rusk over the Vietnam problem.  They were at odds with each other on the subject of Vietnam and this carried over to a number of debates in the presence of the President in 1968.   After his appointment to Secretary of Defense he received a request for more men and equipment in excess of 200 Hundred Thousand.  His questioned the Joint Chief’s of Staff, “‘can anybody give me any idea, even in their opinion, when we could bring the war to a conclusion on a military basis?  Couldn’t get an answer.  Six months? A year?  No, that doesn’t seem right. Two years?  Well, we would have made a lot of headway in two years, but would we have concluded it?  Well, nobody could say.”  In Mr. Clifford’s mind this just left it open ended.  He then asked the Chief’s, “‘What is our plan for military victory in Viet Nam?”  (Malhollan, p13), he finally tired of this and answered his own question, “‘The fact is we do not have a plan for military victory.”  (Malhollan, p13).  The military wanted to pour vast amounts of men and materials into Viet Nam in hopes that the enemy would sue for peace.   Mr. Clifford was in office no more than 5 to 10 days, approximately the middle of March, when he started relating his and opinions and views on Viet Nam to President Johnson.  One event he believed influenced the President was when Senator Robert Kennedy requested a meeting with Mr. Clifford.  In this meeting, Senator Kennedy issued a statement to the effect that the President must form a committee to investigate the Vietnam problem and report to the Senate.  If he did not, then he, Senator Kennedy would enter the up coming Presidential race, which is an ultimatum in my mind.   Mr. Clifford wondered how they were going to tell the American public that we are going to send more men to Viet Nam in hopes of overwhelming the North.  He thought of the loss of men & woman placed into this never-ending cycle.  Many of the Presidents top advisors who had supported the war as far back as the Kennedy Administration had changed their minds on the war and now sided with Mr. Clifford.  To name just a few, McGeorge Bundy, Cyrus Vance, Douglas Dillon, Art Goldberg was strongly opposed to the continuation of our policy, and General Matt Ridgeway had misgivings about our posture in Viet Nam.  All of these men had advised the President that he must look at other avenues in order to obtain peace in Viet Nam.   Just before the March speech Mr. Clifford, Secretary Rusk, Walt Robstown, William Bundy, Harry McPherson met to go over the speech.  In his own words Mr. Clifford felt, “‘it was stern and unbending and I remember taking the position on that occasion that I thought it would be a calamity for the President to make that speech.”  (Mulhollan, pg17)  He recalls making the statement, “‘this was a speech about war, and what I thought the President should do was make a speech about peace.”  They did not polish up that speech they proceeded to write a completely different one.  They submitted both of them to the President.  With the exception of one of their group, they were unaware what changes President Johnson had made until that March 31, 1968.  On that day the President spoke,     “‘There is division in the American house now.  There is divisiveness among us all tonight.  And holding the trust that is mine, as President of the people, I cannot disregard the peril to the progress of the American people and the hope and the prospect of peace for all peoples.”  (Hall, pg 100)     In this short out-take of the speech he was admitting to his advisors that they were correct in their analysis of the current situation in Viet Nam.  I believe that this was the only way he could bring himself to admit he was wrong.  The end of his speech is not only telling the American people but also admitting that fact to the World.    SOURCES:  Lyndon Johnson Library Oral History, Interview #11/ 7-14-69, by Paige Mulhollan  Mitchell Hall “‘The Vietnam War,” 2000  Vietnam: A Television History MOD 8 (1968-1973)              Just a postscript and this is not intended to influence you on your grading of this paper.  I wish I had more than three page limit on this paper.  I find this topic interesting and I will continue to dig deeper into it when I have time.  The reason for my renewed interest is that at the time of his speech I along many others were living through that part of history.  I was assigned to the 560th Military Police not on town patrol, the good life, but on road convey security and escort.  Thank You   Richard Archambault
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Paul Nelson  HST 195  Assignment #2    For a lot of the American public, the Tet Offensive was a wake up call to the realities of the war that prompted a new look at the nation’s commitment in Vietnam.  President Johnson was troubled by the lack of progress and skeptical of the belief that more troops would make a difference.   But, he did not have a willingness to abandon the American commitment.  Clark Clifford’s change of opinion of American Strategy in Vietnam was a key influence on President Johnson’s March 31, 1968 speech.  By 1968, Robert McNamara, Secretary of defense, had turned against the war effort and Johnson brought in Clark Clifford (the presidents unofficial counselor) to replace him.   “‘Johnson turned the troop request over to Clifford a trusted advisor and a supporter of the war from the beginning” (Video #7, TET 1968) Johnson formed a task force, chaired by Clifford, to examine the implications of the military’s request of 206,000 more troops to be sent to Vietnam.  He wanted them to determine how the troops could be gathered and sent.  And what the impact would be social, economical, and political.   As Secretary of Defense he concluded that more troops didn’t offer a guarantee of greater success and would require greater costs and commitment.  Clifford stated about the information he gathered:  “‘I know for three full days I spent down in the tank with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  Where you sit with all the communications devices that go all around the world.  We had long talks.  How long would it take?  They didn’t know. How many more troops would it take?  They didn’t know.  Would 206,000 answer the demand?  They didn’t know.  Might there be more?  Yes, there might be more.  So when it was all over I said what is the plan to win the war in Vietnam?  Well, the only plan is that ultimately the attrition will wear down the North Vietnamese and they will have had enough.  Was there any indication that we have reached that point?  No there isn’t.  As a result of that kind of interview and that kind of information before the final examination was over and we submitted our report I had turned against the war.” (Video #7, Clark Clifford)       “‘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 bombing over North Vietnam to encourage negotiations.” (Hall, 52)    Both ideas President Johnson would state or imply in his speech after it was rewritten.  “‘Tonight, I renew the offer I made last August ñ to stop the bombardment of North Vietnam.” (Hall, 99)    “‘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.” (Hall, 99)    Johnson was still not ready to listen to Clifford’s suggestions.  Johnson said in a speech:    “‘But we don’t plan to surrender either and we don’t plan to pull out either and we don’t plan to influence and pressure us and force us to divide our nation in a time of national peril. The hour is here.”(President Johnson, Video 7)     Clifford then knew he needed to organize the people with his opinion and began to apply pressure to the president and the rest of the governing body.  To aid him in his efforts Clifford formed a partnership with Harry McPherson, Counsel to the President, who also believed in disengagement.  McPherson, in the White House, and  Clifford, in the Pentagon, would together get the country and the President out of Vietnam.    “‘I then decided that what I must do is to get all the strength that I could, because the mere fact that I had reached the conclusion was not very significant because the decision really lay with president Johnson.”(Clark Clifford, Video 7)    Clifford’s efforts culminated at meeting on March 26 were Johnson had summoned a group of senior advisers (the ëWise Men”) to give their thoughts on the war.  The previous November, the same group had had supported the war.  This time the majority suggested disengagement.  This was not what Johnson wanted to hear but he could not ignore it.    “‘Johnson convened the Vise Men again in late march but a majority surprisingly concluded that de-escalation should begin immediately.  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)      He said afterwards:     “‘The ëestablishment bastards’ had deserted him.”(Hall, 176)      Johnson was now starting to see the division over policy and gained a clearer vision of     the situation at hand.  Harry McPherson wrote the original March 31st speech for the President.  After pressure from his opponents he was persuaded to allow a rewrite. Clifford said about the speech:    “‘The importance of that speech became paramount.  Sub meetings were held, efforts were made to persuade this person and that person to stand up under pressure and so forth.  Lets persuade the president to make the descion to begin to get out of Vietnam.  Final the morning of the 28th came and we met in the office of the secretary of State Dean Rusk.  There were five or six persons there, at the time. We started in and we went through a draft of the speech.” (Video #7, Clark Clifford)    The original speech reinforced the Presidents current policy, which would not change any     important part of Johnson’s effort.  Through Clifford’s efforts he put pressure on the     President in order to change his mind about the speech and American involvement in     Vietnam.  Clifford said about the original:    I thought the draft was dreadful.  I thought that it was harsh; I thought it talked about the continuation of the war, it talked about Tet, how Tet could be resolved.  There was some suggestion about sending some of men not the how 206,000.  To me it needed much changing and much amendment. (Video #7, Clark Clifford)    “‘I then went back and wrote a very different speech.  The original first few lines were “‘I wish to talk about the war in Vietnam.”  And then it was changed to “‘Good evening my fellow Americans.  Tonight I want to speak to you of Peace in Vietnam and south East Asia.” (Video #7, Harry McPherson)    “‘And that speech was almost a complete reversal of what it started out to be.” (Video #7, Clark Clifford)    After reading the speech and being under such a huge amount of pressure by the     separation of opinion.   Johnson wrote his own ending to the speech:     “‘Accordingly, I shall not seek, and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as your President.” (Hall, 99)    “‘Valenti asked: ëWhy would you do this?  You can beat Nixon.’  The President nodded.  Yes, I think I would beat him.  But the race would be too close for me to be able to govern.  The nation would be polarized.  Besides, the presidency isn’t fun anymore.  Everything has turned mean.  No matter what I accomplish, the damn war infects everything.”(Hall, 176)      In essence, Clifford did what he had set out to do and got the United States, as well as the President out of Vietnam.  But, his efforts also took on the unforeseen effect of driving Johnson away from seeking another term.      SOURCES:    DeGroot, Gerard J. “‘A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War”, 2000  Hall, Mitchell “‘The Vietnam War”,2000   Vietnam: A Television History, “‘TET, 1968”
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Holly Barnum  History of Vietnam Telecourse  L00227317  Clark Clifford’s influence on Johnson’s speech    During the end of Lyndon Johnson’s term of presidency, the war in Vietnam had escalated to a brutal battle full of casualties with no promise of when or how it would end. Public opinion strongly opposed the war, especially after the Tet Offensive occurred in 1968. Johnson was stuck with a serious decision to make- either send more American troops in hopes of defeating the North, or deny General Westmoreland’s request for troops and try to slowly get America out of the war. “‘He was painfully aware that, if he rejected Westmoreland’s request, he might lose the war, yet if he approved it, he might lose the election” (DeGroot, 169). One man, named Clark Clifford, helped Johnson come to the conclusion that sending more troops would certainly not guarantee success. His advice was clearly taken to heart by the president, as was shown in his March 31, 1968 speech on U.S. strategy in Vietnam. This was also the speech in which Johnson declared that he would not be running for president the next term.    As Westmoreland pressured the president to send more troops, Johnson turned to Clifford for a solution, saying, “‘ ëGive me the lesser of the evils’” (DeGroot, 169). In order to come to a conclusion, Clifford had Johnson assess not his foreign policy, but rather his domestic policy. Economic stability in America was shaky, in particular because of all the money going towards the Vietnam War. “‘ÖWestmoreland’s demands would cost the US $2.5 billion in 1968, US $10 billion in 1969 and US $15 billion in 1970, leading to rampant inflation, skyrocketing taxes, or both” (DeGroot, 170). Clearly, by escalating the war, American citizens would be suffering greatly, even though they were the ones who most strongly opposed the war.     It is important to remember that until the end of Johnson’s presidency, Clifford had greatly supported the president’s policy in Vietnam. However, after taking into account the enormous costs and increasing resentment of the war by American citizens, Clifford felt that perhaps it was time to reevaluate the present policy. “‘ÖClifford and Averell Harriman, concluded that the war was a disaster that interfered with more important global issues, and pressured Johnson to de-escalate” (Hall, 53).    In July 1965, Clifford publicly expressed his opinion of ending the war. In a meeting with Johnson at Camp David, he touches on the aspect that even if they defeat the North Vietnamese troops, Russia and China would send more. Strongly against America winning the war, Russia and China would do all it took to reach a victory. Clifford advised the president, “‘If we lose 50,000+ it will ruin us. Five years, billions of dollars, 50,000 men, it is not for usÖCan’t see anything but catastrophe for my countryÖ”  (Logevall, 132). Perhaps it was this meeting that truly helped Johnson realize the severities of continuing war.    The first step in de-escalating was having peace negotiations with Hanoi. However, due to the tragedies suffered during the Tet Offensive, these negotiations seemed unrealistic. In Johnson’s March 31 speech, he justified why peace talks were so important. Clifford’s influence in this speech in very obvious, especially when discussing America’s urgency to be removed from the war. “‘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 I should devote an hour or a day of my timeÖ” (Hall, 100). Johnson goes on to explain that after years of fighting it would be in the favor of all parties to begin peace negotiations. He takes the first step towards peace by halting air and naval attacks on the majority of North Vietnam.    Just days after Johnson’s March 31 speech, Hanoi agreed to talk, organizing peace talks in Paris. However, Hanoi refused to negotiate until there was a complete halt of bombing, while Johnson on the other hand refused to stop bombing until the North also agreed to de-escalate. “‘Averell Harriman, Johnson’s chief negotiator, urged a complete halt of bombing over the North and recognition or reduced combat in Vietnam as the North’s informal acceptance of United State’s demands” (Hall, 55).    This halt to bombing played a crucial part in the future presidential race. Hubert Humphrey (vice president, running for presidency) went against Johnson’s decision to not end all bombing in hopes of creating grounds for negotiations with North Vietnam. Johnson felt greatly deceived by his vice president going against his advice and refused to stop all bombing. In fact, it was not until the end of October that Johnson fully stopped bombing, which could play a large role in why Humphrey was not elected.    Johnson’s initial refusal to halt all bombing was indeed a surprise to the public eye. Johnson, who had originally campaigned as being a peace president who would keep America out of war, was certainly going against his claims. However, “‘Öthe Johnson administration had worked hard throughout the spring to keep the public in the dark as much as possible” (Logevall, 82). Regardless, it was becoming ever more apparent to America’s citizens how huge America’s involvement in the war was. The president’s popularity had hugely dropped and he needed the advice of Clark Clifford to help gain back this support. By listening to Clifford’s opinion and backing out of the war, opinions of Johnson raised.    Though there were several key players in Johnson’s final decision, Clark Clifford was by far the most influential. It is evident that Johnson was not prepared to get America so deeply involved in the war and by sending more troops, the list of casualties would indeed have skyrocketed. It is certain that if Johnson had listened to the advice of General Westmoreland instead of Clark Clifford that the war would have continued even longer than it did.    REFERENCES:  DeGroot, J. Gerard. 2000. A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War. Pearson Education Limited.  Hall, Mitchell. 2000. The Vietnam War. Pearson Education Limited.  Logevall, Fredrik. 2001. The Origins of the Vietnam War. Pearson Education Limited.
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Matt Duste  HST195 Vietnam Telecourse  Written Assignment #2  11/25/03    Question #1  Clark Clifford’s change of opinion of American strategy in Vietnam was a key influence on President Johnson’s March 31, 1968 speech. Describe how much the decisions announced in the President’s speech owe to Clifford’s work in the Month preceding it.    Grade on paper=______/100    Spelling-  Grammar-  No Use of First Person-  Answer the question(s)-  Document evidence-  Other evidence-    Instructor Comments:                                                      President Lyndon Johnson shocked the American people when he announced a renewed effort for a negotiated settlement in Vietnam and withdrew from that year’s presidential campaign in the United States in a television address March 31, 1968. (Hall, p.99) Johnson’s speech that day marked the end of American escalation and the turning point of the war in Vietnam, sharply contrasting his previous war campaign. This change in tactics was mainly influenced by the incoming Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford’s examination and evaluation of Americas position after the Tet Offensive conducted by the communists of North Vietnam.    Tet is Vietnam’s lunar New Year and most important holiday. In 1968 the communists executed their most immense attack yet during Tet. The communists tried to pull American troops away from the cities in South Vietnam with diversionary attacks against remote outposts. They also initiated new negotiations with the U.S. while planning to deceitfully and simultaneously attack major cities in South Vietnam during the negotiations. The concept of fighting in the cities was new for the northern communists who hoped to surprise and confuse their enemy. Their strategy was to conduct a general offensive with the goal of igniting a general uprising of the people and seizing control. (Hall, p.97-98) That goal was not realized. Intelligence revealed a threat to South Vietnams capital of Saigon; therefore General Westmoreland kept many troops near the city. The American troops were in good position to defend the South. There was no general uprising of the people, or khoi nghia. The Tet Offensive was a military defeat on the ground for the communists. They were winning the war before the offensive; they were a shattered force after it. (DeGroot, p.182) According to historian Thai Van Kiem, “‘Following this burning debacle, Ho’s health declined day by day. He never got over this defeat. Unable even to sleep, he died the next year, in 1969”. (DeGroot, p.182) However, it proved to be a political victory through the social effects it had on the American people.    In the wake of Tet, General Westmoreland sought to take advantage of their new military position and move to a more offensive war plan, infiltrating and attacking the North. In a meeting in Saigon General Wheeler asked General Westmoreland, if reserve troops were activated and the war strategy moved to the offensive, what would it take to win the war? (Vietnam: A Television History, Tet 1968) Wheeler returned to Washington from Saigon and reported pessimistically that Tet had been “‘a very near thing,” with defeat in some areas blocked only by rapid United States reinforcements. He predicted a renewed communist offensive and contended that more troops were necessary unless the United States was “‘prepared to accept some reverses”. (Hall, p.51) Wheeler presented this as a request from the military for 206,000 additional troops, which would require mobilization of reserves. Wheeler’s presentation clearly misrepresented Westmoreland’s perspective of the situation in Vietnam. Westmoreland also stated that their conversation during the meeting in Saigon was in the, “‘context of a contingency plan based on an assumption of a decision, but was not a request per say”. (Vietnam: A Television History, Tet 1968) At the same time the United States was becoming increasingly divided socially. Before Tet American’s support for the war was 39%, after Tet support declined swiftly to 26%. (DeGroot, p.169) The American people did not perceive th Tet Offensive as a victory. All that was conveyed to them by the media was that the enemy could infiltrate deep into the South, even into the heavily fortified American Embassy in capital of Saigon. Anti-war sentiment was on the rise. The Wall Street Journal stated, “‘The American people should be getting ready to accept, if they haven’t already, the prospect that the whole Vietnam effort may be doomed, that it may be falling apart beneath our feet”. (DeGroot, p.169) Tet had destroyed the illusion of Johnson’s “‘middle way”: limited war would no longer suffice. (DeGroot, p.169) If Johnson refused the request for 206,000 additional troops he may lose the war, if he approved he may lose the election. The American people were losing their confidence in the Presidents ability to lead the country through this war. Wheelers request for additional troops opened the Presidents policy in Vietnam for serious re-evaluation. Johnson turned to Clark Clifford for a solution asking him to, “‘Give me the lesser of evils”. (Degroot, p.169)    Clark Clifford was quickly named head of the presidential appointed task force aimed at deciding whether or not to send 206,000 additional troops to Vietnam. He was to analyze the social, political and economic impact this would have on America. Up to this point he has always supported the war effort. Clifford spent three days with the Joint Chiefs of Staff where he asked many questions. How long would it take to win the war? How many troops would be needed? Would the 206,000 troops meet the necessary demand or will more be needed in the future? The Joint Chiefs of Staff were unable to give any answers. What was their plan to win the war? Their plan to win the war was that attrition would ultimately wear down the communists and eventually they would have had enough. Clifford asked if there was any indication if that was happening now or in the near future. They did not know. Clark Clifford said, “‘As a result of that king of interview and that kind, of information, before the final examination was over and we submitted our report to President Johnson, I had turned against the war”. (Vietnam: A Television History, Tet 1968) He concluded that socially the country was heavily divided and was turning against the war and the presidency rapidly. The communist would most likely match any increase in troops sent only increasing the destruction of Vietnam. Politically there was a threat that escalation of the war may bring Russia to the aid of the Vietnamese communists. President Johnson was seriously damaged in the eyes of the American people as a competent leader. Economically the war had been very costly and would be more costly to the American people in the form of increased taxes if victory was pursued. Clifford now supported de-escalation of the War in Vietnam for these reasons. He felt attention should be turned to mending America. His results and his influence changed American strategy in Vietnam and was marked by President Johnson’s speech March 31, 1968.    Sources:  Logevall, Fredrik “‘The Origins of the Vietnam War”, 2001  DeGroot, Gerard “‘A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War” 2000  Vietnam: A Television History, Tet 1968
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Christy L. Miller  HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse  Written Assignment #2      Question #1  Clark Clifford’s change of opinion of American strategy in Vietnam was a key influence on Presidents Johnson’s March 31, 1968 speech. Read Document #14 (Hall) and describe how much the decisions announced in the President’s speech owe to Clifford’s work in the month preceding it.    Grade on paper = ___________/100    Spelling  Grammar  No Use of First Person  Answer the question(s)  Document evidence  Other evidence    Instructor Comments:      In late February 1968, after the Tet Offensive, General Westmoreland and General Wheeler requested an additional 206,000 troops to Vietnam. Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford was appointed chairman of a task force to evaluate the request made by General Westmorland and General Wheeler.  President Johnson wanted an analysis done. He wanted to know “‘Ö how the troops could be gathered and sent, and what the social, political, and economic impact might be upon the United States of America.”(Video #7, Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford)     Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford spent three full days down in the ëtank’ meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  When asked, “‘How long it would take?” Their answer was, “‘They didn’t know.”  “‘How many more troops would it take?” Their answer was, “‘They didn’t know.” “‘Would 206,000 answer the demand?” Their answer was, “‘They didn’t know.” “‘Might there be more?” Their answer was, “‘Yes, there might be more.”   “‘What is the plan to win the war in Vietnam?” Their answer was, “‘The only plan was that ultimately the attrition will wear down the North Vietnamese.” “‘Are there any indications that we have reached that point?”  Their answer was, “‘No there is not.”  At the conclusion of the meetings with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford had turned against the war in Vietnam.   (Video #7, Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford)     Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford’s influence on the March 31, 1968 speech given by President Johnson is apparent in the following passages. In addition, the decisions announced in the President’s speech would come straight from Clifford’s recommendations of how we should handle the crisis in Vietnam.       President Johnson said, “‘ÖThe main burden of preserving their freedom must be carried out by them ñ by the South Vietnamese themselves. 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 ñ on their determination and resourcefulness ñ the outcome will ultimately depend. ÖPeace will come because Asians were willing to work for it ñ and to sacrifice for it ñ and to die by the thousands for it.” (Hall, p. 99, Document 14) This passage was based on Clifford’s observation that, “‘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.     President Johnson said, “‘We shall accelerate the re-equipment of South Vietnam’s armed forces ñ in order to meet the enemy’s increased firepower. This will enable them progressively to undertake a larger share of combat operations against the Communist invaders. Ö”    This was based on Clifford’s recommendation, “‘ Öthat henceforth efforts should be made to shift the military burden toward the Army of the Republic of Vietnam.” (DeGroot, p.170)        President Johnson said, “‘Tonight, I renew the offer I made last August ñ to stop the bombardment of North Vietnam. ÖTonight, I have ordered our aircraft and our naval vessels to make no attacks on North Vietnam, except in the area north of the demilitarized zone where the continuing enemy buildup directly threatens allied forward positions and where the movements of their troops and supplies are clearly related to that threat.” Ö (Hall, p. 99, Document 14) This part of the speech was based on the recommendation of Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford to cease the bombing over North Vietnam.   President Johnson said, “‘We ask that talks begin promptly, that they be serious talks on the substance of peace. ÖWe are prepared to move immediately toward peace through negotiations. ÖNow, 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, p. 100, Document 14) Clifford’s advice caused President Johnson to plead with Hanoi for peace talks.    The conclusion that Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford brought to President Johnson, the “‘lesser of two evils,” was the denial of additional troops, cessation of the bombing of North Vietnam, and the encouragement of Hanoi to negotiate.                                             Sources:   DeGroot, Gerard J. “‘A Noble Cause? American and the Vietnam War”, 1983  Hall, Mitchell. “‘The Vietnam War, 2000  Vietnam: A Television History.
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HST 195  Allen Gross   Assignment #2   Question #2    “‘I don't think he [Nixon] meant it [April 30th speech] to have an inflammatory effectÖ”  Three days later, “‘On the night of May 2, the Kent State ROTC hall was put to the torch. Two days laterÖguardsmen fired into the crowd. Four students were killed. Student protests erupted on hundreds of campuses. Many shut down.” (Narrator, Video 11)    Nixon’s speech on April 30, 1970 was not well received. Nixon was impotent to change the attitudes at home, as “‘A siege mentality was setting in.” (De Groot, 222)     Nixon was a hardline anti-communist from the McCarthy era, he learned with McCarthy, and his political training had taught him to hold the line on communism. Nixon felt the communists would take over Indochina, (De Groot, 206) and the “‘giant” would fall under its domination through cowardice, as civilization is torn apart. “‘ÖWe live in an age of anarchy, [with] Ömindless attacks on all the great institutions which have been created by free civilizations in the last 500 years.” (Hall, 103)    “‘He [Nixon] took credibility and honor seriouslyÖ” (De Groot, 207) One of the main goals was to preserve American credibility on the international level. The ëNixon Doctrine’, with its commitment to honor previous treaties, a replicate of Eisenhowers ëNew Look’, tied in with the 1954 Eisenhower-Dulles SEATO agreement.     He had supported Eisenhowers’ ëdomino theory’ and admired his handling of the Korean War. Hoping to reach a similar agreement on a divided Vietnam with Hanoi. However, this was a quest for national unification first, ideological dominance second.    “‘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)    Hanoi knew the U.S. had to get out of the conflict, “‘Öfor the Americans, in any case, they must leave. That was their problem.” (De Groot, 208) Hanoi knew the withdrawals were taking place regardless of the political rhetoric from Washington. The withdrawals took on their own rhythm.    Hanoi had always been in control of the war. The north chose the battles to fight, controlled the number of casualties on both sides, and now the negotiations. In this context of the war it had little significance since it was virtually impossible to stem the flow of supplies on the Ho Chi Minh trail, and intelligence reports couldn’t place the location COSVN.     Negotiations had degenerated into Shaplens ëdialogue of the deaf’; each side making demands knowing the other parties would never agree to. Vietnamization had failed, (De Groot, 225) and Saigon was on life-support, and would likely collapse without US military and economic aid. (De Groot, 211)    With an expected 100K troops planned for withdrawal during 1970, Nixon knew American forces would be under constant fire while the withdrawal was under way. Hanoi was afraid the withdrawal would stall without the pressure of further casualties. (De Groot, 206, 212)      Nixon needed to buy some time, and hopefully some leverage by a show of force. An attack on Cambodian soil, ostensibly to protect American personnel, was the perfect opportunity for a show of resolve by expanding the war into Cambodia, with or without the knowledge of the Cambodian leadership.    Nixon added seriously to the tragedy of Cambodia, however Indochina was on the verge of collapse when Nixon took office. The Vietminh had been using Ho Chi Minh trail for decades through Cambodia, with the government fearing overthrow by the Khmer Rouge if they went after the Vietnamese communists. Sihanouk at first welcomed the idea as a way to eliminate the Vietnamese and the Khmer, but was ousted instead. Lon Nol took power though at this point, it didn’t matter who ran the country, it would collapse under the Khmer Rouge, making Cambodia the first of Eisenhowers dominos to fall. (De Groot, 221)    The attack gave notice to the Soviet Union and China that he intended to cross any border. Nixon hoped to exploit it to his favor to ratchet down the heat on the U. S. military, and return the conflict to its rightful place in history, “‘a local conflict rather than a cold war symbol.” (De Groot, 225)    And, “‘At the very least there would be a ëdecent interval’ between American departure and RVN defeatÖ” (De Groot, 207)      SOURCES:    DeGroot, Gerard J. "A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War", 2000.  Hall, Mitchell. “‘The Vietnam War”, 2000.  Vietnam: A Television History. Home front USA.
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Conner Bylsma  Vietnam  11/26/03      As the US war in Vietnam escalated, Cambodia and its leaders became continually more anti-American.  In 1965 all diplomatic ties between the anti-communist Prince Norodom Sihanouk and the US ceased.  The Khmer Rouge, a growing group of Cambodian Communist insurgents, used this weakness of Sihanouk to start an armed resistance.  In return for North Vietnamese neutrality toward this new communist faction, Sihanouk allowed them to use the Ho Chi Minh trail (which now ran through Cambodia) with no resistance.  Eventually, Sihanouk reopened diplomatic relations with the US as the Khmer Rouge grew and threatened his position.  With enemies on all sides, Sihanouk said to an American writer “‘We are a country caught between the hammer and the anvil” (Hall 62).      In response to Sihanouk limiting North Vietnamese actions through Cambodia and renewed talks with the US, the North Vietnamese ended their neutrality and fully supported the Khmer Rouge.  The new administration in the US saw this growing communist threat in Cambodia and made a bold move.  “‘In 1969, newly elected president Nixon launched secret B-52 bombing raids over Cambodia against North Vietnamese and Vietcong sanctuaries, driving them further into the country.  Nixon neither informed Sihanouk or sought his approval for this escalation” (Video #9).  Nixon also did not inform Congress of these actions.      In 1970 Sihanouk was replaced by US supported Lon Nol in a coup by Cambodia’s National Assembly.  The new leader was much harder on the communist threat and immediately built up the Cambodian army and allowed for US and South Vietnamese ground troops to cross borders more freely in pursuit of the enemy.  Nixon announced his actions in Cambodia to the world on April 30th as he addressed the nation.    “‘This is not an invasion of Cambodia.  The areas in which these attacks will be launched are completely occupied and controlled by North Vietnamese forces.  Our purpose is not to occupy the areas.  Once enemy forces are driven out of these sanctuaries and once their military supplies are destroyed, we will withdrawÖ” (Hall, Document #17)  This attack accomplished very little both militarily and diplomatically.  The North Vietnamese in Cambodia were not as organized as Nixon had claimed.  They simply fled from their fox-holes and huts and returned when the Americans had left.  While the US did score some casualties and confiscated a good amount of weapons and supplies, the cost of openly escalating this war into neighboring countries was simply not worth it.  By pushing the North Vietnamese further into Cambodia, the Khmer Rouge gained strength.  The US then had to allot more funds to the Cambodian government and Lon Nol rather than being able to concentrate completely on Vietnam.  The survival of both Cambodia and South Vietnam now rested completely on the US.      In response to the escalation of the war that the American people believed was coming to end, protests raged across the country.  On the college campus of Kent State University four protesting student were killed by national guardsmen gunfire.  This only infuriated the public more and Nixon was suddenly found with far less options than he originally had in Indochina.  In response to a lack of progress through Nixon’s actions, the Senate voted to repeal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, severely cutting the president’s powers of war.  Eventually Congress forced ground troops out of Cambodia and Laos despite Nixon’s attempts to keep control.  To make up for the reduction of troops and pulling out of bordering countries to Vietnam, Nixon stepped up the bombing campaign in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos.      From the moment Nixon was put into office he sought to absolutely destroy communism and end the war in Indochina with brute force, devious lies and cover-ups.  “‘The operation was kept secretóexcept from those underneath the bombs [B-52’s in Cambodia]” (DeGroot 221).  It seemed that Nixon believed that the US had the right and responsibility to govern the world as it pleased.  He cared little for public sentiment and did both what he thought was right and what would further his career.  It just so happens that what he thought was right was usually blowing things up and killing people, completely undermining diplomacy at every avenue.  Everything connected with communism had to be stopped.  That’s a main reason why Nixon supported the coup in Cambodia; Sihanouk had maintained a close relationship with communist leaders like Mao Tse-Tung of China to keep his country Neutral and at peace.      Nixon’s statement about America being a “‘pitiful, helpless giant” if it did not follow the North Vietnamese into Cambodia further pushes his ideas of policing the world.  He was the most powerful man in the world at the time and he planned to use that power to do whatever he wanted to do.  He lied to foreign leaders, he lied to the public, and he lied to congressóNixon had his own agenda.  Usually this agenda just happened to parallel that of the Generals controlling the Indochina situation.  Nixon believed that other presidents, like Johnson, were not using their power enough to squash the situation.  He believed that after he won the war he would gain praise as one of the great US presidents, even if there was much backlash at time of his decisions.  This turned out to be a naÔve thought.      Nixon was a true American patriot.  He loved his country and he loved democracy almost as much as he loved himself.  He was not about to be the president who lost the first war in American history.  If he had total control and no opposition at home he probably would have won; I wouldn’t be surprised if he had authorized the use of nuclear weapons and killed every communist in the region.  By the end of Lyndon Johnson’s presidency, it was clear that he probably thought the war in Vietnam was not going to be won.  If Nixon had believed this, if he had pulled the troops out and stopped the bombing, what became of the governments in Indochina would have been no different.  Instead he chose to waste thousands of lives on both sides of the front in his patriotic rampage.  “‘[Nixon] should not escape blame for the killing fields of Cambodia.  The Vietnam memorial in Washington DC lists the name of many men who died needlessly in pursuit of Nixon’s peace.” (DeGroot 236)     Sources:    DeGroot, Gerard J. “‘A Noble Cause?  America against the Vietnam War”, 2000    Hall, Mitchell “‘The Vietnam War”, 2000    Vietnam: A television History “‘Cambodia and Laos”, 1992
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President Nixon’s decision to allow troops into  Cambodia was the best he could have done given the  circumstances.  The United States had not given aide  to Cambodia in five years and the communists were  beginning to take over. North Vietnam had increased  its enemy activity in order to take over.  Although  President Nixon was sending troops home at the time,  he felt that this invasion was “‘vital for the return  home of many more soldiers” (Video #10, Peace is at  Hand). If the U.S. could obtain control over more  communist groups, then it would require a less number  of U.S. troops. “‘Troop withdrawals would be speeded  up” (Video #9, Cambodia and Laos). This invasion was  meant to attack the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong  because they were in violation of the Geneva  agreement, which gave Cambodia neutralization. These  communists were also endangering U.S. soldiers and the  civilians of Cambodia and others around.  Another  reason for the invasion was that “‘ a North Vietnamese  build-up along the border posed a potential invasion  threat” (Hall, 62). President Nixon couldn’t let the  communists keep accumulating in anywhere. The purpose  of the U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War was to stop  communism. If the U.S. didn’t try to do something  about this communist invasion of Cambodia, then it  could have easily ended up spreading to other small  countries, which is just what the Unites States did  not want.  It was because of these key factors that  President Nixon’s decision was very well made.     President Nixon believed that “‘ by our failure to act  in this crisis, the U.S. proves itself to be unworthy  to lead the forces of freedom” (Video #10, Peace is at  Hand). The purpose was not to expand the war, but to  end the war and win peace throughout.  This invasion  put the leaders of North Vietnam on notice.  The  leaders chose not to pay any sort of attention, and  instead added more enemy activity to the area.  In  turn, this added more danger to American troops and  therefore the U.S. had to do something.     The American policy, at the time, was to respect the  neutrality of Cambodia.  Because communist North  Vietnam was not respecting their neutrality, it was  time to do something. Not only were they in violation  of the Geneva agreement, they were communists. The  plan was to clean out major enemy sanctuaries. The  purpose was not to occupy Cambodia.  Once North  Vietnam and the Vietcong were removed, the U.S. would  then move out right away.     During his speech, the President stated, “‘If, when the  chips are down, the world’s most powerful nation, the  Unites States, acts like a pitiful, helpless giantÖ”  (Hall, 103). This was a pretty powerful way to state  what he (President Nixon) felt and believed. It meant  that we indeed were the most powerful nation and if  there was something we could do to help thousands or  millions of civilians, we needed to do it. Although  the main purpose of that sentence in his speech meant  that not only our power was being tested, but our will  and character as well. It said, about us as a nation,  that we were willing to put our people at risk in  order to save others from a terrible belief, because  we were fully capable. Being fully capable, if we  hadn’t tried anything, what kind of nation would we  represent?
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In 1970, president Richard Nixon addressed the United States public in a televised speech announcing the intention of the US military to initiate combat with North Vietnamese forces in Cambodia.  In his speech, he made a case for the expansion of combat into Cambodia by bringing attention to Communist Vietnamese military bases, which had continued to operate in Cambodia for several years despite the country’s neutral status. Nixon also claimed in his speech that he had “‘counseled patience” (Hall, p103) to American and South Vietnamese military commanders only weeks earlier when they had been ready to push into Cambodia. In fact, Nixon had ordered the first secret bombings of Cambodia nearly a full year earlier, and he had done so without the knowledge or consent of Congress or the American public.     In his speech, Nixon claimed that combat would be carefully localized to include only active North Vietnamese military bases along the borders of Cambodia and Vietnam. This, too, was a false statement, since the bombings, code named “‘operation menu” (Hall, p59) had been going on for over a year.    Additionally, Cambodian Head of State Noredon Sihanouk had been overthrown just weeks earlier in a coup led by Lon Nol, a pro-American and anti-communist Cambodian defense minister who had once worked under Sihanouk.   Nixon had recently unveiled his concept of “‘Vietnamization” of the war; turning over combat to the South Vietnamese army and creating a plan to withdraw US troops from Vietnam. Nixon hoped that this transfer of burden would both allow the US to withdraw from combat without a defeat and enable South Vietnamese military forces to maintain a non-communist South Vietnam. He hoped that the plan to move the battle into Cambodia would cut off vital supply lines and slow the infiltration of Vietcong into South Vietnam, buying more time for the Vietnamization plan to take effect.    Nixon hoped to create a sense of ownership in the American people for the Vietnam War. He believed that this pride would push Americans to support the war out of a fear of being beaten by their enemies, the communists. In his 1970 speech, he states:  “‘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, p103)    The “‘pitiful, helpless giant” in this case becomes every American who is willing to allow communism to threaten American freedoms and ideals.    Nixon attempted to equate the Vietnam War with patriotism through his speeches. This encouraged Americans to take ownership of the war, and to support military forces in Vietnam. It also compromised the depiction of war protesters in the US when “‘press coverage of antiwar actions became more negative.” (Hall p60)  Nixon was concerned that the American public would only support the war in Vietnam for a limited time. He also knew that a withdrawal that implied an American defeat could create public criticism of US involvement and weaken the credibility of the United States in international negotiations.  He saw that it would be necessary to create a united front of support at home for as long as possible while the US made plans to reduce it’s involvement.     SOURCES:  Hall, Mitchell "The Vietnam War", 2000  Vietnam: A Television History, "Vietnamizing the War” (1968-1973)  Vietnam: A Television History, “‘Homefront USA”
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Robert Schulze  Paper 2  L00302866  11/26/03  Question 2      When President Nixon announced that the United States and South Vietnam would be invading Cambodia, the reaction could not be what he expected.  His assumptions about how the United States was perceived by the international community had to have influenced his decision.  The addition of military forces when the population was told that the war was coming to an end caused more public outcry for the end of the war and only served to solidify the antiwar movement.  The President used the phrase “‘pitiful, helpless giant” to warn against the United States not using all of its resources when the United States is in conflict.  Unfortunately for the President, his actions not only brought about more protests but also solidified the doves in their antiwar legislation.       With the announcement of the invasion of Cambodia the antiwar movement was outraged.  The doves in congress also reacted by voting down the Gulf of Tonkin resolution in June of 1971, a year after the President’s speech.  In contrast, the antiwar movement reacted much faster.  They staged many protests all over the country.  The most famous was the Kent State protest where four people were killed by national guardsmen who fired into the crowd.  Only five days later there was an antiwar protest in Washington D.C. with around 100,000 people.  The antiwar movement had many other reasons to protest and this only added fuel to the fire.  These protests show how distraught the public was with the escalation of the war that most thought was winding down.  Public support for the invasion could not be what the President had intended, not only did it cause more protests but also caused dissension within the White House.  The Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird and the Secretary of State William Rogers both were against the plans for invasion but Nixon had other motives.  It was also believed by the President that these actions would help to bring the North back to the negotiation table, and also support the pro-American government that was now in place in Cambodia.        In March of 1970 a coup in Cambodia the Prince, was replaced by Lon Nol who was secretly supported by the United States.  The Cambodian government had remained “‘neutral” in the war until then.  The former government had allowed the North Vietnamese to use areas in the country as bases for supplies and troops could move freely.  The United States had been secretly bombing area within Cambodia in an attempt to slow the flow of supplies and troops.  The United States had to legitimize their involvement within the country.  Internationally the United States would have to be concerned with its own political standing.  The President knew that the way in which the war had been going for the U.S. would only serve as a blemish on our national image.  He knew that other countries saw the way that the war had dragged on made us look weak and unable to defeat a smaller and less organized foe.  This is also supported by the phrase “‘pitiful, giant”.  Nixon realized that we should fight the war with all of our might, rather than fight a limited war that we could not win.  His decision to invade was correct, he saw that the limited war would not work, the only way to defeat the North was to bring the full force of the U.S. to bear against this enemy.       Nixon’s intention for what should happen in Vietnam and his decision to further escalate the war was right for the time.  He tried to bring about a quick end to the war by increasing action against the North in an area that had been “‘safe” in the past.  Army strikes in hostile areas had not been effective.  In the Presidents estimation, the only way to change the outcome was to destroy the support network that was in place in Cambodia.  Fighting a limited war was the worst way that the U.S. could continue in Vietnam.  Nixon understood that by allowing the full force of the military to cross the border, supply lines to guerillas in the South could be disrupted.  The only way to “‘win” against the North was to solidify U.S.  position in the South.  I feel that if Nixon was able to do that there would have been a change for the better in the South.  Unfortunately with the expansion of war into Cambodia, general consensus was that the war had gone on for too long.  It only helped to push many into taking away a lot of the power from the office of President that had been established earlier (this was not all bad).  Nixon understood that the U.S. had been hindered by the way that they had been fighting and would not be able to produce the desired outcome without a large military action.      The speech foretold the plans to allow the military to use all of its force.  The phrase “‘pitiful, giant” alludes to the fact that by fighting a limited war, we were not able to “‘win”.  The U.S. military was one of the most powerful at the time.  We were the giant, but fighting a guerilla war had not been our style since the Revolutionary War.  With all of that power it was unacceptable to limit our involvement, we had to commit all of our resources to fighting this war.  Unfortunately, the U.S. had been fighting for so long that the public and many members of Congress would not stand for increased involvement in the 1970's.  The fight that we were trying to fight against communism and totalitarianism could not be done on a limited basis.  Opposing forces were supported by the other “‘giant” in the world at the time, the Soviet Union which, did all they could to support these troops.  Nixon wanted to be able to support his own troops as much as the Soviets did.  We could no longer be that pitiful giant.  We had to bring absolute power or none at all if we wanted to be successful.  Nixon was smart enough to understand that we had the power to defeat Ho and the Communists but, the U.S. could not be limited by Congress or the public.       Unfortunately for Nixon, he did not get the results that he had hoped for by invading Cambodia.  As a result, some of the worst antiwar protests had been staged, such as the Kent State and Jackson State University, protests where students were killed.  The increased legislation on behalf of Congress to end the war, limited the power of the president.  His image would also be tarnished by many of his decision on the war.  The image of the U.S. would also have a hard time internationally in the region for years to come.  We have learned the lesson of limited war, however, it is not always the best approach for us internationally.
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Richard Nixon’s decision to expand the Vietnam War into neighboring Cambodia, which the Vietminh had done a decade earlier, dramatically impacted events in both Washington D.C. and Phnom Penh.  It is somewhat ironic that Hanoi and the course of the military strategy in Vietnam were barely affected.  Nixon’s choice to widen the conflict into Cambodia is of great historical importance, though, because it generated almost as much political debate when it was made as it has historical controversy since.  Critical analysis of the decision (and the run up to it) demands close inspection of America’s foreign policy at the time and the opinion of the American public.  Equally important in evaluating this momentous choice is President Nixon’s perspective and policy outlook.  On the whole, the Cambodia decision was a difficult one that ultimately did far more harm than good; despite this outcome, however, this was a reasonable decision made by a man in tenuous position.    The two most important points to consider in rendering a judgment about the policy decision to begin bombing, then publicly insert U.S. troops into Cambodia are, the situation that predicated the decision and the long-term results.  In this respect, the latter consideration reflects poorly on Nixon’s choice.  On the other hand, Nixon’s culpability for the, ultimately poor, Cambodia decision was mitigated by his desire to secure protection for U.S. troops who were thrust into a dangerous situation by previous Presidents. “‘[Secretary of State] Kissinger was always fond of saying that we inherited 500,000 troops in Vietnam; we didn’t put them there.” (Video #10)  To many critics, that point is insignificant.  If the end is to be thought more important than the means and no award is available for “‘best choice at the time” Cambodia was an indefensible error.     Bringing the war into Cambodia, which was peaceful and prosperous before 1970, brought no decisive military benefit, but it did result in a coup that expelled then-leader Prince Norodom Sihanouk, who in turn supported his former enemy the Khmer Rouge.  One Cambodian witness to these events and the subsequent mass-murder, brutality and cruelty of the Khmer Rouge, Tong Teng put this in perspective: “‘If at any time the Khmer Rouge had not aligned themselves with Sihanouk, they would not have been able to carry on their fight.” (Video #9)  Despite the horrors that would befall Cambodia, however, the Nixon administration decision could not have foreseen that the small incursion into Vietnam’s neighbor would fail to bring any military benefit and lead to such chaos.  In fact, the reasons for entering Cambodia seemed compelling.  Supplies and guerillas were streaming into Southern Vietnam through the Ho Chi Min Trail, which ran across Vietnam’s borders into neighboring countries.  These supplies and guerillas killed American soldiers.  Worst of all, “‘the leaders of Laos and CambodiaÖdid not resist Hanoi’s incursions, since they did not want to anger communists” at home. (DeGroot, 220)  All of these facts, taken together, confirm that Nixon’s judgment was a good one in the context of the circumstances at the time.    A strong factor in Nixon’s orders to enter Cambodia was the state of American foreign policy at this time.  No matter how thoroughly the Vietnam War focused U.S. attention, the fact remains the conflict was only important, because of Cold War and the global battle against communism.  American foreign policy, throughout the 1960s and 70s was wholly devoted to containing and, where possible, defeating the communists.  In Nixon’s many public comments on the Cambodia issue, he constantly explained the decision as being on the basis of a foreign policy determined to prevent aggression against peaceful governments, like that in Phnom Penh.  However, Nixon, like his predecessors believed strongly (and most-importantly) in preventing the Soviet Union or China from growing too audacious.  Nixon demonstrated both of these policy goals when he said that, “‘What is involved here is in effect to let the Red Chinese know, in Vietnam, as we, in effect, let Khrushchev know with the confrontation in Cuba that the United States will not standby and allow any power, however great, take over another country through aggression.” (Video #10)    Though by the beginning of the Nixon administration ñ and the rapid decision on Cambodia ñ the ëDomino Theory’ had gone out of fashion, the tendency to obsess over the ëRed Threat’ had not.  As Nixon himself said, his greatest fear was that an ignominious exit from Vietnam would turn the United States into a “‘pitiful, helpless giant.”  By this, he meant that the word and intimidation power of the U.S. would collapse, emboldening communists worldwide.  Nixon explained this fear in the same speech where he first aired it: “‘It is not our power but our will and character that is being tested tonightÖ” (Document #17)  By this point Nixon and most of American had accepted that Hanoi would not be defeated on the battlefield, but he was concerned with how America would be perceived and, when necessary, feared, in the future.  Entering Cambodia was meant to help American troops gain military advantage in order to settle the Vietnam issue at the bargaining table and, possibly, to intimidate the Vietminh’s communist allies, the Khmer Rouge.    The building crescendo of anti-war voices in the United States was another important consideration for Richard Nixon and his cabinet when deciding on the course of the Vietnam War.  Though by the time Nixon made the decision to send troops into Cambodia, Americans had not unified in desiring an exit from Southeast Asia, he certainly had to contend with the backlash he would create.  “‘Nixon recognized that this controversial decision would infuriate domestic doves, but he underestimated the emotion that it unleashed.” (Hall, 63)  Nixon had believed, despite his slim victory in ‘68, that he had a mandate to lead; as a Republican, though worried about the anti-war groups, he was less concerned about public opposition to the war (because the bulk of it was left-leaning) than the previous two presidents would were.  But, it was true that Nixon’s base was more willing to trust him and to believe that supporting the Commander and Chief was patriotic and right, even if many on the left were enraged.  Friend and supporter Phil Gramm represented this part of America: “‘All Americans may not agree with the decision a president makes, but he is our president. Mr. President, we welcome you and Mrs. Nixon and we honor you as our president and we pray for you that god will continue to give you the wisdom, the courage and the faith as you bear the heavy responsibility of your office.” (Video #10)  Even conservatives (and moderate supporters) did not contemplate absolute victory.  By his Nixon’s inauguration, “‘most Americans agreed that the war could not be won at a tolerable cost.” (DeGroot, 204)  But, keeping America’s commitment not to ëcut and run’ and keeping down its military casualty would still require hard fighting.    Nixon believed a “‘silent majority” of Americans would support him and any effort to reduce American casualties by expanding the war into Cambodia.  When Congress reacted negatively to these efforts in open hearings Admiral Thomas Moorer towed the same line.  He said, “‘I’m sure Mr. Chairman you will agree, and I think the American people will agree that we should take whatever action is necessary in order to protect the lives of American people and that’s what this operation was all about and it was very effective.” (Video #9)  Clearly, President Nixon and his advisers were confident that despite demonstrations and growing anger among some, the population at large was patriotic.  He further believed this patriotism would guarantee continued support.    While Nixon’s stewardship of the Vietnam War was no more successful than his predecessors, he did confront some new challenges.  The immediate challenge of Cambodia proved a defining moment for Southeast Asia, more so than the war itself, because of the terrible consequences for Cambodia.  But, Richard Nixon, who set into a motion a series of events that would eventually empower the Khmer Rouge, was only prosecuting n intractable war inherited from presidents who had utterly failed to make headway in the same problem.  His views on American foreign policy and the pulse of public patriotism confirmed, though he anticipated political anger, that expanding the war was the right decision at the time.  Though ultimately a bad decision for Cambodians and a meaningless one for the Vietnam war, it was justified nonetheless.    Sources:    DeGroot, Gerard J. A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War. 2000.  Hall, Mitchell. The Vietnam War. 2000  Vietnam: A Television History, Video 9: Cambodia and Laos  Vietnam: A Television History, Video 10: Peace is at Hand, 1968-1973  Vietnam: A Television History, Video 11: Homefront USA
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Written Assignment #2  -  Bill Koss Hst 195  - Question#2  President Nixon’s decision to invade Cambodia was revealed to the nation on April 30th , 1970.  The United States had been secretly bombing both Cambodian and Laotian VietCong staging areas since early March, (none of which had been revealed to the U.S. public or congress.  Nixon’s decision to send groundforces in to destroy enemy sanctuaries was a smart move militaristically, but it proved to be a fatal move for many Cambodians and ultimately his political career.  “‘The plan to save American lives by attacking the VC sanctuaries inside Cambodia, plunged Cambodia headlong into full scale war, and escalated killings and violence in Laos.”  Vietnam: A Television History Episode 9.  He had waged war in Cambodia without congressional approval, prompting the first call for his impeachment.    When the orders were handed down for the ground invasion it was revealed that much of the area to be attacked was pummeled with bomb craters.  Brigadier General Douglas Kinnard remarked, “‘When we began detailed planning of this operation, we received aerial photos of the areas.  The photos revealed bomb craters, that is the area had undergone extensive intensive bombing for quite some time prior.”  Vietnam:  A Television History Episode 9.  At the same time, in the United States, “‘ a group of administrative aides and reporters were illegally wiretapped in an attempt to discover the source of leaks about the secret bombing of Cambodia and other unannounced policies.  The so called “‘Huston Plan”, included burglaries, wiretaps, illegal domestic intelligence gathering by the CIA in response to the antiwar movement.”  ( Sirica, Pg. 45 )    Richard Nixon assumed that most Americans desired  what he envisioned.  “‘He was concerned that the United States should maintain its credibility when making foreign policy commitments, and an en d to the war on “‘his” terms, “‘peace with honor”, he called it.”  In Vietnam, peace with honor meant US withdrawal without the taint of defeat.”  ( Hall Pg. 57 )      Nixon had a World War Two perspective of patriotism.  He took six tense weeks to reach his decision on the Cambodian ground invasion, repeatedly viewing the movie Patton, for inspiration.   (Emery Pg. 17)  In many ways the decisions he made were based on a patriotism built of pride, and the fact that this nation had never backed down from a challenge or obstacle, and he was not going to be the President to take that step.      Nixon warned congress and the public alike that without taking this step into Cambodia, the United States would turn into a “‘ pitiful, helpless giant.”  This represented the tattered pride of the United States as a world power, a peacekeeper, and a protector of democracy.  Its message was sent out to appeal to the silent majority of Americans, who, (according to polls), were still in consent of pursuing a victory or peace with honor in Southeast Asia.      The message however, revealed to many a great deal of political motivation and personal ego on the part of the President.  It sparked the some of the largest protests of the war.  Ultimately, his decision to enter Cambodia, and the soon to be revealed facts, that he had been operating there secretly for some time, sealed his fate of losing hold of his presidency.    SOURCES:  DeGroot, Gerard J.  “‘ A Noble Cause?  America and the Vietnam War”, 2000  Hall, Mitchell  “‘The Vietnam War”, 2000  Nixon, Richard M.  “‘ The Memoirs of Richard Nixon”, 1978  Woodward, Bob / Bernstein, Carl  “‘ The Final Days” 1976  Emery, Fred  “‘ Watergate” 1994  Vietnam: A Television History, “‘ Cambodia and Laos”
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Jason Miller  HST 195  Written Assignment #2      2.) In his speech, which appears as Document #17 (Hall), President Nixon reviewed risks and possible rewards of his decision to allow American troops to enter Cambodia.  The President was willing to widen the war in order to gain military advantages. How do you evaluate his decision?  What were his assumptions about American foreign policy?  What were his beliefs about American patriotism?  What did he mean when he warned that without taking this step the United States would turn in to a “‘pitiful, helpless giant?”        Grade on paper =______________/100       Spelling  Grammar  No use of first person  Answers the questions  Document evidence  Other evidence            Instructor’s comments:                                       In the speech we hear the political side of President Nixon.  He wants to inform the     American people of the military operations in a country that is not at war; without loosing his public support.  President Nixon was caught between the people’s wishes and his personal feelings.  His wanting to have the appearance of a total military victory at least once during this war, the North Vietnamese willingness to wait out our next concession in the peace talks, congress’s repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin Resolutions, and the little mad man in Nixon’s head are really what lead the action in Cambodia.  What it really did for the War effort is to minuscule to go into.  The people wanted the pull-out of all American forces in Vietnam and were getting more and more vocal.  To escalate the war at this point was just a sign of a sore looser.  When one side goes to the peace tables in the middle of a conflict with a decisive victory fresh on the minds of the others is a favorable way of approaching the bargaining table.  So he had some good intentions with his thoughts, but it did not end up appearing that way.     American foreign policy would change as Nixon or Kissinger deemed through out his presidency. “‘Kissinger encouraged Nixon to think that trade and diplomatic concessions would persuade both countries (U.S.S.R. and China) to loosen ties with Vietnam.”(DeGroot, 225) They were wrong in that line of thought.  Nixon was also worried about what the rest of the world would think about Americas Foreign policy if it appeared as if the United States lost the war in Vietnam.  While Nixon was worrying about what was to be, he prolonged the war and increased the casualty count for the war.    Nixon believed Patriotism was going along with what he wanted to have happen.  Those Americans, “‘though tired of the war, still wanted ëpeace with honor’, were dubbed the ësilent majority’.” (DeGroot, 207)  The agitators of the immediate withdrawal were brutally attacked.  He had to have the final say in the policy of leaving Vietnam, and would have no public outcry change his position.    Nixon was trying to get public opinion bolstered behind him and his madman theory.  He honestly believed that if America pulled out of Vietnam now the world would look down upon them for loosing the war to such a little third world nation.  The beginning of the next decade in the cold war was beginning and Nixon believed that the U.S. cold not stand up to any one if they lost to this little communist country.  The future of the world relied on the fact that we looked good getting out of Vietnam, was the actions that Nixon took to get support for his incursions into Cambodia.
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Instructor: Joe Escobar          Cameron Purington  Assignment #2                   Due: 11/26/03       In 1968, Communist North Vietnam commenced a major military attack against the South in an attempt to annihilate their enemies with one massive blow.  At a time when President Johnson was faced with upcoming elections, Hanoi believed that Johnson couldn’t possibly escalate the war.  Hanoi was wrong, the Tet offensive was a loss.  Four years later in the spring of 1972, a US presidential election year, North Vietnam again attempted to overthrow the South with a major offensive strike known as the Easter Offensive.      North Vietnam was tired of being the underdog in political negotiations.  Throughout the war the only negotiations that seemed to work in favor of the North were of military strategies.  “‘Hanoi wanted to avoid a repeat of the Geneva disappointment.  At minimum, the North hoped to improve its negotiating position and undercut Vietnamization by inflicting heavy losses and eroding southern morale.”(Hall,68)  Since Nixon was faced with the upcoming election, Hanoi once and again believed that escalation of the war was inconceivable.  Therefore the Easter Offensive was launched on 30 March, 1972.     In the early months of the invasion ARVN forces were swept aside by the PAVN.  Without the support of American ground troops the ARVN was simply out numbered and forced to retreat everywhere.  However the PAVN troops could not hold their positions long.  Giap had made the mistake of using three separate fronts simultaneously.  By dividing his forces he had diminished his army’s strength and failed to withhold reserves for a final blow.  The ARVN was in turn able to re-group and restrengthen along the way.  With all odds against them, the ARVN troops pulled through the offensive quite well.  “‘ 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, 228)     The beliefs of North Vietnam in reference to how President Nixon would react to the offensive were, as they were with the Tet offensive, wrong. The president was outraged when he heard of the invasion. “‘The attack sent Nixon into an incandescent rage.”(DeGroot,227) Thus US responses were hastily.  Nixon introduced Operation Linebacker and bombing of the North was at an intensity well beyond even the heaviest months of Rolling Thunder.  American air power during Operation Linebacker was more successful than any other bombing campaign had been during the war.  Over half of the enemies tanks were destroyed from the air.  B-52's and the use of ësmart’ bombs allowed for greater accuracy and considerable damage of the PAVN supply lines and fuel and ammunition stockpiles.  “‘Nearly a thousand American aircrafts pounded North and South Vietnam.  The North Vietnamese offensive was blunted.”(Video #10,narrator)      Operation Linebacker’s success during the Easter Offensive quite possibly saved South Vietnam from a devastating defeat.  American air power allowed for the ARVN troops to take back Kontum, An Loc, and eventually Quang Tri, what was left of it.  The author accounts the South’s victory to be implausible with regard to American help.  He seems to speak more about Operation Linebacker and American bombing than the ARVN fronts.       The end results of this ten week offensive for Hanoi were devastating.  The North’s losses were tremendous.  Over 100,000 KIA’s in comparison to South Vietnam’s 25,000.  “‘Neither side gained a significant advantage during the spring.”(Hall,72)       The Easter Offensive had become a realization that objectives for both sides were not going to be solved on the battlefield.  The North was slowly weakening and support from China and the Soviet Union was also diminishing.  A compromise between North Vietnam and the United States took place and negotiations began.  North and South Vietnam worked out a tripartite government consisting of the Saigon government, the People’s Revolutionary Government, formerly known as the NLF, and a non-aligned faction.  Elections were to be held in the South and eventually a melding of the country through peaceful means.  Negotiations didn’t work according to plan.  The US was speaking for, and not consulting with the Southern leaders.  A settlement was not reached and the war continued for another three years.
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Zachary Brown-Silverstein  Escobar, Question # 3  A FRIEND IN NEED  American policy makers were shocked when news came of the North Vietnamese Easter Offensive of 1972.  Just prior to the attacks, Melvin Laird, the U.S. Secretary of Defense assured us that a major invasion was °∞not a serious possibility.°± (Hall, 69)  Regardless, the conventional North Vietnamese attack was initially very successful.  It was finally halted and defeated by combined ARVN ground forces and formidable U.S. air support.    In his report of the North Vietnamese action, Lieutenant General Ngo Quang Truong of the ARVN was careful to remind the U.S. of the vital role its logistics and air power played in the victory.  °∞Both [U.S.] logistic and combat support was responsive and effective°¶ Combat support was provided by massed air and naval fire power.°± (Doc. # 19, Hall)  The general goes on to describe how ARVN forces used the time garnered by the U.S. support to rally, regroup, and turn back the NVA successes.  In the later phases of the conflict the NVA was steadily beaten back, eventually suffering losses of around °∞75,000 killed and 700 tanks destroyed.°± (DeGroot, 228)     The southern victory elated many in the White House who expected a steady defeat of the anti-communist forces.  Creighton Abrams captured the general shock when he declared, °∞By God, the South Vietnamese can hack it!°± (DeGroot 228)  Unfortunately, the PAVN still had many weaknesses that the North Vietnamese attack effectively exposed.  °∞Though individual soldiers fought well when properly led, good command was unfortunately rare.°± (DeGroot, 229)  Corruption, careerism, and low standards for incoming commanders continually undermined ARVN strength and morale.  It is doubtful that South Vietnamese forces could have halted early PAVN and PLF successes without outside aid.  Ultimately, while proving the determination and potential of the South to defeat northern Communism it also revealed how much the south relied on the strength of the U.S.  °∞The South Vietnamese army, re-supplied with American weapons held its own through the rest of 1973.  But many of Thieu°Øs officers were worried that they would lose their momentum with the Americans [leaving].°± (Commentator, Video # 12)     The Easter Offensive infuriated Nixon who had built his presidency around disengagement and the Vietnamization of the war.  American air attacks increased exponentially in what was called operation Linebacker.  Because the north had finally reverted to conventional warfare, the U.S. bombings were the most effective of the war.  The Communist war-machine became reliant on supply lines that the U.S. excelled at finding and destroying.  At no other point in the war had U.S. firepower and logistics worked so effectively at disrupting the north°Øs ability to wage war.  Indeed, °∞Operation Linebacker may have prevented a devastating defeat for South Vietnam.°± (Hall, 69)    The causes for North Vietnam°Øs decision to invade related more to politics rather than a dramatic shift in their ability to succeed militarily.  It remained important to keep alive awareness of the revolution in the south, but also to damage the U.S. resolve to continue support of South Vietnam, °∞the Hanoi leadership always timed its major efforts to exert maximum impact on American domestic politics.  The 1972 Easter Offensive was in line with this policy.°± (Doc. #19, Hall)  With relationships cooling between the U.S. and its major communist adversaries, the revolution feared possible Russian or Chinese demands for a peaceful settlement.  The revolution needed to apply pressure immediately.    While ultimately a failure for the North Vietnamese, the offensive increased pressure and disrupted unity in South Vietnam.  Some °∞970,000 new refugees resulted,°± (DeGroot, 230) and much of the support the South Vietnamese government gained over the previous years was lost.  The U.S. recognized that the Vietcong position °∞had been greatly strengthened in...freedom of movement, access to population ..., and a weakening of the faith of the rural people.°± (DeGroot, 229)  Morale in the south had been badly hurt and the North had proved that it was still capable of fielded vast armies of devoted warriors.  Indeed, for all the fanfare of victory, the future position of South Vietnam looked bleak, especially when one considers the continuing removal of U.S. forces.    While representing a major success in the Vietnamization of the war, the Easter Offensive did not result in a conclusive victory for the South, nor did it prove the ability of the South°Øs military to stand alone without foreign support.  For the North°Øs part, the operation was not as successful as was hoped; like the Tet Offensive it conveniently unmasked the Communist sympathizers and allowed for their extermination.  The lasting political consequences favored the North and ultimately paved the way for its final victory in 1975.
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Aaron J. Dietz  HST 195/Vietnam War  Written Assignment #2  Question #3         The performance of the South Vietnamese troops during the North Vietnamese Easter offensive wasn’t the greatest at first. The North Vietnamese decided to attack primarily ARVN forces this time instead of the major cities like they had done before in the past, because they felt that the ARVN units were vulnerable and weak, both militarily along with morale wise due to the level of commanders they had in command at the time. The factors that led up to the attack were that North Vietnamese wanted to mainly achieve two primary goals. These goals were to gain a foot hold in the country side in South Vietnam and to belittle Vietnamization in the south before any peace talks were final. The attack at first was very massive from the north and consisted of more than 120,000 troops equipped with communist equipment along with many Soviet built tanks that blitzed across the Cambodian border and into the northern region of Saigon. The day before the attack Secretary of Defense claimed that an invasion from the north wasn’t a serious possibility. Along with the South Vietnamese, the Americans were just as caught off guard and very unprepared at the time for this large scale assault.    At first many ARVN forces were simply just overrun and many of the reserves were sent to some of the cities that were being threatened of being taken by the north. The American response was devastating to the north and life saving to the South Vietnamese. Nixon’s response to the attacks was the lifting of the bombing restrictions on North Vietnam, thus resulting in massive air strikes named Operation Linebacker. The target area consisted mainly of the DMZ and the Hanoi-Haiphong surrounding areas that were military targets. The backbone of most of these missions was the massive and powerful B-52, which was known for its carpet bombing capabilities due to the massive payload of bombs it could carry . Almost every target that had some of any military value to it,was struck. Without the aid of the Americans the South Vietnamese wouldn’t have been able to regain or even keep any ground that was threatened by the North’s offensive.     The operation, being the was most massive bombing of the war, was a success in stopping the North’s attack and made the North reconsider their plans for further action. Along with the aerial attacks allowing the ARVN forces to take back areas that were before overrun by enemy forces early in the north’s offensive, the south was able to do severe damage to the enemy’s fuel, ammunition storage sites and were able to achieved a major disruption in supply lines that aided the enemy. With the aid of the U.S. military might, the south was able to counter attack Quang Tri and was able to hold Hue. To regain control of Quang Tri a massive ground assault took place that consisted of 5 days. The city was reported to be left in total destruction with nothing standing.     During this ten week offensive, the North Vietnamese suffered more than 100,000 casualties while the South Vietnamese suffered only around 25,000 casualties. The total number of American casualties for the offensive is not known. The north greatly underestimated the south’s will and the United States quick and decisive action from the large offensive by the north. This victory for the south was a great confidence builder for the South Vietnamese troops and their commanders. Even with the victory by the south and its allies, the South Vietnamese were still a weak force. They were known for being very weak soldiers by the U.S. troops that supported them. The ARVN troop commanders had a reputation for being corrupt and non assertive in combat.     The author was able to account for the information about the South Vietnams victory in this battle by a copy of a summary of the 1972 battle from the prospective of a ARVN Lieutenant General Ngo Quang Truong that was commanding at the time.     Reference Used:  “‘The Vietnam War,Hall,pp.69-70,p.105  “‘Vietnam: A Television History”, Tapes: 8,9, and 10.
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President Nixon entered office in 1968 with the conviction that he was “‘the one man in [the U.S.] who could end the war [in Vietnam] within a year.” (DeGroot, 225)  His approach to bringing the U.S. what he called “‘peace with honor” (Hall, 57) involved a policy of Vietnamizing the war by giving the primary responsibility of defending South Vietnam to the Saigon government, backed by an American reinforced ARVNAF ground support.  The Easter Offensive of 1972, although a military failure for North Vietnam, dealt a decisive blow to Nixon’s policy and marked a decisive period in the decline of U.S. intervention.   As the 1972 U.S. presidential election drew near, Nixon’s plans to end the war nobly had fallen apart as U.S. troops withdrew while negations continued to stall.  The American Public’s momentum behind the withdrawal Nixon would no longer be able to deploy troops in the event of a military emergency, the result being a hindered re-election campaign.  North Vietnam’s timing for the offensive was calculated to “‘exert maximum impact on American politics,” (Hall, 105) by challenging Nixon at a time when the impertinence of his political credibility left him vulnerable.     On March 30, the first of three assaults came from Hanoi in an attempt at an all-out invasion- a tactic that hadn’t been previously employed.  PAVN and PLAF forces attacked ARVN defense outposts in the north, seeking to liberate Quang Tri.  A second assault near Pleiku, Kontum, and Binh Dinh intended to split South Vietnam in two three days later.  After another ten days, a third assault attempted to take the towns of An Loc and Loc Ninh in preparation for an assault on Saigon.     Nixon furiously ordered Navy carriers and air squadrons heading home back to SE Asia to assist ARVN ground forces by resuming the bombing of North Vietnam under Operation Linebacker.  Developments in bombing technology coupled with Hanoi’s change in strategy to a more conventional war deemed the operation much more successful than previous bombing campaigns such as Rolling Thunder.     ARVN forces initially faired poorly without the assistance of U.S. ground support.  However, the timely reaction of U.S. airstrikes allowed the defense of Kontum, An Loc, and Hue as well as a massive counterattack was launched that eventually regained Quang Tri.  Although the defeat of the PLAF and PAVN at the hands of South Vietnam couldn’t be credited solely to USAF assistance, as Robert Thompson confessed, “‘[the battles] could not have been won without it.” (DeGroot, 229)   The Easter Offensive had made clear that the objectives of both sides couldn’t be attained militarily.  In order for U.S. intervention to cease in the conflict, an agreement was struck between Hanoi and Washington enacting a cease-fire and the exchange MIA’s that would enable the U.S. to leave Vietnam in “‘peace and honor.”  The agreement, however, presented the opportunity that Hanoi had always hoped for.  The fall of a vulnerable Saigon was just around the corner.
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Matt Billups  HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse  Written Assignment #2    March 30, 1972 marked the beginning of several invasions in South Vietnam.  It was upon  this firday that the Easter Offensive was launched.  The initial attack was perpatrated by  Communist leaders of North Vietnam.  The Offense consisted of three major invasions;  one across the DMZ, another around Kontum, Plieku, and Binh Dinh, and a third in Loc  Ninh and An Loc.  All three attacks upon these South Vietnam areas were headed by a  total of about 125,000 troops, and backed by the forces of large-caliber weapons, such as  tanks.  There were many politcial motives behind the Offensive itself, including Hanoi’s  relationship with China, the American election during that specific year, and the overall  objective of conquering all of South Vietnam while American troops were present.    Prior to the North Vietnamese invasion, President Nixon had sustained U.S. involvement,  supporting the idea of Vietnamization.  The escalating attacks on South Vietnam however,  deeply upset and angered President Nixon.  As a result of the attacks upon the  independent nation of South Vietnam, U.S. forces of both air and Navy were promptly  sent back to Vietnam with the intentions to defend “‘the independence of South Viet-Nam,  and its freedom from attack” (The Johns Hopkins Speech, document #19).  In regards to  the attacks, President Nixon told U.S. National Security Adviser, Henry Kissinger, his  plan of action was, “‘to stop at nothing to bring the enemy to his knees...” (DeGroot,  p.227).  President Nixon’s firm decision to send American forces back to Vietnam  siginifcantly impacted the final outcome of this particular Offensive.  The support of  American airpower (i.e. bombs) gave the South a substantial advantage over the invading  enemy, becuase they could now “‘make attacks by air” (The Johns Hopkins Speech,  document #19).      Bombs, such as the commenly used B-52’s, allowed U.S. piolets to victoriously conqer an  estimated fifty percent of North Vietnamese tanks.  American airpower was also able to  penetrate the North’s excessive infantry attacks by using bombs.  America’s decisive  response to the Easter Offensive provided South Vietnam with the confidence and support  in which they needed in their resistence against the invading enemy.  U.S. involvement was  a huge factor in the North’s lack of accomplishment.  Without American airpower, the  North Vietnaam’s invading attacks may have been a lot more successful.  Reflecting on  the battles that took place during the Easter Offensive, Sir Rober Thompson noted that, “‘it  is 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, p.229).    Althogh a majority of South Vietnam’s success in resisting the invasions of the North is  owed to American forces, it would be unfair to say that they did not hold there own.   Aside from loses in some of the initial battles, the South Vietnamese were doing a fair job  resisting the North.  The feeling of pride was a prevailing influence throughout South  Vietnam.  A suprisingly broad  amount of the South Vietnamese men were inclined to  defend, and even die, for their nation, giving the South a large foundation of willing  fighters.  The South Vietnamese who fought, took advantage of war tactics toght to them  by U.S. soldiers and, “‘prepared to fight as the Americans had trained them” (Video #8,  Narrator).  Lack of orginization behind the Easter Offensive itself became apparent after  the initial invasions, which the South Vietnamese also took advantage of.  There is no  question that the Easter Offensive initially took its toll on South Vietnam, but the South  Vietnamese definately stepped it up a level in defending their nation from communism.   With the determination of the South Vietnamese and the support of American forces, “‘the  flag of South Vietnam flew again” (Video #8, Narrator).    SOURCES:  Hall, Mitchell  “‘The Vietnam War”, 2000  DeGroot, Gerard J.  “‘A Noble Cause?  America and the Vietnam War”, 2000  Vietnam: A Television History, “‘Vietnamizing The War”, (1968-1973)

Flitcraft.Traci K.
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As John Kerry reflected upon his experience in Vietnam he realized the inhumanity of war and how it turns good people into uncivilized killers and torturers.  He must have certainly recognized that military propaganda, public opinion and his personal values had come into conflict as more information and testimony was made public about the Vietnam War.    The result of many Vietnam veterans was that war could only be fought for only the best reasons against the greatest evil process of trying to destroy the human spirit of the enemy.  Not only had many American soldiers killed the Vietnamese enemy, but maimed Vietnamese civilians, burned their villages, bombed Indochina innately, destroyed families and terrorized the world with the tactics employed by a prideful United States government and military that became totally entrenched in nationality and imperialistic motives to kill the Vietnamese spirit for Democracy and freedom.  In 1969, Nixon ordered a secret bombing, which in a six-month period a quarter of a million tons of ammunition was dropped on “‘neutral” Cambodia (Video 9).  Many civilians died and thousands were wounded.  This was thought not just to scare the enemy, but to “‘annihilate the population” (Video 9).  As the world watched the war on the elevated coverage by the media on television images of crime against humanity fear by young American men trying to survive a war without values became apparent to those watching and even by those involved.  Much of what had been considered evil by Nazi Germany and their actions prior to World War II and just after it appeared to be happening again in this military action in Southeast Asia.  Images of destroyed areas during the Christmas bombings in the north, Hanoi, showed the destruction of bombing with knowledge that thousands of innocent civilians were being destroyed.  The use of Agent Orange, which had been used during the war, had left land barren for years after  (Hall 31).  The defoliant had been used without knowledge of its long-range effect on humans and even American soldiers who were exposed to it.  As American losses added up over the years of fighting the US soldiers became more callous and more conditioned to the cruelty of war and My Lai and 350 of its villagers who were totally destroyed without cause and with the knowledge of the US military (DeGroot 295).  Women and children were gathered up and executed.  “‘Between 1965 and 1973, around 250 cases of alleged war crimes by Americans came before military authorities” (DeGroot 296). Essentially the United States committed waged war crimes against the Geneva Accord of 1955 and her soldiers and military strategy committed murder, mistreatment of civilians, destruction of private and public property that was not a military necessity.  The term “‘gook” was used as a bias towards the Southeast Asian people by American soldiers and indicated the prejudice against the very people who they were trying to protect (Hall).  Written on the side of combat helmet was “‘Kill a Gook for God” (Video 10).  The victim and the enemy was unclear to many of the young American soldiers.  Among the rules of war that Kerry recognized as broken by he and the others in Detroit were abuses towards prisoners and the use of chemicals being invented by Dupont and other U.S. chemical companies.  Killing or wounding an enemy who has surrendered is against the rules of war.  Bombing undefined towns and villagers is prohibited.  Volunteer corps or Guerrilla fighters have the same rights as enemy soldiers.  In all of the above, John Kerry recognized U.S. military and his actions as those of war crimes.  His confessions of war crimes and those of this comrades in the Vietnam war have brought shame and guilt and as if a man praying after an accident wishes the memory be wiped away so does John Kerry lament what he had done and experienced and wished it to be certified by the almighty and somehow made noble.

Ferguson.Casey L.
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Casey Ferguson  HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse  Written Assignment #2    Question #4  John Kerry’s speech, which appears in Document #18 (Hall), was a clear anti war  comment by a man who 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?    Grade on paper ______/100    Spelling  Grammar  No Use of First Person  Answer the question(s)  Document evidence  Other evidence    Instructor Comments:    John Kerry’s speech presented many issues to Congress on April 22, 1971. In his speech  he testified in behalf of veterans telling there stories of many war crimes being committed  on a day to day basis. His testimony as a Vietnam veteran himself was clearly an anti-war  speech.     To fully understand Kerry’s speech one must understand what a War Crime is. As per  Article 147 of the Fourth Geneva Convention a war crime is defined as:  “‘willful killing, torture, or inhumane treatment, including... willfully causing great  suffering, or serious injury to body or health, unlawful deportation or transfer or  unlawful confinement of a protected person, compelling a protected person to serve in  the forces of a hostile power, or willfully depriving a protected person of the rights of  a fair and regular trial,... taking of hostages and extensive destruction and  appropriation of property, not justified by military necessity and carried out  unlawfully and wantonly.” (Article, BBC News Online)    In his testimony he spoke of an investigation in which 150 honorably discharged, many  highly decorated veterans told of how they at times even, had personally “‘raped, cut off  ears, cut heads off, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned the  power up, cut off limbs, blown up bodies, randomly shot at civilians, and razed  villages.(Hall 104) All of these confessions are acts of war crimes according to the  definition of a war crime stipulated by Article 147. This also violated Article 48 of  Additional Protocol I, of the Geneva Conventions of 12 Aug, 1947, which states as a  “‘basic rule” that “‘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 the  civilian population and combatants and between civilian objects and military objectives  and accordingly shall direct their operations only against military objectives.” (The Rules  of War, Gresh)    According to Kerry’s 1961 speech he believed that the US stayed in the war to avoid  admitting they made a mistake. In his speech he quoted President Nixon as saying that he  would not be “‘the first President to lose a war.” (Hall 104) Kerry suggest that the United  States was acting immoral in their “‘attempt to disown us and the sacrifices we made in  this country.” (Hall 104)     The war for Kerry was a sacrifice he made for his country and all that he wanted for  himself and his brethren was to be honored and respected for fighting in a war serving his  country even though so many were against the war. His only wish for the outcome of the  war was for respect for veterans who proudly served their country, and to be appreciated  for their service. His speech was to speak on behalf of all veterans so that in “‘30 years 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 ëVietnam’ 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, 104)    Kerry’s speech was to ask Congress for support to his cause in removing US troops from  Vietnam, and stand by them when they return. Kerry realized as a  soldier returning from  war knows what has been done to defend the country and he knows what sacrifices he  made to defend the country.     All a soldier wishes for in return is acknowledgment for what and who he is.

Harper.Gregory B.
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Greg Harper  ECON  200  Assignment 2  Question 4    On April 23rd 1971 John Kerry addressed the Senate Committee of Foreign Relations.  In that address Mr. Kerry brought to the attention of Committee what he considered to be a series of “‘War Crimes” committed against the people and country of North Vietnam.  The actions taken by service men against he North Vietnamese included such things as: Rape, mutilation of people while still alive, mutilation of corpses, torture while interrogating, razing of villages, shooting of livestock and dogs for fun, and poising of food stocks. (Kerry speech, doc. 18, Hall). The information that Kerry presented to the Committee was the results of an extensive study known as the “‘Winter Soldier Investigation”.  This study was conducted in Detroit, 150 honorably discharges veterans testified to war crimes that had been committed in Southeast Asia.  These crimes were committed on a day-to-day basis with knowledge of officers at all levels of command. (Kerry speech. Doc. 18, Hall).    In Mr. Kerry’s speech he spoke of the United States losing her sense of Morality (Kerry speech. Doc. 18, Hall). America accepted the My Lai and refused to give up an image of American soldiers who handed out chocolate bars and chewing gum.  While soldiers were committing atrocities in Southeast Asia, the people at home were being led to believe that the soldiers were acting as often portrayed in the movies. The government falsified and glorified the body counts in order to maintain support at home for the war effort.  Constantly telling the American public that we were wining the war when in fact we were losing ground as fast as we gained it, at times we would expend resources including soldiers to take a hill or other critical area only to retreat and allow the area to fall back in to the North Vietnamese hands.  The government acted immorally in the ways we treated the North Vietnamese, our own soldiers, our allies soldiers, and the way we reported news on the war.    Mr. Kerry also felt that the United State was more guilty of not following the rules of engagement sat down by the Geneva Conventions, than any other body: the use of free fire zones, harassment interdiction fire, search and destroy missions, bombings, and torture of prisoners, all of which were excepted policy by many units in South Vietnam. (Kerry speech, Doc. 18, Hall).    In the first part of Mr. Kerry’s speech he address the feeling of the South Vietnamese people, they didn’t understand the difference between communism and democracy nor did they seam to care.  They were only interested in working their farms with out fear of attack.  They wanted nothing to do with the war, they wanted to be left alone, they found that this easier to accomplish this if they sided with which ever military force was present at the particular time (Kerry speech, Doc. 18, Hall).    From his speech and the facts presented it is apparent that Mr. Kerry had extremely strong feelings against the war effort. He disagreed with all the actions that had taken place and he and others felt it was important to share their experiences with the American public and to help clear their own conscious. It would have been easy to come home and sit quietly not speaking of the atrocities but that would mean condoning those actions, and those actions were more of a threat to our country than the war its self. (Kerry speech, doc. 18, Hall).
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John Kerry’s definitive testimony outlining the atrocities of the total war in Vietnam, in which defined the nature of the actions and behaviors of the American Soldiers in the foreign country. Though the war seem to be on the side of American and ARVN troops, the cost to get there left unquestionable consequences and aided in the spirits of the Communist DVN and Ho’s leadership. And ultimately, the American military forgot their own roots of struggle and creation of our republic. And, the guerrilla tactics we used.     John Kerry testimony explained his disillusionment of the war in Vietnam. His view was based on the premise of the rules of engagement and the spirit of the military under the explanation English Common Law. Furthermore, Kerry’s comments were reflective of the Uniform Code of Military Justices (UCMJ) which outlines in Section 889, Article 99, and subsection 6, which indicates, “‘quits his place of duty to plunder or pillage” and Section 905, Article 105, and subsection 2 says, “‘while in a position of authority over such persons maltreat them without justifiable cause; shall be punished as a court-martial may direct.” These very guidelines outlined to American enlisted and commissioned soldiers were the testament of Kerry’s argument that American committed carnage and war crimes. As explained to his testimony;    They told stories that at times they had personally raped, cut off ears, cut of heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned up the powerÖ    As clearly outlined, John Kerry was accusing the administration and military officers of violating the very law in which a soldier must abide by, and the ideals of our society.     As explained by DeGroot, “‘To fight a guerrilla insurgency required subtlety, stealth, and patience. Americans instead applied raw power.” (DeGroot, 260) Many commanders in Vietnam Theater applied the same false mentality that the British did during the Battle of Concord and Lexington which sparked the American Revolution. General Westmoreland like General Thomas Gage used rash decision-making and lacked patience to control the situations when they arrived. Because Westmoreland frustration, and the ideals of controlling communism, rash behaviors began to take shape. What had begun under Kennedy’s administration as a selective war, escalated into a total war with anything or anyone was the target. With Operations Cedar Falls and Junction City to Operation Rolling Thunder, the military’s psyche took root to believe that to win the war; great measures of destruction would win the hearts and minds of the South Vietnamese people. “‘The strategy of attrition worked against the complex task of achieving a politically viable society in South Vietnam, which enjoyed the support of the local population.” (DeGroot, 156)    Kerry was expressing the very reason why total war is an immoral enterprise of combat. It puts in question the ideals of the country and creates deep rooted political and social resentment that no brutality could stop. American combat missions in and out of the exact same territory broke moral and created great dissention in which anger was used on innocent people. In addition, Kerry expressed the fundamental ideal of American society, our individuality, and that anyone deserves life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness. And, the notion of sacrifice for one’s country does not go to the wasteland. For Kerry, he wants to be remembered as, “‘VietnamÖthe place where American finally turned and where soldiers like us helped it in the turning.”     Sources    Uniform Code of Military Justice ñ United States Armed Forces    DeGroot, Gerard J. "A Noble Cause? America and the Vietnam War", 2000    Hall, Mitchell “‘The Vietnam War”, 2000    Faragher, John Mack "Out of Many: a History of the American People", 2001
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Linda Jackson           11/26/03           Assignment #2           Question # 4    John Kerry was against the war in Vietnam after his experience serving in the     military “‘in country”.  What John Kerry saw surely traumatized him to some     degree.  On top of what he witnessed his brothers in arms had their own accounts     of war crimes perpetuated on Vietnamese people.  According to Kerry unjust acts     against the Vietnamese such as rape, decapitation, random shooting of civilians,     torture, destroying homes, demoralizing natives, and massive bombing attacks were     wide spread through out the military.  Apparently Kerry to made no distinction     between civilian, soldier, or communist supporter when such acts were committed.      Even though the act wouldn’t have necessarily been the best choice against the     enemy it would have been plain wrong against innocent civilians.  In some     situations a Platoon Leader might have felt it necessary to raze the homes of     suspected enemy supporters.  Vietnam was a place where the distinction between     Vietnamese civilian and Vietnamese enemy wasn’t black and white.  For the average     American soldier differentiating between the two could be near impossible at     times.  The reality of this problem caused fear, which caused irrational     behavior.  Kerry took to the moral high ground and cast stones at his comrades.      Because he served in Vietnam and saw the real ground war in an up close and     personal fashion he should also be empathetic to an individual’s situation.  In     war it has been shown that desperate times can cause people to engage in act they     normally wouldn’t.           Rules of war could be considered the rules of the Geneva Convention     established in 1949.  However, the North Vietnamese Army did not follow these     rules so how could the American’s be expected to follow the rules and create and     unfair disadvantage for themselves?  American soldiers have always held     themselves to a higher morale standard that many other country’s military.      Vietnam was a time where the American morale standards were lowered because of     extraneous circumstances.  It has been said, “‘all is fair in love and war”, which     is how many countries, including Vietnam view war.  But does this mean that the     United States acted immorally?  Should a country be singled out and held to a     higher standard than another country?  Why was American held to the fire by it’s     own citizens for “‘war crimes” and the North Vietnamese Army was not criticized by     the American public and media?  The double standard that John Kerry perpetrates     is clear.  Kerry reacted against America in his speech to the United States     Senate on the 22nd of April 1971.  He held American responsible for “‘war crimes”     committed in Vietnam because of American policy.  However countries as an     abstract cannot commit crimes, but rather individuals are the perpetrators.  John     Kerry’s arguments could have been completely valid ha he accused individual     rather than a country which isn’t a living organism per say.  The guns in Vietnam     didn’t kill people, people killed people.           Perhaps Kerry felt the war in Vietnam was unjust and apparently Kerry     felt some measure of personal responsibility for crimes committed by individual     American soldiers.  Possibly he was embarrassed or ashamed by the acts of a “‘few”     of his fellow countrymen.  John Kerry seemed to feel personal responsibility for     atrocities committed by others.  Loss of life, for what Kerry felt was an unjust     war, bothered him in such a way that affected him more per conceivably than the     war crimes he spoke of.  Mr. Kerry wanted the war to end and his means to an end     was to make the war real for the senators with a noble idealistic intent John     Kerry wanted to end the suffering of the Vietnamese people and spare the lives of     his fellow soldiers.  But was Kerry the peace-loving soldier he wanted to portray     himself as?  Perhaps the isolationist in Kerry thought the country should     withdraw form Vietnam to enable itself to focus on the man issues at home.  The     civil rights movement in 1964/65 alone would have been enough to keep the     President busy.  On the other hand maybe the politician in John Kerry could have     been attacking the war because of questions some had.  In August 1967 Senator     Fullbright questions President Johnson’s right to wage war “‘would the President,     if there was no resolution, be with or with out constitutional authority to send     soldiers to South Vietnam in the numbers that are there today?” (Module 11,     Homefront USA).          Kerry appeared to have many reason conflicting him as to why America’s war in     Vietnam was unjust.  If he thought the war was just in the first place perhaps he     would have been more likely to empathize and overlook what he called war crimes.      John Kerry criticized the American Government for taking advantage of the     American soldier to save face with the world.  Because of this he saw that “‘few     were willing to look at Vietnam from a new perspective”. (The Vietnam War,       Mitchell Hall, p.29)  Had John Kerry felt the America wanted to find a way out of     Vietnam for the right reasons and looked at the realities of the war with empathy     for the soldiers’ predicament he might not have come out publicly to speak     against his own country during a time of national crisis.

Day.Brian C.
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Brian Day  here is what I have so far, I tried to consolidate my notes on word processor to let you know what I've done up untill now.           After serving in Vietnam, presidential hopeful John Kerry testified before the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee on behalf of the Vietnam Veterans against the war.  One can only feel a horrific revulsion in hearing his description of the inconceivable acts committed by US troops.  As Kerry states it these vulgar were committed in “‘full awareness of all levels of command.”   Rapes, brutal torture, killings committed for a joke; How could this have happened?  For these brutal war crimes to have been committed in full awareness up to the highest level of command- hence the President, seems inconceivable.  The nature of war is hell, and the nature of the Vietnam War was a particular brand of Hell who’s horror was unprecedented.  War crimes, as stated in the Geneva Accords, were certainly committed by both the Americans and the Communists during the Vietnam warÖ.. INCOMPLETE INTRO      Outline ñ  1-     -Stating the rules of war and who has determined them and how   -historical precedents- Nurmeberg, Kosovo  2-  -show the other side of the war ---- the brutality of the PLAF and RVN troops---  -   - 3.  - what the War meant to Kerry   - discuss Kerry’s thoughts on The War as a mistake   - discuss Kerry as seeing the government commiting the ultimate dishonor disowning the memory of the troops.

Long.Tonya M.
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Tonya M Long   November 26, 2003  History of the Vietnam War         The atrocities committed in Southeast Asia, carried out by many who had been honorable discharged, and decorated, a situation with which commanding officers turned their heads allowing the abuses to continue unchecked. The atrocities committed by the United States government, with a growing awareness they were fighting a losing battle, yet unwilling to make Richard Nixon ëthe first president to lose a war.’ For the men in Vietnam, and the veterans at home a distancing from the government, like a band-aid covering an unwanted scab, an unwanted mistake. Many Veterans such as Kerry became adamant anti war advocates as they had lived the caios of the war, being sent on missions that in many instances made no logical sense, and having a feeling of betrayal from the government, and many fellow Americans who did not see the wider scheme of things, using the label baby killer without considering the chaotic undisciplined atmosphere that had made such horror possible. “‘ We wish a merciful God could wipe away our own memories of that service as easily as this admintration has wiped their memories of us “‘. Document 18 John Kerry testimonies. To come home to a nation, a government treating those whom had risked life and limb for their country like a dirty little secret to be swept under the rug truly was an atrocity.     Nightly Americans viewed images of the war through the national news, ABC, NBC, and CBS, carried graphic images that shocked many. The news media showed many things that went against America’s ethics, and the Moral conduct to be upheld during times of war. Images of civilians, woman and children, tortured, slaughtered, treated as something less then human, were most disturbing. As the greatest nation on earth we should not be capable of harming the innocent. Though the command of the military, and the government knew of many immoral incidents, they would not be addressed with out media attention. As the killing of civilians is the ultimate sin of combat it was not only perpetrated by the soldier, it was enhanced by increased bombing raids ravishing the country while gaining little for the effort. Politics ruled the decisions, though this has been true in many conflicts, none so then during the Vietnam, a war like no other before it, with a nation deeply divided, and presidents skimming lightly on the water, their minds set on saving their political asses, engaging in actions that were often questionable, issuing orders for more troops, more equipment, more bombings, while trying to pacify a troubled nation     For veterans such as Kerry the quest is to gain some dignity and respect from the dark specter, which was Vietnam. To ease the troubled mind knowing that there were many factors, which contributed the volatile situation, that Vietnam had become. To have had courage on the battlefield, and at home, veterans opposing the war, the government, being truthful about the circumstances. An advocate for fellow veterans who must live, and cope with their memories for many years to come. It was not the medals achieved in battle that were important. Many cast them aside as they were idle reminders of a war they did not support or take pride in serving in. It is the knowledge that the pain of Vietnam was not achieved alone, many took part in the unsavory activities in south east Asia, regardless if they were on the battlefield or not.    RE  The Vietnam: Michael Hall  A Nobel Cause? : America and the Vietnam War : Gerared  .J. DeGroot  S. Vietnam : A Television History : Home front USA  S. Vietnam : A Television History : The End Of The Tunnel
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Alexis Newton                             HST 195 Vietnam Telecourse                  Written Assignment # 2      Question #4    On January 31, 1971, Vietnam veterans met in Detroit to testify about war crimes that had taken place in Vietnam.  The investigation was called the Winter Soldier Investigation, and lasted for three days.  During the talks POW’s were given the chance to share how they were treated while in Vietnam, and Americans reflected on how they, and the South troops treated the Vietnamese people.  About three months later a 29 year old decorated veteran took his seat in front of the Senate Committee of Foreign Relations.  That man was John Kerry.  John Kerry knew first hand the horrors of war.  He did two tours of Vietnam from December of 1967 to June of 1968.  He was set up on the Mekong Delta and was considered by his crew to be “‘one of the most daring skippers in the US Navy.” (Michael Kranish, Boston Globe, 6/16/03)  John Kerry didn’t want to go to war, and admitted that he didn’t really know what was going on there.  After 6 months and 3 purple hearts he requested a transfer out of nam, and it was approved.  John Kerry did participate in this war, and he was one of many who were horrified at all the war crimes which took place during the Vietnam War.     Vietnam was a very difficult war for Americans, since it was an unconventional war.  Soldiers were confused by this guerrilla war.  “‘When your fighting a war like Vietnam, you have no idea if you’re doing anything useful military or not.” (DeGroot, p.284)  Soldiers were also feeling very frustrated as shown by these next few quotes.  “‘ The knowledge that as soon as we left, they would be back, and most likely, so would we” (DeGroot, p. 284), troubled one soldier.  “‘They did not know the feeling of talking a place and keeping it, securing a village and then raising a flag and calling it a victory...  No front, no rear, no trenches laid out in neat parallels.  No Patton rushing for the Rhine, no beachheads to storm and win and hold for the duration.  They did not have targets... They did not know if it was a was of ideology or economics or hegemony or spite. (DeGroot, p.284)  So, naturally chaos overtook them.  The United States Military was trained to fight wars with clear objectives,  front and rear lines, and battling for a place, winning and keeping it.  The idea that the only rules in Vietnam seemed to be that there were no rules baffled our men there.  In video 5, and other videos soldiers speak of never knowing who the enemy was.  It could be a 5 year old boy, or a 50 year old women.  They all dressed the same and spoke a language which the Americans couldn’t understand.  The cultural barriers were extremely prominent.  It eventually got to the point where every Vietnamese person seemed to be untrustworthy, and the enemy.  Since they had this fear, the solution seemed to be quite often to just kill them all.   “‘We got in more trouble for killing water buffalo than for killing people.” (DeGroot, p. 295) On that same page, a soldiers states that “‘There was tremendous group pressure not to feel any compassion (towards the Vietnamese).”  At the time the United States didn’t believe it was acting immorally, and the soldiers were simply doing what they were told, or felt to be appropriate.  Many Vietnamese and Americans now believe that the US did act very immorally, and committed many horrific acts.  It all depends on who’s perspective your getting.   The fear people felt there is no excuse for the torment Kerry describes in his speech to the committee.  With the release of the Pentagon Papers, the negative publicity of the Phoenix Programs corruption and torturous activities, and the soldiers personal accounts of war crimes, it was due time that the Senate heard and responded to these terrible accounts.  “‘I had an excuse to be hostile and aggressive and I also had a license to kill without prosecution which made my actions enjoyable and my insanity bearable,” one soldier believed. (DeGroot, p. 295)  Kerry had a different perspective.  In his statement to the committee he says “‘We who have come here to Washington have come here because we feel we have to be the winter soldiers now.  We could come back to this country, we could be quiet, we could hold our silence, we could not tell what went on in Vietnam, but we feel because of what threatens this country, not the reds, but the crimes which we are committing that threaten it, we have to speak out... (Sixties Project, Kerry Statement, p. 2)  Speak out John Kerry did.  The effect it had though is questionable.  For example, Lieutenant Calley who was convicted of multiple murders for a 1968 massacre, by American troops in Vietnam was originally sentenced to life in prison.  Calley appealed and was paroled after serving only three years. (Hall, p. 65)  Calley was convicted two months after Kerrys statement.  It was believed that the Vietnam Veterans Against the War (Kerry’s group) gained prestige during the time of the investigations, and possible influenced Calley’s original sentence.  With the reduction in his sentence though the lasting effects, didn’t last long.  “‘Each day to facilitate the process by which the United States washes her hands of Vietnam 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.  Someone has to die so that President Nixon won’t be, and these are his words, “‘the first President to lose a war.” (Hall, p. 104)  The United States didn’t admit it’s fault, and few soldiers were charged for their crimes.  Maybe the payment they make to society is felt by the way society viewed them with such contempt when they returned.  War is a terrible thing, and terrible things happen.  Unfortunately this war saw little justice.

Barton.Starr E.

4

John Kerry Speech      John Kerry was a soldier who fought for his country in the Vietnam War.  He like many other men and women came back from the war to a hostile country where people treated the men who had fought for their country bitterly.  The president and the government had been keeping so much information hidden and told so many lies that the people of the United States blamed anyone involved with that war.  These men walked into a ticking time bomb and didn’t even know it.  The government could have cared less about these men; all they cared about was covering their tracks of the lies they had told.  The government was consumed with, what they would look like, to care for any of these soldiers.  Kerry believed that the war should have ended long before it did.  He believed that the people of the U.S. and the government stood ideally by while battles were blown into extravaganzas, because we couldn’t lose, and we couldn’t retreat, (what would that look like to the world) and because it didn’t matter how many bodies where lost to prove that point. (Hall doc 18)  It was all about pride Kerry had said.  Kerry believed we shouldn’t have been fighting another countries, civil war.      War crimes were what the some of the American soldiers were doing to the people of Vietnam. (film) In Kerry’s speech he talked of the stories that 150 honorably discharged highly decorated veterans had told of crimes they had committed and had seen committed in Vietnam, under the awareness of officers of all levels of command. (Hall)  Kerry stated “‘They told of stories that they had personally raped, cut off ears, cut off heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and many other things they had done to the Vietnamese people.  These were the War Crimes committed by our men serving our country.  The question is had the U.S. acted immorally in Vietnam?  Is any war moral?  No it is not and not every one of these soldiers committed these crimes.  You can put the blame of what happened there, anywhere you want but everyone has got to take some blame.  The government pushed these men past the brink of reality, and the Vietnamese, Vietcong and everybody else there in Vietnam, were so against the U.S. that the soldiers couldn’t trust anyone.  Everything added up and ended up pushing these men over the brink of reality.  But that doesn’t make doing what these men did to those people any different either.  What they did was extremely immoral and then to just ignore it was even worse.  The government turned a blind eye at it because it would have made the U.S. look bad.  So did the U.S. act immorally?  We’ll if a whole society has to pay for the mistakes made in Vietnam then yes the U.S. did act immorally.  On July 8, 1977 the international parties decided to add something to the Geneva Agreement.  It was the rules of war which stated: 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 the civilian population and combatants and between civilian objects and military objectives and accordingly shall direst their operations only against military objectives. (film)  This essentially means that no longer can someone just go in and bomb, everyone and everything in sight there are certain precautions that must be made before entering a country and fighting.

Thompson.Sarah J.

4

HST 195  Sarahjessyca Thompson      On Aril 30th 1970 President Nixon gave a speech in which he told the US citizens of his plans to bomb Cambodia. He begins his speech “‘Good evening my fellow Americans” with this phrase he tries to include himself with the general populace, putting himself at the level of the average American, hoping to get the masses to come to his way of thinking by means of homophily.      He then quickly reminds the audience of his promise to withdraw 150,000 troops within the next year from Vietnam and then goes on to talk of how the enemy is “‘endangering the lives of Americans who are in Vietnam” (Hall 103) By having these two pieces of information as the foundation of his speech he instantly struck at the heart of what many Americans were most upset about, namely the number of American soldiers fighting and dying in Vietnam.  Nixon then declared, “‘to protect our men who are in Vietnam, and to guarantee the continued success of our withdrawal and vietnamiziation program, I have concluded that the time has come for action.”(R. M. N.) He rationalizes that his decision to bomb Cambodia will actually save American lives.  He called out to the American public, appealing to their humanitarian demands for a decrease in soldier casualties.  In fact he makes it sound as if the ability to proceed as planned solely depends on the bombing of Cambodia. Throughout his speech he makes it sound as if this is the only available option. Since the “‘lives of U.S. and south Vietnamese soldiers is gravely threatened”  ( R.M.N.) by these enemy actions in Cambodia, this decision would save many lives. He was confident that his tactics were just and effective and he also thought he would be backed by the American people.  However, Nixon wrongly equated patriotism with the belief that the people would blindly trust their leaders decision.  Nixon was unable to understand the feelings the majority of the U.S. citizens held about an expanded war and thus underestimated how they would react to his decisions. Most Americans were concerned with the well-being of the soldiers, this is true; many people in America did not share Nixon’s concerns. How other nations would view the U.S. was very critical to Nixon and the decisions he made. The American public could neither comprehend nor appreciate Nixon’s obsession with world perceptions of the United States. This stemmed mostly from ignorance of the war and it’s intricate politics.  Nixon was asking the American public to agree with a decision he had made based on information most Americans knew nothing about.      Throughout the speech he tells several lies, makes grand sweeping statements and is quick to point out the faults of others. He also clearly indicates that this plan is not an invasion of Cambodia, merely aggressing toward the enemy in neutral territory.  Bombing North Vietnam simply sent the enemy into different directions, regrouping in Cambodia and Laos digging in deeper.  Nixon hoped that this action would reduce the severe jeopardy and peril the U.S. soldiers and the ARVN were in.  Nixon seemed unaware that sustained bombing would only drive the North Vietnamese communists deeper into the jungles of Southeast Asia, wherever that might be. Nixon conversely believed that increased bombing, made public, would finally roust them from their secret hideaway.      Nixon was forced to make it public because the North Vietnamese had gone so far into Cambodia to get away from the U.S. military advances. At first the North Vietnamese were simply over the border but as U.S. forces continually bombed they withdrew further into Cambodia finally after 1 year Nixon could no longer deny or keep secret his plans to destroy COSVN which he believed or at least tried to portray as an important, well-defined, target situated in Cambodia. Which couldn’t be farther from the truth. Nixon felt confident that the American public would see the benefits of bombing Cambodia and agree with his decision.  Nixon believed the American public would faithfully follow their president into a wider war because he had promised to withdraw 150, 000 soldiers and de-escalate.  Unfortunately whatever the populace, thought the bombing of Cambodia had already started.  Thus the domino theory became a reality, not in the sense that neighboring countries were clamoring to become communist run countries but in the sense that the war in Vietnam had bled into neighboring countries that up to this point was politically neutral and relatively peaceful. Many Americans were not happy to widen a war they already disapproved with.        Nixon’s strong views are revealed when he remarks that if this proposed action were not taken “‘the world’s most powerful nation ñ The United States of America ñ act like a pitiful, helpless giant, the forces of totalitarianism and anarchy will threaten free nations throughout the world.” (DeGroot 222) Nixon’s strong belief that the U.S. should show it’s tough side because, without asserting our power over others even though we are large we would appear neither might nor able to defend or protect anyone; Including ourselves.      DeGroot, Gerard J.  A Nobel Cause? America and the Vietnam War (Pearson Education limited 2000)  R.M.N  Richard M . Nixon: Cambodian Incursion Address (http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches   Top 100 American speeches)  Hall, Mitchell  The Vietnam War  (Pearson Education Limited 2000)
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Vietnam and the Rules of Engagement      In his testimony before the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee on April 22, 1971, John Kerry (Vietnam Veterans Against the War) exposed the truth of the existence of war crimes acted out by American soldiers during the Vietnam War.   During his testimony, Kerry expressed that, “‘They told stories that at times 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 villagesÖin addition to the normal ravage of war.” (Hall, 104)  These actions were all in violation of the Geneva Conventions ñ a series of rules designed to ensure that non-warring parties, including the unarmed, wounded or sick, be treated humanely.      According to an excerpt of the Geneva Conventions, “‘To this end, the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentioned persons: (a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel treatment and torture; (b) Taking of hostages; (c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular humiliating and degrading treatment.” (Article 3, Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilians in Time of War)   Kerry expressed that “‘150 honorably discharged, and many very highly decorated, veterans testified to war crimes committed in Southeast Asia.”  With these confessions and the long-standing Geneva Conventions, it was evident that the United States military had committed war crimes that were strictly prohibited by the Geneva Conventions.  These confessions justified the fact that several factions of the United States military had acted immorally during the Vietnam War.        The Vietnam War, for John Kerry, was in complete disarray.  He felt that United States soldiers were no longer fighting and dying for the perseverance of democracy in Southeast Asia ñ the sole reason that many believed to justify America’s involvement in the Vietnam War.  In his testimony, Kerry commented, “‘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?”  (Hall, 104)         Through John Kerry’s testimony, it was obvious that he and other veterans of the Vietnam War were appalled by the government’s lack of progress in Vietnam and the Nixon Administration’s refusal end the war and accept defeat.   Kerry’s sentiment toward President Nixon and his Administration was dark.  According to Kerry, “‘Each day to facilitate the process by which the United States washes her hand of Vietnam someone has to give up his life so that the United States doesn’t have to admit something that the entire world already knowsÖSomeone has to die so that President Nixon won’t be, and these are his words, ëthe first President to lose a war.’” (Hall, 104)

