Episode 2 Forum

by Joseph Escobar - Friday, 23 March 2007, 05:49 PM

 
The first Vietnam war lasted from 1946 until 1954, and the struggle was as much a political as a military one.  Commandant A. M. Savani, the head of the French intelligence command, noted before the end of that war that "pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds."

What did he mean? How could that be accomplished?  As 1954 ended, who was in a better position to conquer hearts and win minds - Ho Chi Minh or Ngo Dinh Diem?  Why?  Why had the French been unable to do so?

Click The Assignment Question (which is a repeat of the above question).  You will see a REPLY link in the lower right hand corner.  Click that to compose/copy/paste and submit your post.  Complete this post (and replies) by the deadline in Week 2.

NOTE: In this forum, you must post your Reply before you will see the replies of other students in the class.  Of course, you will also be able to reply to the posts of other students in the class.  Be respectful and constructive in your discussions in this, our first public sharing of knowledge.

Delete | Reply

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Paul Rasmussen - Monday, 9 April 2007, 01:36 PM

 
I think what he meant by that was you can't pacify a country by simply taking over land, you must persuade it's inhabitants to agree with you.  People will not be pacified simply because their country is under your control.  They must believe in the cause as well.

    That could be accomplished by offering the vietnamese people what they wanted all along-independence.  It could not be achieved by continuing to control their governments and their people, or by exploiting their country for personal gain. The vietnamese people would not side with the french unless they were guaranteed freedom from oppression.

    Ho Chi Minh was in a better postion to win minds.  He was regarded as a hero by many in VIentam-a warrior for peace and freedom against oppression.  The french had spent so many years controlling Vietnam, that they were heavily disliked by it's citizens.  Even though Ho was a communist, he still offered his country what they had been fighting for their whole lives-freedom from french control- and the people trusted him-  He was very well respected and he believed in his cause with all his heart.  The french were perceived as greedy and power hungry.  The peasants who had suffered for so long under french control, were now ready to give their hearts and minds to Ho Chi Minh.  Diem was siding with a cause that would put them back into the same situation that they fought for so long to escape-oppression.  Even though the spread of communism was apparent in Ho's goals, the vietnamese people just wanted to live in peace without being robbed and governed by the french.  If that meant communism, the people didn't care-they would at least be free.  Only few opposed communism so much that they gave their support to Diem, and in the end it wasn't enough to win the war.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Robert Meador - Monday, 9 April 2007, 11:54 PM

 
In response to Paul's post...

I'm glad to see someone else had something similar to say. I was concerned I was missing the point...

It seems that the overall opinion of the people was that Diem was supporting something that they were against and was generally disliked. Meanwhile, Ho Chi Minh was viewed as a hero.

That certainly leaves Ho in a better position to gain the acceptance of the people.

As far as the French go, like we've both said, they weren't able to gain control simply through brute force and controlling the land. If what they're standing for isn't supported by the people then they would always face opposition.

-Robert

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by David Farris - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 08:41 PM

I aggree Paul,

Just because you are the ruler of a country doesn't mean that they are all going to just love you immediately. Minh being a communist was the only thing hold him back from being the benevolent ruler of his people. As for the French were peceived as power hungry and greedy because they were only in the business of making money and exploiting the Vietnamese. I would live under any rule as long as life was peaceful and I could go about my business without fearing for my life.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Robert Meador - Monday, 9 April 2007, 11:45 PM

 
I think that when Commadant A. M. Savani said "pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds." he meant that they needed the acceptance of the Vietnamese people, which was not something they were going to receive simply by crushing them and taking their land, which is what they were focusing on. The Vietnamese culture was such that they would fight the French occupation until the very end, and not give up. They were set in their ways and would rather face death than be taken-over by the French.

I think in 1954 Ho Chi Minh was in a better position than Ngo Dinh Diem to conquer hearts and win minds. Ngo Dinh Deim was very unpopular and was viewed as an outsider by the Vietnamese because he was Catholic. His support of the French was something the the people of Vietnam wouldn't accept because to them, the French meant oppression. Ho Chi Mihn and the north gained power by diminishing the popularity of Diem. After the Battle of Dien Bien Phu Ho Chi Mihn was less criticized and trusted, despite his communist views.

-Robert M.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Paul Rasmussen - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 10:00 AM

 
Robert-

    I am also glad to hear that we are the same page.  Some of this stuff is getting a little confusing, and it's nice to know I am on the right track.  Thanks for the reply, before I wasn't sure I was fully understanding the situation but now I feel a lot better.  The patriots book is really good and easier to understand.  The other book is a little bit harder to read, there's lots to remember.  Good luck with the rest of the class and feel free to write if you have any questions or comments!

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Robert Meador - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 10:23 PM

 
Paul,

I totally agree with you. Patriots is a reasonably easy read. I really enjoy reading it actually. It's very interesting. I'm having quite a time following the other book though. It's just packed with so much information and it jumps around a lot in terms of time spans.

-Robert

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Andrea McNurlin - Thursday, 12 April 2007, 08:38 PM

 
Robert,

I definitely agree with you about the Karnow book being difficult to follow and read.  Especially with the jumping time spans.  I was reading along and found myself in the 1940s, and then a paragraph later I was back to like 1918.  I wish that it was a little more chronological, it would make it a lot easier to follow.  Also there is just SO much information it's hard to keep track.  I've found if I read the chapter first, and then go back and take notes on it it helps, and even takes less time.  That way I know what I'm supposed to be looking for, and what is actually important.

-Andrea

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by DeAnna Morris - Friday, 13 April 2007, 12:35 PM

 
I also am in agreement.  Patriots is an easy read, but it is so sad I sometimes have difficulty getting through some of the stories.  The other book has overwhelmed me with the information and I have a difficult time absorbing it.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Andrea McNurlin - Friday, 13 April 2007, 04:24 PM

 
I agree about Patriots.  It's so sad!!  I can't imagine going through, and seeing, all of those things, and not being very effected by it.  Even though you expect to see awful things when you go to war, and you're trained for it, it's not going to be anything like what you could ever think of.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joshua Benton - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 04:25 PM

 
So far I think we are all getting the main concepts.  The Vietnamese people would fight for their freedom from the French forever.  Who would follow someone that stood by people that threaten their freedom and their values.  How could someone betray by supporting that like Ngo Dinh Deim did?

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joshua Benton - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 04:18 PM

 
Commandant A. M. Savani meant when he said, "pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds,"  that you will not be able to reduce rebellious acts to create peace until you have won over the people in that nation.  Now Ho Chi Minh did conquer most of the heart and minds of his followers, but this did not create peace because of the other people in South Vietnam and the French did not approve of his communistic ways. 

     Ho Chi Minh could have accomplished this if he wasn't a communist which many people disagreed with.  If he wasn't a communist he may have been able to win over the hearts and minds of the rest of Vietnam and not just North Vietnam as know as the Democratic Republic of Vietnam. 

    "Uncle Ho," was in a better position to conquer the hearts and minds over Ngo Dinh Diem because he had most trust and respect of more people in Vietnam.  Ngo Dinh Diem worked with the French from what I understand and the Viet Minh people would not trust him for this.  Also a lot of the peope in the south did not trust him because of it also. 

    The French were not able to win over the hearts and minds of the people of Vietnam because of their past treatment of the people.  They created slavery, controlled much of the government, and did not want Vietnam to become it's own country or independent.  They would not let people speak or be taught their native tongue.  There were no way near building the trust of the vietamese.  Not to say that some Vietamese did not follow along the French.  Some did. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by David Farris - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 08:31 PM

 
That is spot on Josh. I believe that Ho Chi Minh was a good influence to his people but wasn't in the position to be Vietnamese's ruler because of his communist position. The French having occupied Vietnam for decades made it hard for them to relate to the French cause because of all the negative past transgressions.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Leah South - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 04:47 PM

 
I agree with you that Ho Chi Minh was in the better position to win over his people. I also agree with your reasons why the French failed to win over the Vietnamese. However I don't quite agree with your suggestion that Ho Chi Minh would have won over the whole country if he would have turned away from communism. Communism was quite engrained into the lives of the Vietnam people. I do not know if all would have followed even Uncle Ho to this foreign way of running their country.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by David Farris - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 08:23 PM

 
The war in Vietnam for the Vietnamese people were fighting to save their way of life as well as their country. So in that they were fighting for a personal cause. The quote better fits what Ho Chi Minh was striving for. Minh wanted to appease what his people wanted, which was to fight against any foreign people's and be an "uncle" to the people. Minh was in a much better position to conqure the "hearts and won all the minds" of the Vietnamese people. The French were all about being friends at first but that all changed when their ideals changed. So the French decided to just smash and destroy the people to get them to submit.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Christina Morgan - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 03:30 PM

 
I also found it interesting that the Japanese pursued the Viet minh's interests at first too, telling them they'd help Vietnam reestablish their independence, and wanted Vietnam to be free of oppression....and then turned on them to do the same if not worse than the French did.  I guess the addage that nothing is free is especially true in situations like this!

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Christina Morgan - Tuesday, 10 April 2007, 10:30 PM

 
I believe that what Savani meant by his statement is that you can't just take over physical land.  If you take someone's land, and haven't persuaded them to believe in their heads and in their hearts that it truly is better off in your hands, they will rebel.  You are going to need to make the victims of the takeover believe that they have no other choice in the matter, and there is no sense in trying to reclaim what was once theirs.  To do this, you'd have to convince the general mass that your way is better, that they will profit more from the land being in your control than in your own.  This was never a successful plight for the French, as the Viet-minh (sp?) had Ho Chi Minh on their side, someone who was quite adept at building morale, reinforcing their belief, and encouraging action to establish a freedom that was their right.  Uncle Ho was much more successful at rallying the troops than Ngo Dinh Diem, first of all because he was a more trustworthy leader.  He had more than his own profit in mind, and made efforts that benefitted the entire nation of Vietnam.  Any action put into motion was to save the Viet-minh from Diem and the French.  Diem and the French were unsuccessful because they couldn't convince anyone that what they were doing was beneficial.  They had a hard time even convincing their own kind that what they were doing was right.  In fact, it was said in episode two that the French had two reasons for being in Vietnam...one was to save their honor, and the other was to ensure that communism didn't become an "epidemic" of sorts.  I hardly think saving face is a valid reason for a massive war, surrendering thousands of your people and slaughtering countless numbers of the "enemy."  I also have a hard time grasping how the French were seriously affected by the Vietnamese choosing a communist government.  These being the only claims to reasoning the French could come up with, it's not hard to see why they had such a difficult time establishing trust and validity.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Tammie Vieth - Friday, 13 April 2007, 04:59 PM

 
Christina,

I really enjoyed reading your input. In your summary you pointed out many valid points regarding Ho Chi Minh and his relationship with the people of Vietnam. I agree with you when you stated that he was a trustful leader. The people of Vietnam felt comfort in the words that Ho Chi Minh spoke. He spoke with inspiration and hope for the future of Vietnam. Unlike Ngo Dinh Diem who was closer to the French. The Vietnamese were oppressed and abused by the French and with a leader that was favored by the French he was definitely not winning over the minds of the people. Being associated to the French he was like a puppet and the last thing the Vietnam people wanted was someone who was associated with foreign power. ( that is speaking for the majority of the people)

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Mark Whitcomb II - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 02:18 PM

Christina,

Thank you for your post. I agree with the concept that in order to create an environment of peace occupiers need to convince the people that occupation is actually in the best interest of the people having their land occupied.

Historically though, I think that most people have never embraced the idea of being occupied by a foreign force for a great period of time, suppressing their countries sense of self-determination for any period of time. While French occupation I assume had some benefits, like building industry and infrastructure; suppressing the will of a people to be free has always failed in the long run..

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Michelle Toney - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 12:18 AM

A.M. Savani meant that without the will of all of Vietnam (peasants, factory workers, farmers, and politicians alike) they would not have pacification.  There would be no unity or common goal for the country.  The people have to believe in the way a country is being run so not to rebel.  I don’t think that this could be accomplished because of the strong will of the Vietnamese people.  They didn’t want to lose their country and because they had the attitude of “nothing to lose and everything to gain,” they continued to fight against the French, Chinese, Japanese and Americans, in order to keep their homeland values, customs and religion.

I feel that Ho Chi Minh was in a better position to conquer hearts and win minds because he was already well known or famous for being a nationalist for 25 years.  He had advocated for the people of Vietnam by borrowing the words of the American Declaration of Independence, stating that all men are created equal.  This unified the Vietnamese and built their confidences in him as a leader. 

I believe that the French were unable to conquer the hearts and win minds because they looked down on their culture and called them “uncivilized.”  The French felt superior to the Vietnamese and treated them like savages.  Basically enslaving them in factories paying them little to no pay and starving them to death.  Through that treatment the Vietnamese grew a strong hatred toward the French and determination to win back their land. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Leah South - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 04:59 PM

 
I agree with your comment on the needing the will of the Vietnamese. However I think also it is important to mention the necessity of accepting the people and their culture. I don't know quite who your talking about when you say that you didn't think that it could be accomplished. Did you mean ever, or by the French?

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joseph Schmidt - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 12:44 PM

I do not know if this is the proper format, but it is the only one to get my assignment in. I have trouble with these because of a vast personal knowledge of the tactics involved. I think that may hurt me.

I believe what Commandant Savanni meant by winning the hearts and minds is by showing  the public that if they believe as you do, a lot of great things wil happen for them. They; however, must believe you are there to truly help them. Peace and prosperity. Unfortunately, in order to win their hearts and minds, you must understand them. A relevance that I believe exists in Iraq. We assume all countries want what we hold dear, but than in not the case. They have different beliefs and a different understanding of the world. One we do our best not to understand. I think it can only be accomplished if you understand their culture and their needs and supply them. Showing them how to achieve these needs for the greatest of their population. As 1954 ended, Ho Chi Minh was in a better position to win the hearts and minds (he had already done so with a large majority of the population) because he promised what the population needed...soverinty, freedom from the outside rule. The French were unable to do so because they wished to control Vietnam, never to truly understand the people or hatred they had for outside rule.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Christina Morgan - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 03:33 PM

 
I love that you tied this in to current events, it's all I have been able to think about while watching these videos!  When will people learn that it's a long and unsuccessful battle to push your own agenda on those who have a strong idea of what they want...especially when the two ideas clash so drastically?!?

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joseph Schmidt - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 01:54 PM

 
Thank you Christina, I will always support the troops and I believe some fights must be made; but how we go about it truly confuses and amazes me. I guess my question to generals and politicians would be "How can you occupy and help a country and a people when you know so little about them or understand so little." Certain parts of the world have been fighting for hundreds of years (if not thousands) before we came, and will fight for years after we leave. I do not know of a better way, but maybe together we can come up with one. It would be nice to think so.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Andrea McNurlin - Thursday, 12 April 2007, 08:44 PM

 
Joseph,

I totally agree with you.  I think a lot have people have mentioned in their posts that in order to achieve peace you must have people agreeing with you, which I think is valid, but I think we all failed to recognize another part of that which is understanding the people you're trying to conquer.  It goes both ways.  Thank you for pointing this fact out!

-Andrea

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Mark Whitcomb II - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 02:19 PM

Joseph,

I am so glad to hear someone else make note of the ethnocentrism that exists in most of the governments of the western world. The assumption that democratic-republicanism and capitalism is the only acceptable form of “freedom” is insane!

Ho Chi Minh, as you noted, was definitely in a better position to win hearts and minds at the end of 1954 not because he was promising the western ideals of freedom but what the people longed for -- freedom from outside rule and self-determination.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Jacqueline Heady - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 03:52 PM

 
For some reason I felt from the video Ho Chi Minh let his country down. I wish I could put it together in my mind. Reading your response helped me relate it to our current times, which is helpful. You have a very good way of explaining yourself in words. I hopefully can learn from everyone. Thank you for your very insightful response.

Episode 2 Forum

by Andrea McNurlin - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 12:59 PM

 
        I believe that when Commandant A.M. Savani said "Pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds." what he meant was that while you can conquer a people, there will not be peace until they agree with you.  If a country is taken over only physically by another, they will still hold their own beliefs and resist and rebel against the new ones being forced upon them.  But if you can reach their hearts and minds, and change their opinions to yours, everyone would be able to coexist in peace; at least in theory.  It seems the best way to accomplish this would be to not force new beliefs, rather integrate them slowly through schooling, making the transition as seamless as possible.  However, I personally believe that there's no good way to take over another culture's identity, and I don't think any country would respond positively to such an attempt which is why ultimately the French failed.

        By the time 1954 came to an end, I think Ho Chi Minh was in a better position to win over the Vietnamese.  He had already established a well known persona of someone who was willing to sacrifice for the freedom of his country, and who was intensely loyal to its citizens, even while abroad.  Because he had such vast experience with various free societies and how they functioned from his previous studies, he was in the perfect position to lead his own oppressed country to freedom.  He even went to the point of writing his own version of America's Declaration of Independence to apply to Vietnam.  Also, through his work he proved to be a hardworking nationalist, while Ngo Dinh Diem was an authoritarian who was dedicated to controlling the actions of the citizens and enforcing severe punishments for crimes.  Diem seemed to follow along the French Colonial lines of running a country, which had, up until that point, proven to be ineffectual.  I think the reason for France's inability to fully control the citizens of Vietnam, is that they didn't take into account the fact that Vietnam was already a fully developed culture in it's own right, with it's own beliefs and traditions that were very important to their society and way of life.  Upon first conquering the Vietnamese the French Colonials failed to recognize the culture of the Vietnamese as valid.  They treated them as if they were barbaric and quickly eradicated their sense of culture.  Obviously this treatment did not go over so well with the citizens, and created feelings of anger, and ultimately lead to a desire for rebellion against their oppressors.

-Andrea M.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Michelle Toney - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 02:18 PM

Very well written Andrea, I think you have the meaning of Savani through and through.  You cannot have peace of a country's people without respecting their beliefs, customs and religions.  Introducing another custom or religion forcefully is a one-way ticket to rebellion and failure.  Which is what the French tried to do. 

I agree with you that Ho was in a better position to win over the Vietnamese.  He was very well respected because he didn't approach the citizens with a "dictatorship" type stance.  He was very loyal, living his life for his country's freedom.  The French failed miserably for the very fact that you stated.  They failed to recognize that the culture of Vietnam was already well established and important to it's people.  They underestimated the Vietnamese's desire for freedom and willingness to fight till their death to uphold their way of life. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Mark Whitcomb II - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 02:19 PM

Andrea,

I agree with your analysis of Savani’s comment. I wonder though if it really is possible to change the attitude of a people through occupation. Essentially, in occupation the French would have to teach the people, “through occupation, you are being liberated”. I agree with you that such a concept is flawed in every sense of the word and ultimately why the French never could have brought about peace.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Kristina Clark - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 01:53 PM

Commandant A. M. Savani, the head of the French intelligence command, noted before the end of that war that "pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds." What he ment by this is that there could be no victory without becoming the heros to these people, they needed to be the so called "good guys" and the vietnam government the "bad guys" How ever, it was Ho Chi Minh, "Uncle Ho", who was in the postion to conquer all the hearts and win all the minds. The French could not succeed in this because there was too much bad history between the two countries.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Mark Whitcomb II - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 02:10 PM

As I read the quote by Commandant A. M. Savani I am reminded of a statement that a Political Science Professor used to make frequently, “you cannot legislate morality”. He would often elaborate that you can order people to do things, and utilize the legal system to penalize them for failing to do so. However, you cannot tell people what to think or want.

I think that what Commandant Savani meant in this statement was similar to the point that my former Professor was trying to communicate -- peace and stability cannot be achieved through the use of force, but through ensuring that the demands of the people are realized.

I think that this could be accomplished ultimately only through independence for Vietnam. I think that this is reflected in the fact that even though until the late 1940’s every inch of Vietnam was occupied by the French there had been unrest for many years. The lesson from this fact is clear: simply occupying the land was insufficient to bring about peace. This is because French occupation was at it’s core contrary to the demands of the people at large, a sovereign Vietnam.

Ho Chi Minh was clearly in a better position to conquer hearts and win minds at the end of the first war. Well before the beginning of the first Vietnam War in 1946 Ho Chi Minh was well-known as a freedom-fighter who fought for independence for Vietnam and for the rights of the people.

Ngo Dinh Diem on the other hand, in addition his power being supported by the French who had suppressed the freedom of the Vietnamese people for over a century, supported the continued system of capitalism that had been put in place by the French. From the perspective of the people, who for the most part suffered under the system put in place by the French, the idea of continuing such a system must have seemed cruel.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Leah South - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 02:39 PM

 
Savani meant that a country cannot be fully conquered until one has the support of it's people. In order to gain support of a people one must be able to establish a camaraderie with them. Savani was also trying to say that in order for the war to be considered a success that at the end of the war the majority of the population's viewpoints must be changed to resemble the  invading country's. In other words, it was not just a fight to physically win the war, but also a fight to show the people that the French ways were better than their own.  The people must be able to relate to and look up to this new leader. That is why, at the end of the French Vietnam War, it was Ho Chi Minh who had the advantage in regards to civilian support. The defeat of the French was attributed to Ho Chi Minh. This made him a hero in the eyes of the people. Ngo Dinh Diem was not well known in Vietnam because he had little public relations and had went to the United States for an extended period of time to pursue his interest in Catholicism. He himself did not think that the Vietnamese wished to see him or touch him and only went on a publicity tour at the prompting of others. That he was backed by the USA also put him at a disadvantage because the U.S. was not only foreign but had backed the enemy, the French, during the previous war. He was not even supported by his own government officials, who were preoccupied with getting out before the Communists took control. Ho Chi Minh was already loved and admired whereas Ngo Dinh Diem was unknown and in direct association with foreigners who supported Vietnam's enemies.

    The French were unable to win the hearts of the Vietnamese because they were foreign invaders. They also tried to change too much too quickly. They tried to not only change the entire basis of the government, but also the religion of the country. You cannot hope to gain the love, admiration, and support of a people, when you invade their land, toss out their long established government, and reject their religion. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Jacqueline Heady - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 02:39 PM

Commandant A.M. Savani meant when he made that statement that pacification would happen when the earth saw things his way, and truly believed in their hearts his way was "the way". To accomplish this the earth would all have to truly believe in communism and let the French have all their land, homes, and minds. I believe that Ngo Dinh Diem was in better position to conquer hearts and win minds because he was not affiliated with the communist party. Also, Ngo Dinh Diem believed that Southern Vietnam was part of the country Vietnam. Ho Chi Minh let his country down when he did not make a final agreement with France, and the French continued to stay in Vietnam. The French were unable to conquer hearts and win all minds because the Vietmen won the battle and the French were captured and then forced to leave Vietnam.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Christa Curfiss - Friday, 13 April 2007, 02:47 PM

 
You come from an interesting perspective, however, I can not say that I agree with you.  Diem was appointed by the French, this fact alone kept him from ever being in an esteemed position to many Vietnamese.  Imagine that during our own country's cries for sovereignty we were given a leader appointed by King George III of England.  I highly doubt that the American colonist would have wanted or respected an English appointed leader.  

Also, I think the issue here is more about nationalism than communism.  Ho Chi Minh had proven himself as a great fighter for the Vietnamese nationalist cause.  Diem on the other hand had close ties to the French, who had been occupying and exploiting the Vietnamese people for many years.  For countless Vietnamese it was not a matter of capitalism  vs. communism, rather a matter of colonialism vs. nationalism.  

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Chelsea Romney - Friday, 13 April 2007, 05:18 PM

Jacqueline,

Interesting post.  Thank you for sharing your ideas with us.

I agree that Diem was a better candidate for the minds and hearts of the anticommunist (and educated) portion of Vietnam.

I agree that the Southern Vietnamese and Ngo Dinh Diem believed that they were still a part of Vietnam.  But the North, Ho Chi Minh included, still believed in a unified country as well.

-Chelsea

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Michelle Toney - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 02:56 PM

I think you have a very interesting point of view.  However I think a huge point was missed.  Ho Chi Minh used the French strategically.  In 1946 he stated to his followers, "Better to sniff a bit of French shit briefly than eat Chinese shit for the rest of our lives."  If he didn't allow the French to stay for a brief period of time then the Chinese were going to stay forever.  The Chinese were trying to deny the Vietnamese their culture, trying to inject the Chinese philosophies, and culture.  The French had a force to help hold the Chinese at bay until Ho could unite his people under his leadership.  Ho Chi Mihn didn't let down his country.  He helped eradicate the Chinese who were over-running them with labor levies, high taxes and interference in their local affairs.  Where the agreement he made with the French was meant to be short term and gain the Vietnamese independence. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Ronda Wilson - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 02:43 PM

First I want to say as this is really my first introduction into what the Vietnam war was about, I am so upset.  So upset with politicians, so upset about the men/women/children who died because of greedy power hungry people...

I believe what Savani was eluding to with his statement was that any conflict in Vietnam would not be resolved until the people in Vietnam stopped fighting and accepted the French, accepted the division of North and South, and the elections.

I think by the time 1954 rolled around, Uncle Ho was in a better position for win over hearts and minds.  I think he already had a lot of hearts and without military and political intervention would have won over the minds as well.  I don't necessarily agree with the authoritarian rule of government, I think I would rather have been under that rule than to be thrown into a bloody war.  I think Ho Chi Minh had wanted to try and emulate, in his own way, the US and how the US government ruled but was not able to get the "approval" from the French. 

As with any conflict of land, the French were never going to win the hearts and minds of the Vietnamese as they were the enemy...the people who helped put a dotted line across the country and divided it in two.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Richard Royse - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 11:49 PM

-Ronda

         I completley agree with you that Ho Chi Minh had already had a lot of hearts without military and political intervention. His experience in the past with conflicts throughout Vietnam and his successes against the French made him the obvious peoples choice. Also Diem was French appointed, which I believe had a devasting effect on his leadership, and credibility to take over the whole country.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Daniel Loverro - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 02:51 PM

Daniel Loverro

History of Vietnam War

Journal 1

Episode 2

    The first Vietnam war lasted between1946 until 1954. Before hand the French tried to control and maintain the colonies for years, and brought western ideals to the east. They even drew about there own form of education to Vietnam. Later on communist agents gathered colonials all over the area to form a communist regime. Towards the mid-40s the Japanese began to also get involved along with the French. The Vietnamese we're unhappy with the way things we're going. Millions starved and died of sickness. Many seeked to gain independence for the Vietnam people including the OSS. They suggested American support. The Japanese eventually surrenderd which became Vietnams known independence day.

    I think what Commandment A.M Savani was trying to say, is that realisticly, even if your country conquered all over the world in its quest to create peace. Not till all peoples hearts and minds are won with the same compassion and beliefs may one bring about such an achievement  in mankind. This will ever happen, but if there's any way it did, everyone would have to be one page, or same state of mind.

Daniel Loverro

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Bryant Gooch - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 03:58 PM

 
I think what Savani was referring to was the courage and morale of the vietnamese nationalists and also the terrain that they were fighting in. I think a lot of it was guerilla warfare and it worked well because of the environment. A way the French could have accomplished that and I think they tried was to give some of the power in government to the Vietnamese. Ho Chi Minh was in a better position to conquer hearts and win minds because he had been well known years before. He was popular in a good way and that the support of the people and Ngo Dinh Diem did not. Pacification was not realized for the French because the Vietnames Nationalists would not budge and they would never give up. Their land was too sacred to them and they had enough love for it that they were never going to stop fighting for it.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Christian Ward - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 04:25 PM

"Pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds."

            Savani meant that to completely pacify Vietnam, not only would the French have to defeat Vietnam militarily but politically as well.  To accomplish this the French would have to get the Vietnamese to willingly accept being ruled by the French.  The French had to make the Vietnamese think that France was in their country for the betterment of the Vietnamese people.  Therefore the French set up the puppet emperor Boa Dai and the southern state of Vietnam with its capital in Saigon.  Later The U.S. would try to win the hearts of the Vietnamese by replacing Bao Dai with Ngo Dinh Diem.

            At the end of 1954 Uncle Ho was in the better position for winning hearts and minds than Ngo Dinh Diem because he had just kicked the French out of Vietnam and won independence, something ingrained in the Vietnamese people by thousands of years of fighting for independence.  Also Ho Chi Minh had been a hero, patriot for twenty five years by the end of 54’, traveling to France, China, The Soviet Union and the United States trying to find a way his country could become independent.  Ngo Dinh Diem on the other hand was a U.S. educated aristocrat comparable with Bao Dai.  I doubt the rural peasants could relate to Ngo Dinh Diem and I feel it unlikely they would have supported him like they supported Ho Chi Minh and the Vietminh.  Eventually, support from the rural peasantry would be the back bone to then Vietminh’s resistance to the U.S.

            The French failed at winning the hearts and minds of the Vietnamese because their reason for ever being in the country was never about helping the Vietnamese; their reason for being in Vietnam from the beginning was to exploit Vietnamese resources.  Also the French never respected the Vietnamese as human beings; they despised the Vietnamese for being seemingly backwards and savage.  Also the French during their colonial rule of Vietnam made the Vietnamese work in mines and rubber factories and exported their rice until famine killed many Vietnamese.  Frances political campaign was doomed from the very start of French occupation.

-Christian Ward

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Ronda Wilson - Friday, 13 April 2007, 10:19 AM

Christian

You called out the fact about the peasants being the backbone of the US resistance and I find it so interesting that more than likely nobody thought these people would make any difference in a war and yet these were the people who would turn into fierce fighters who in the end, held onto their land.  In the video when the peasant man and woman had developed their secret communication (he owing her money and putting notes in the money and vice versa), that shows you these were not just simple farmers who were helpless.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Christa Curfiss - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 04:26 PM

    Savani was noting that it was not by possession and control that the French forces would be able to prevail, but by gaining the devotion and respect of the people they were attempting to occupy.  I feel that the French could not have accomplished the feat of winning the hearts and minds of the people that they occupied.  I don’t think that an occupied people will ever be fully content with foreign occupation.  The French, like all the previous occupiers of Vietnam were exploiting the Vietnamese people.  The profits of the French nation came before the needs and wants of the Vietnamese people.  

    As 1954 came to a close, Ho Chi Minh was in a much greater position to win the minds and hearts of the people of Vietnam.  Diem, having been appointed by the French, was in a very poor position to win over the support of the Vietnamese people that were calling for national sovereignty.  Ho Chi Minh had a history of fighting for the independence of the Vietnamese people.  Diem was seen as a tool for the French because of his close connection to the French powers.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Luke Todd - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 04:47 PM

 
Luke Todd

    What he meant was that the people were not going to give in to force.  The only way the French would be able to stay, is if the people wanted them to stay.  Obviously most of them didn't, hence the war.  I don't think the French would or could have ever accomplished this. 

    To conquer the hearts and minds of the people the French would  have had to have been helping the people, not using them and their country.   Nations don't do things solely because they are the right thing to do, nations do things because they see some gain in it.  So the mere fact that France were there in the first place means that they thought there was something to be gained by being there.  That fact alone goes to show why they could never win the hearts and mindsof the people.  If they are there for their own good, then they are not there for the good of the Vietnamese and will not be welcomed.

    Obviously Ho Chi Minh was in a better position to win over the common people of Vietnam.  He had been fighting for them his entire life.  His people worked with the villagers.  He had never been set up by a foreign country.  Diem was a catholic too.  That would count against him for much of the country.  Diem was a nationalist, but Ho Chi Minh had the better track record.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Michelle Toney - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 03:25 PM

 
Well stated Luke.  The French totally exploited the Vietnamese.  They didn't do anything to help them because they thought of them as uncivilized.  They enslaved the Vietenamese, exploiting their labor for huge profits and starving them to death.  The French defitely were not there to help the people, they were there for their own agendas. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Chelsea Romney - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 04:50 PM

When Savani said, "pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds." He meant that the French needed to obtain the will of the Vietnamese.  The French were able to “pacify” areas, but they were unable to maintain them.  They did not have the unquenchable drive that the Vietnamese had.  The French did not understand the Viet Minh.  Their guerilla tactics made them seem like, ¨They are everywhere and they are nowhere.¨ Though the technology and training of the French was far more advanced than that of the Viet Minh, the Viet Minh were able to cause extensive damage to the French.  Until the French could conquer their will, the Vietnamese would continue to fight.

The French had been unable to conquer the hearts and win the minds of the people of Vietnam, because the French colony was not beneficial to the Vietnamese.  Uncle Ho said, ¨The war can last ten years, twenty years, maybe more, but our people will keep fighting until they win.  Houses, villages, cities may be destroyed, but we won´t be intimidated.  And after we´ve regained our independence, we will rebuild our country from the ground up, even more beautifully¨ (Appy 42). Until the French could convince the Vietnamese that they were not harming them by being there, the Vietnamese would continue their revolution.

      In my opinion, the only way that the French could have ¨conquered the hearts and won the minds¨ of Vietnam was to persuade the Vietnamese that it would be better for Vietnam to be a French colony.  In order to do this they would have had to give the Vietnamese more rights and liberty.  Instead, the French exploited the Vietnamese and treated them badly.  They were patient in enduring their hardships when it proved to their advantage.  They waited until the time was right. Giap said, ¨We would rather die than live in slavery.  Our history proves this¨ (Appy 42).

In 1954, Ho Chi Minh was more widely accepted, and for that reason, he was in a better position to conquer the hearts and win the minds of the people of Vietnam.  The majority of the people shared his cause, which was independence for his country.  Ho Chi Minh was able to unite people, especially the peasants, (which the Southern cause did not specifically appeal to, because the peasants were generally not educated).  Like Ho, the peasants desired to be free from oppression and to reclaim their own land.  Though Ho did not parade himself as a communist, he his focus on the common people made him appealing to the majority of his fellow citizens. 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Sean Urban - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 05:05 PM

 
    Savani  in my opinon meant that even though his men had won the battles with the Vietnamese people they were rebelouse and the only way to really have total pacification or total control was to win the hearts of the people which could not happen due to the fact that the Vietnamese people wanted to be independent, not to be controlled by a foreign nation.

    I do not think that France or any other nation for that matter could ever break down and conquer the will of the Vietnamese people to the point of total control. Ho Chi Minh had more control of the people of Vietnam because he fought for independents and for the people who were being depressed.The French were in no position to ever win their hearts of the Vietnamese especially after years of opretion.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Richard Royse - Wednesday, 11 April 2007, 07:11 PM

I believe Commandant Savani meant that no military action regardless of victories could win the hearts and minds of the Vietnamese people. And that it would take a significant amount of resources, and military ability to win the hearts and minds. It could have been accomplished by the French negotiating with the North Vietnamese and coming to some sort of agreement. Had the French achieved political and diplomatic security with the North, their probly would have been stability. But I also think this hard to say because of the growing enthusiasm Ho Chi Minh was getting and how powerful his cause was becoming with the people of Vietnam. Ngo Dinh Diem didn't have the power Ho Chi Minh had. If you think about it from the Vietnamese people’s perspective, they were under French occupation and wanted complete change. When a nation’s people are under occupation all they want is independence and I don't think Diem did enough to emphasize unity. He also didn't put enough pressure on the French. The Vietnamese were living so poorly, that Communism seemed like the best way of life. And that’s why Ho Chi Minh's cause only grew stronger and stronger. The French were not able to achieve stability with the people of Vietnam for one because they occupied the country. Two, because they didn't have the military capabilities, not the man power. If you don't have security for the people then they don't feel safe. If they don't feel secure then theirs no stability. The French simply could not achieve that.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Ronda Wilson - Friday, 13 April 2007, 10:07 AM

Richard-

I couldn't agree more with your view.  Diem couldn't really put any pressure on the French as in essence, they were his boss.  They called the shots and he was just the figurehead. I don't like the concept of Communism but I understand Uncle Ho's thought process that this was going to be the best way to govern for his people.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Tammie Vieth - Thursday, 12 April 2007, 03:56 PM

When Commandant A. M. Savani stated that "pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds" he was referring to Vietnam as not just a physical war but also the battle over the  minds of the people. In the mist of the battle, the Vietnam people were fighting for everything they believed in. The Vietnam people had been tossed around by outside powers for so long that this battle was a physical battle but also ran deeper in their hearts.Not only would they need the physical power but also the trust of the people. Without trust they would have nothing because the determination of these people was forceful and they weren't going to give up until they believed that what they wanted was going to be accomplished. The Vietnam people goals were to strive for an environment where they can be free from outside influences and support their own economy. Their goal was the same however the routes were different. With the North supporting communism and the South fighting for democracy then country was separated. However with their country previously being invaded but the French, Japanese, and America forces the Vietnam people were tired of seeing their families and friends die.  Ho Chi Minh talked to the heart of the people in North Vietnam and did a better winning over the minds of the people. In 1954 Ho Chi Minh had a better grip on the North Vietnamese people minds. However Ngo Dinh Diem was winning over the ideas of the South Vietnam and the US supported him to stop the spread of communism. The French were unable to succeed because the people of Vietnam didn’t trust them, and after many years of war and high causalities they had not developed or show trust with the people of Vietnam.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by DeAnna Morris - Friday, 13 April 2007, 12:39 PM

 
You said exactly what was going through my mind, I just didn't word it as well as you.  I think that Vietnam had a pride that would not allow them to let in a foreign country and tell them how to live and work.  

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joseph Schmidt - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 01:48 PM

Tammie, I agree with your post, but the French could not also win because of their desire to exploit the Vietnamese people. The North believed in their cause and unfortunately to me it appears the South did not. As from the numerous accounts of South Vietnamese soldiers refusing to fight or outright helping the Viet Minh. Truly a losing situation for the French and later us.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by DeAnna Morris - Friday, 13 April 2007, 12:33 PM

 
Well I think that he meant that physical conquering is only that and unless everyone has incorporated your views and they become their views that really pacification cannot exist.  How something like that can happen, I have no idea, because it is impossible to make all people share the same views, especially through force.  I think Ho Chi Minh was in the better position because his followers truly loved him and his ways of thinking and really chose to follow him faithfully.  Even when you read the Patriots book you can see that his side was out to win and were fighting for a true cause in their eyes.  The French could never accomplish this because they were outsiders trying to take over a foreign entity and absolutely could not win the hearts of the people that way.  

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Tammie Vieth - Friday, 13 April 2007, 04:42 PM

 
DeAnna,

I agree about what you said in regards to Ho Chi Minh followers loving him. He came from Vietnam  and his views were similar to the Vietnam people. Unlike Ngo Dinh Diem who was catholic, Ho Chi Minh had less influence from foreign culture and was more in tuned into the peoples future of Vietnam. He had supported Vietnam to seek independence from the very beginning and I think that he captured the hearts and trust of the  people of Vietnam.

Tammie

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by David Stich - Friday, 13 April 2007, 09:42 PM

 
"pacification will be fully realized not when we will have occupied each inch of earth but when we will have conquered all the hearts and won all the minds."-Commandant A. M. Savani

What did he mean?

It seemed as if Savani was describing implementing a government of Vietnam, for the people of Vietnam. A french government with a vietnamese face that would manipulate these people to not resist the exploitation of their country.

How could that be accomplished?

I belive the french tried to accomplish this with democracy. By holding elections and funding campains for the vietnamese official of choice.

As 1954 ended, who was in a better position to conquer hearts and win minds - Ho Chi Minh or Ngo Dinh Diem? Why?

I would say that Ho Chi Minh was in a excellent position to win the hearts and minds of the people of vietnam. Minh was a unelected president of the vietnamese, whos first concern was the people of his nation, and the people embraced him for this. His victory at Dien Bien Phu only further catapulted his peoples moral to an unchallengable state.

Why had the French been unable to do so?

It seemed as if Vietnam has been fighting occupation after occupation as i read the early history of the country, leading to the war. The French could not win these people just as China. Their greed and lack of respect for these people only furthered their defeat.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Rebecca Merrigan - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 11:24 AM

      When Savani said this he ment that to truely gain an end to this conflict they had to have the support and loyalty of the people. The French could have used all the force in the world against the Vietnamese but in their hearts and minds the people would still resent and resist the French. As long as the Vietnamese spirit resisted colonial rule they would fight till the end.

       In order to conquer their hearts and minds the French should have showed that they cared about the plights of the people instead of meerly treating the Vietnamese as a cheap source of labor and capital gain. Under  colonial rule the Vietnamese were basically second class citizins in a country that wasn't technically their own.  They endured terrible famine and violence. When it gets so bad to the point where people are starving and dying of something as basic as hunger, they are at the point where they have nothing else left to lose. Rebellion is bound to occure.

      At the end of 1954, Ho Chi Minh was in a better posistion of winning the people's hearts and minds. He already had a reputation as a nationalist and was well liked and respected among the people. He based his platform on an independant vietnam. The people were sufforing under colonialism so his ideas of independance appealed to them.  Ngo Dinh Diem represented a different sort of independance. He served under Bao Dai's government. Bao Dai didn't have Ho Chi's reputation of nationalism and service to the people. Bao Dai's independance was more restrictive and cooperative with the colonial powers. Most of the people didnt want cooperation. After a hundred years of oppression under foreign rule they wanted to fight back. They desperatly wanted to break free of that oppression in a feirce way that showed the world they ment business and were serious about their independance. They were willing to fight and die for this independance.

      The french never conqured their hearts and minds because they weren't willing to work with the people. They only served their own interests at the expence of exploiting the people. The French felt superior to the Vietnamese so how could they win their support and loyalty?

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joseph Schmidt - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 01:44 PM

Rebecca, I agree 100 percent. The French and later the US trying to win hearts and minds would only fail. I remember joining the Army in 1986 and there were several Vietnam Vets still in. They scoffed at this policy. Not because they opposed it, but because you win hearts and minds as you said, with diplomacy, not down the sites of a rifle. Furthermore, you had better take time to understand the people you are trying to "win". Politicians would do well to remember that you fight wars to conquer or defend something, not to pacify or exploit.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by William Rigole - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 11:59 AM

    William Rigole

Episode 2 Form

Savani meant to win the war you must have the people on your side. A man will fight for what he belives in not what he is tould. To win the people you have to give them something to fight for and let them know why their fighting. They needed a commander that can lead them into victory and Ho Chi was the man for them. Ho chi was a man who was educated by his enemy and knew the enemy . He also let his troops know that their fighting for thier way of life and their land. Ho Chi was also political educated man who  knew the power of communisem at that time and knew how to fight the westerners. The french was unable to win the people because they where their to take the land and to work the everyday people  like slaves and make it french influance land not their own.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joseph Schmidt - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 01:32 PM

 
William, I agree with your basic principle but the Viet Minh believed they were fighting for the ultimate prize...their own freedom. To truly win the French would have had to offer the same. Fighting for a principle only takes you so far, you must truly believe in the cause and know in your heart that your life and your loved ones will be better for your success.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Nathan Shay - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 12:28 PM

 
Commandant A.M. Savani means that you can conquer someone's land or country; but to fully 'conquer' one's nation you must make everyone believe what you are trying to make them believe.  Also, you must have everyone following you.  There can be no guerillas or any resistance forces.  I believe that Ngo Dinh Diem was in the better position in the short run simply because he was the current President of Vietnam and had international backing.   Ho Chi Minh was however, in the long term, better positioned to 'conquer the hearts and win the minds' of the Vietnamese people due to the French cease fire which divided Vietnem.  This portrayed Ho Chi Minh as a Nationalist Hero.  The French weren't able to 'conquer the minds and win the hearts' of the Vietnamese people simply because they were foreign nationals.  The Vietnamese people saw this as a colonization of their lands and could not and would not be crushed under foreign rule.  This is also why Ho Chi Minh was able to rise so quickly and efficiently and he was able to play upon the nationalist feelings of the Vietnamese people.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joseph Schmidt - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 01:30 PM

Nathan, I think one of the main reasons the French could not achieve their goals is that they were only interested in exploiting the Vietnamese. They never wanted to make it a better country or to fullfill basic needs. They wanted a 'slave'/'servant' population as seen in their exporting of rice while hundreds of thousands starved.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Toni Stormont - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 04:37 PM

He meant that the vietnamese would conform to french colonialism. The french felt it could be accomplished  by giving the people more freedom's and bolstering their economy and yet still having power over the country.

Ho Chi Minh was in the better position as he was known by the people and respected. He brought food and supplies to the  people in the region's that the french neglected. Ho Chi Minh now had the respect of the people and he was looked upon as a leader, someone that could lead them to their independence.

The french were in Indochina to benefit from economic gains that the country provided at the expense of the people. While the french were getting wealthy the vietnamese were treated brutally. For these reasons the French would never conquer the hearts and win the minds.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

by Joshua Benton - Saturday, 14 April 2007, 04:52 PM

 
Toni,

I agree with most of what you said about Ho Chi Minh except that you did not say that,"he was the leader of the Democratic Rupublic of Vietnam."  He was smart and knew what needed to be done for Vietnam.  In reading what he had to overcome to become a leaderis just astonishing enough to gain his peoples' respect.  
