Patriots - The Vietnam War Remembered From All Sides by Christian Appy

Week 3

In Part 2, the stories get a bit longer than in part one. They also get a bit more "official", with stories by official participants, such as journalists, governmental officials, and even the leader of the eventually victorious North Vietnamese Army.

As in the first section, some stories probably caught your attention more than others. Some stories probably caused you to have a greater emotional experience. Of the 14 stories you've read, you will comment on the following questions. (Do not attempt to comment on every story.)

Which story (or stories) were the most disappointing for you to read and why? You may have been disappointed with the speaker him/herself (with their attitude, for example) or disappointed by the events in their story (with the frustrating way in which they were treated or in the negative situations in which they had to interact with others). Start your journal entry with this negative, critical point of view first.

In the second part of your writing, address any positive lesson(s) you may have learned from one or more of these accounts. Is there any "hope", "light at the end of the tunnel", or "potential for good" that comes out of any of these stories?

Note: I am not forcing you to find good where you might believe none exists, but if you've read the accounts carefully and analytically, you will probably will find something positive. If you are completely pessimistic about every account, which I will allow, you will need to justify that position. You can do this by pointing out something which may be perceived as positive... say Le Lieu Browne's positive view of Madame Ngo as a role model for women, and find fault with it.

You have until the deadline to complete this entry.

Colleen Gangle  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 08:52 PM

I was very discouraged after reading Malcolm Browne's story. The plight of the Buddhist's and their eventual protest against the anti-Buddhist policies was hair raising, it left me with the feeling that I do not have the same convictions about my beliefs as they do. I would certainly not lend myself to sacrifice to further a cause or a belief. “A sixty-seven year old Buddhist monk, Thich Quang Duc, burned himself to death in protest against the anti-Buddhist policies of South Vietnam's Catholic President Ngo Dinh Diem (Appy 64).” I was even more disappointed to find out that after all of the protest's that the Buddhists made, in the end, nothing had really changed for them “We found Thich Tri Quang swabbing the floor. He was reluctant to say anything, but he let us know that he was under house arrest and that the human rights problems under the Communists were as bad as they had been under Diem.(Appy 72)” To me, it is very disheartening to find, that through their convictions, their protest's and the sacrificing of life, that they are left precisely where they began.

A lesson learned: never trust the government. McNamara painted pretty little pictures where there were none. He chose political ineptness over personal belief, which could have been instrumental in ending the Vietnam conflict sooner. Never believe that a “raggedy-ass, little fourth rate country” can not beat you in a war, especially if it is their country, their heart. We were under the misconception that 'might is right' and that what is good for one country should be good enough for another. I think that the light at the end of the tunnel will come to bear as history repeats itself. When every conflict or war is recorded in it's entirety, studied, learned and realized, then we as a nation can learn from the mistakes that we make and try our damnedest not to repeat them.
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Colleen,

A bit brief, but nice citations in your first paragraph.  Two awkwardly written sentences confused me in your second paragraph.  You wrote about McNamara.

He chose political ineptness over personal belief…

This is very unclear.  It sounds like you are saying McNamara chose to be stupid, against his own beliefs.  This can’t be what you meant.  Taking a bit more time (and more sentences) to fully explain yourself would have helped greatly.

You also wrote:

I think that the light at the end of the tunnel will come to bear as history repeats itself.

I think I know what you mean here, but if you are looking at Vietnam as a mistake, then a “light” as the end of the tunnel (a positive thing) can’t be that history will repeat itself.  That’s not a logical statement.

Jason Caughey  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 08:51 PM

         The most disappointing story had to be Paul Kattenburg’s recounting(Appy p.81) because his knowledge was met with ignorance. Having first hand experience in Vietnam in the 50’s and again in the early 60’s while working for the State Department, Kattenburg saw the decline of the man that was Diem. Diem was a man Kattenburg supported in the 50’s and thought would be a good candidate to lead the nation. Then in 1963 Kattenburg described Diem, after 9 years in power, as “off his rocker”. It was in this visit Kattenburg saw South Vietnam as a “sinking ship” and their war with the North would not be won citing “…the Vietnamese didn’t want to fight”. In a meeting a few days later with the Security Council (which reported directly to the President), Kattenburg suggested a withdrawal. His peers on the council choose to ignore his idea and decided to back a coup to remove Diem instead. After Kattenburg’s suggestion, despite all of his experience and understanding of the situation, he was excluded from any further policy discussions. If Kattenburg’s peers on the council had valued his opinion some 50,000 US service men and countless Vietnamese would not have died in Vietnam in a war that left the United States divided.

         Finding positive elements or lessons in the stories were few and far between. Le Lieu Browne’s story that include a passage of praise for Madame Ngo, South Vietnam’s “First Lady”, as a role model for Vietnamese women stood out the most (Appy p.75). Despite several media blunders that might have accelerated the downfall of her brother-in-laws (Diem) South Vietnam’s government, Madame Ngo preached equality between the Vietnamese men and women. Browne felt that although Vietnamese women had been doing the same jobs as the men for years, it was Madame Ngo that empowered them to find respect. The positive feeling of respect and self-worth are the human foundation’s cornerstones.
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Jason,

A bit brief, but nice citations and quotes.  Be careful on some of your conclusions.  You wrote:

If Kattenburg’s peers on the council had valued his opinion some 50,000 US service men and countless Vietnamese would not have died in Vietnam…

That’s quite a far-reaching statement, not entirely backed by the facts you presented or just plain logic.  I do “get” what you are saying, but listening to one man’s opinion probably could not have prevented the entire war.  Recall in Karnow Chapter 5, how even the OISS officials at the time warned about the U.S. possibly becoming directly involved and sinking into a protracted war.  So, you could make the same claim to those officials (in the 1950’s) opinions not being valued.

Your last paragraph ends weakly with the vague sentences:

…Madame Ngo that empowered them to find respect. 

Did this really happen? You don’t support the claim with any facts.  

The positive feeling of respect and self-worth are the human foundation’s cornerstones.

This vague statement (on its own) sounds like a sound bite from an Oprah show or personal success seminar.  I get what you are saying, but it sounds like you are really stretching too far to find something positive.

Cory Mason  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 08:50 PM

After reading all of the stories in part two a few of them stand out in my mind. Not because I was disappointed by the person speaking but more amazed and confused at how they were treated.

The first story that disappointed me was the story of Paul Kattenburg. He was very knowledgeable about Vietnam and in 1963 was head of the State Departments Vietnam task force. What bothers me about this story is how he was treated by other members of the government for expressing his opinion on the situation in Vietnam. He believed America should pull out while we still could. Others in the meeting were not as knowledgeable on the situation or the country and didn't even take his opinion into account. Leaving Vietnam was not an option to anyone.

After expressing himself at this meeting, even though he was an expert on Vietnam, he was demoted and transferred. This is a man who everyone in the meeting should have been listening to. It seems that the people making the policies were very narrow minded.

Another story that I saw problems with was the story of Henry Prunier who was a part of the "Deer Team" that helped to train the Anti-Japanese resistance. At the very beginning of his story he says, " These Orientals came up. I didn't know whether they were Japanese or Vietnamese." Why this caught my attention was because of how uneducated he seemed to be about the people he was assigned to help. I am starting to feel this is a trend in many of the American stories I read, it seems no one was properly informed on the situation that was going on.

Henry Prunier went on the meet Ho Chi Minh and help train the Viet Minh. I find it very ironic America trained and funded the Viet Minh and twenty years later we end up fighting a war against them.

"Oh, your father's a Communist." fellow classmates said this to Mr. Prunier's daughters at school one day after he had stated that he felt Ho Chi Minh had the support of the Vietnamese people. Then he goes on to say, "I know that the patriotism of the Vietnamese was going to far outdo anything we could throw at them." Two things bother me about those quotes. One I am so amazed at how communist-scared the American public seemed to be. And how it was hard for someone to speak their opinion without being prosecuted in those days. And Second, many very informed people who also had first hand knowledge of the Vietnamese people kept saying how determined they seemed to be, and how even though they didn't have as large of an army we could not defeat them. Yet the governments stubbornness and fear of communism seemed to overshadow the facts.

Finding positives in these accounts can be hard, but I did find some. The true strength and determination of the human nature was shown to me in the account of Vo Nguyen Giap. Even though the Vietnamese knew they were out gunned they were determined to never surrender their land that they had been fighting for centuries. At no point did surrender even cross their mind. It is amazing how a smaller force can fight so fiercely against such a larger technologically advanced army. It is truly amazing and shows that if you put your mind to it you can accomplish anything.
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Cory,

Nice job.  In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

You wrote of the Kattenburg story:

Leaving Vietnam was not an option to anyone.

Go with this point.  Why wasn’t it an option?  In your second story, you get closer to this America anti-communist point.  Good job.

Just for the record, how many Americans today, heck, how many students at LCC could tell the difference between a Japanese and Vietnamese person?

Justin Styla  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 08:50 PM

In reading part two in 'Patriots', the account that stood out for me was Chester Cooper's. He was a CIA intelligence analyst for Southeast Asia for about a decade during the war. It shocked me the ignorance of Kennedy's team when it came to even the realm of what Vietnam looks like on a map. With such an investment, monetary and with human lives, it seems like time would also be invested to learn a map. I use the word ignorance specifically because Cooper states "they were very smart guys...they didn't know that they didn't know anything." Although using ignorance is negative, it also entails a certain innocence on the part of Americans. We really didn't know how to fight this war, going in thinking of it as a "shoe-in".

Luyen Nguyen's account was also one that included lack of research when it came to the most basic of information. For example, the troops were dropped wearing black berets, black boots, and black uniforms - all while the North in reality used brown. To me, his account was positive overall because of the conclusion. Luyen's life included so much torture and pain, with only small reliefs, but he prospers today as a student counselor. He was shackled, but then had recovery time... His wife divorced him but came back. The rollercoaster of his life meant more to me than just a plain "positive" life, because he had the bad with the good.

21

Justin,

Your paper is a bit brief, with no citations from your sources.

Is ignorance truly innocence when you are describing wartime? Taking a bit more time (and more sentences) to fully explain yourself would have helped greatly.

You concluded,

…because he had the bad with the good.

This vague statement (on its own) sounds like a sound bite from an Oprah show or personal success seminar.  Couldn’t that be said about every single living human being today… having good days and bad days?

Kristina James  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 08:06 PM

     PART ONE

        While reading the second part of “Patriots” Two stories really disappointed me. They both pertain to Robert McNamara. In the story titled “The Emperor has No Clothes” it is stated that [Just before the plane touched down in Washington, he commented to his aide: “ I say things are worse then they were a year ago.”] (pg79) what really got me upset is the way he then told a blatant lie, just moments later when the plane landed. He went right up to the reporters and told them that he had just gotten back from Vietnam and that he was happy to say that we are showing improvements in all aspects of our effort there. How can you have two completely different views of the same event. It also said that as early as 1965 he had concluded that the U.S. could not win in Vietnam. He however kept this to himself. It sickens me to think that any person can put on a public or political face and say how well things are going when lives are being lost for a lost cause.

Evelyn Colbert (pg83-84) shows how McNamara was trying to keep the truth about how the war was going a secret. When her shop wrote a paper in 1963 making the case the Viet Cong were doing well and that military statistics showed this, McNamara wrote a note to the secretary of state that the state department should not produce papers regarding the military with our the permission of the Defense Department. I was so saddened to see that even in America, the press is only free to print what the government wants use to see.

     Part Two

     I saw a few areas that offered hope. Again it involved McNamara. In the area “History is not made of ifs” . The whole, talks about the lessons learned, but the one I liked the best was “Vo Nguyen Giap”

     When McNamara and Giap spoke in the mid-nineties it showed the two ways this war was seen and if we can all sit down and learn from one another, it offers hope that we will be able to add void such events in the future.
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Kristina,

Too brief in part 2, but nice citations in your first paragraph.  

You end with: 

…it offers hope that we will be able to add void such events in the future.

This statement is completely without support.  It is not logical to say this when it is clearly not supported by the actual facts and events of the day. This can’t be what you meant.  Taking a bit more time (and more sentences) to fully explain yourself would have helped greatly.

Mark Messenger  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 08:04 PM

Part 1

   As in prior readings, I am continually disappointed by the lack of personal responsibility voice by these narrators.  When accountability is referenced, it is done only obliquely or in a neutral manner.  John Singlaub's narrative is a case in point: On page 91 of Patriots, he refers to those subject to inculcation as being "gently indoctrinated."  His entire recount of the process of kidnapping and brainwashing shows no hint of remorse or second thoughts.  Further on, he admits frustration that "There are so many decisions that had little logic," but, as the commander of the Special Operations Group, he takes no responsibility for sending numerous South Vietnamese commandos to their deaths in North Vietnam.  He decries McNamara's decisions with his mouth, but enables them to continue by his actions.  Perhaps remorse and hindsight are a luxury of peacetime granted to those who are not pressed into making decisions between harm to a few vs. harm to many. 

Part 2

   To me, the most obvious "good" that arises from these readings falls into two categories: Lessons learned and Moving on. 

   Sergei Khruschev explores his own hard-learned lessons in Afghanistan and compares it to the US's role in Vietnam. "You could kill all the Afghans, but what would you have won?"  "It seemed so simple.  We are so much more powerful."  At the end of Sergei Khruschev's section, he voices hope that "America was awakening," referring to a collective reassessment of the war in Vietnam, and of America's role as a political and military force on the world stage.  His comments about the direction that we have taken post-9/11 seems a sorrowful allusion to the famous quote "Those who do not remember the past are condemned to repeat it."  The tone of the 2008 presidential campaign so far has given me hope that we, as a nation, may have learned a little from our current mistakes if not past mistakes.

   Another light of hope that can be seen in these accounts surrounds the adaptability of the human psyche.  After hearing of his supposed death, Luyen Nguyen's wife remarried another man.  By resisting his captor's demands to prolong her torment, he showed love and compassion for his wife.  When she found out that he was still alive, she left her 2nd husband and waited for Luyen to return.  By returning to her first husband, Luyen's wife showed love and fidelity at the risk of her own comfort.  Luyen's story of resistance to torture, survival in prison, and the accomplishments of a free life, topped off by the achievement of a Master's Degree at age 67, shows the human spirit's ability to adapt and overcome life's most gruesome or treacherous obstacles. 
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Mark,  

In the future, cite your quotes and sources this way (Appy p45) rather than “On page 91 of Patriots,…”

You wrote,

Perhaps remorse and hindsight are a luxury of peacetime granted to those who are not pressed into making decisions between harm to a few vs. harm to many.

This sounds like you are giving Singlaub an excuse. This can’t be what you meant.  Taking a bit more time (and more sentences) to fully explain yourself in part one would have helped greatly.

Very good job overall, especially part 2.

Jon Wangen  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 07:58 PM

It is really hard to have a real dislike for any story really in this book. They are all so personal and meaningful. But one story that I had a little bit of a problem with (and not really a problem just feel bad for the guy) would be the one where the guy is captured by North Vietnam and then 20 years later is let go. But only to find his wife is remarried with another child. I totally understand the love that she had for him, but to leave your current husband who you have a kid with is pretty harsh. To me it is dramatic love story with no bad guys but lots of hard feelings.

Another man that i found incredibly interesting was John Singlaub. His story just really brought me in. It was just so controversial and opposite from what we have heard was an interesting read. It really shows that thre really are two sides to every story.
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Jon,

The questions I asked required much more depth of thought and written development.  

It is very clear to me that you did not complete the first journal assignment, because what you have provided here is completely superficial and could have been written by anyone who had read or even glanced at just 2 stories in the Appy book, instead of reading hundreds of pages in two books and viewing 3+ hours of video.

Have you read the comments I posted to students after the first Journal assignment, about incorporating all of these elements into your papers?  Have you read the announcements where these assignments are meant to show me an entire week’s worth of work?

Kelly Cook  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 07:42 PM

Patriots Journal; Second Entry

I’ve found most of what I’ve read in “Patriots” to be depressing. I’ve always thought that the Vietnam War was a senseless war that never should have happened. But I don’t know that much about it and I had hoped that, through this class, I could get a better grip on the history surrounding it and the events that led up to it and it would begin to make a little more sense. But many of the people who have given their testimony say the same thing.

Luyen Nguyen’s story is incredibly sad. Not only was he subjected to years of torture that could have been avoided (both because he did not have to go on the mission to the North, and because by that point everyone new the secret program he was involved in was doomed to fail, it should have been long over but the CIA continued to send men North knowing that they would never return) but also because he lost so much of his life. He talks about how his unborn child was 21 and married by the time he returned, he missed his children growing up completely, and when he talks about how his wife had to remarry it’s clearly something that is still very painful. He says that for a woman to remarry in Vietnamese culture is intolerable. Though they ended up back together and made a whole new life, many, many people were not so lucky. So many families and loved ones were divided when the country separated into North and South and then during the war.

I also found it frustrating how often the voices of reason were ignored. In retrospect many people said that they knew all along it was an unwinable war, but continued on in order to save face. Paul Kattenburg had the courage to speak up and say we should get out of there and he was shut out of the meetings after that.

Malcolm Browne’s story was also fascinating and devastating. He made the whole lifestyle of a journalist living in Vietnam seems so appealing and exciting in the first few paragraphs, but simultaneously so sad. His descriptions of the way the Buddhists revolted against Ngo Dinh Diem was something I never knew, aside from the monk who burned himself alive, though I never understood the whole story behind that infamous incident.

But of all of this I found the most devastating to be the chapter written by Appy entitled “The Emperor Has No Clothes”. The rhetoric just sounded so familiar. We went into a country in a distant part of the world with little understanding of their history or culture and thought we could just change their way of life to what we (as America) think is best. Robert McNamara (among others) has since come forward and said that he lied to the public, he knew we couldn’t defeat the Vietnamese but he kept sending more and more troops there anyway. I wonder what will come out about the war in Iraq in 20 years.

The only positive thing I can think of was the interview with Vo Nguyen Giap. He’s a pretty incredible figure and, also with Tran Thi Gung in the first part, I was just amazed by the tenacity and the determination of the Vietnamese. The quote that trying to defeat the Vietnamese was like trying to keep a cork down with a sledgehammer stuck in my head.

25 

Kelly,

You wrote:

…I had hoped that, through this class, I could get a better grip on the history surrounding it and the events that led up to it…

It is unclear to me that you are indeed getting that background.  I hope you are through the Karnow book and videos. (
In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45).

Your answers to part one were great, but part two was too brief.

Nice job overall.

Jennifer Hadley  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 07:40 PM

The story that I am the most "disappionted" in is the account about Chester Cooper on pages 84-86.   I did not like his over all attitude of his account which is very derogatory and negative; saying things like "One of the problems was that they didn't know that they didn't know anything." In this statement he was refering to Kennedy's team of people.  I don't however blame him for his opinion or attitude, actually I agree with it.  As I have been reading out of both books and watching the videos, the whole situations frustrates me.  I wasn't around for the Vietanm war and in high school we maybe spent a day talking about it and about all that I remember was that it was one of the most protested wars.  I didn't know why it was protested.  Now I am beginning to understand a little more and if I were alive back then I would have been protesting too. It seems to me that no one is listening to anyone, and everyone was stabbing people in the back.  I wouldn't know who to trust.  Our own president would totally ignore the reports of what was actually going on and lie to the public to save face.  I also believe that Chester Cooper was asked to do some pretty ridiculous things, for example reserving the entire Royal Hawaiian hotel, for a staged televised hearing with the only purpose of distractin Americans, and he knew it too.  I didn't like the way that he used Prime Minister Nguyen Cao Ky, and belittling him by saying "Boy, you speak just like an American." He didn't even write his own speech.

Part 2

The story that really caught me the most emotionally was the account of Malcome Browne.  I read it over several times, and cried.  To hear about some of the things that really went down in South Vietnam, un-censored by any government, just kind of got to me.  I don't think that any "side" of the war at this point were doing anything right.  I can't say that I would have made any better decisions, maybe different ones, but it didn't seem like any one was acutually making good choices.  From the Viet Cong lining people up around the flag pole, "like the spokes of a wheel" (pg66.) after binding people, torturing them and killing them, to the Americans running secret missions under the cover of "helping' the Vietnamese it was horrible.  The one the got me the most was Quang Duc the monk that set himself on fire.   I guess the positive that I would find in all of this is the passion.  The Viet Minh, Viet Cong, Americans, Buddhists, and everyone else involved were very passionate about their causes.  I think you would have to be passionate to be able to do the stuff that they did.  It is hard to sit here and judge them for what they did and what the out comes were, but that is what we do, and how we learn from the mistakes of the past.  We have the privilege to see the consequences, however, I don't think that we are putting the information to good use. I didn't find any "hope" or "light at the end of the tunnel" in any of these stories.  The war seemed endless to these people and at this point in the stories it seems endless to me as well. 
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Jennifer,

Your paper begins by taking issue with Chester Cooper himself, but goes on to implicitly agree with him in his frustrations with the U.S. in Vietnam.  You also get a bit off track in the middle section of that paragraph, talking about your high school and concluding how you’d be a protester.  In the end, I’d say you appreciated Cooper for speaking the truth, even though his story is disappointing overall.  Does my evaluation seem correct to you?  As written, it has some logic problems.

Again, in the second part, you write about “passion” as being a positive, but in reality, as you wrote at the beginning of part two, this blind passion led to some awful atrocities.  In the end, you conclude that you didn’t find any hope or light.  So again, the logic of the paper is a bit off.  

I think I know what you mean to say.  Just take a bit more time to read over what you’ve written and be sure it comes to logical conclusions.  Make sense?  Fine job otherwise.

Michi Lowe  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 07:19 PM

The patriot versions of the Vietnam War has been interesting to read. Most all of the account shed a little light on what they were seeing during their time in the region. They all seem to agree that the war was a chaotic snake pit from everyone's points of view. How could anyone really understand anything about this place. Refugees were coming down from the north, French troops were still there. The villagers could not really trust anyone. The Binh Xuyen ganster sect ran the police, gambling, opium and prostitution in Saigon. The United States was also right in the middle of mess. Although the U.S. team military mission was to help South Vietnam defend itself and help them avoid communist take over. Colonel Lansdale did not have a clear idea what we were going to do for the people. They just needed to find out what the Vietnamese people wand and then help them get it. His Psychological warfare seems to have worked. The big part of their job was to help them build up confidence.
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Michi,

Be sure to do exactly what the questions ask you to do.  I don’t believe anything you wrote answered any question I asked.  Moreover, the questions I asked required much more depth of thought and written development. 

It is very clear to me that you did not complete the first journal assignment (on time), because what you have provided here is jumbled and could have been written by anyone who had even glanced at the Appy book, instead of reading hundreds of pages in two books and viewing 3+ hours of video.

Have you read the comments I posted to students after the first Journal assignment, about incorporating all of these elements into your papers?  Have you read the announcements where these assignments are meant to show me an entire week’s worth of work?

Brian Cummings  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 07:12 PM

The most disappointing story for me as a reader would be that of, Ngo Vinh Long and what he went through in South Vietnam; not North Vietnam.  I know that we were fighting the communists in the north; however, I get the impression we worried so much about the spread of Communism that we were invading human rights in the whole of Vietnam. I believe that this is due to lack of knowledge of the culture and History in Vietnam as country.  Ngo Vinh Long describes in his story how the whole of Vietnam was at war with each other. In 1959, Diem’s Government starts acting like a Dictatorship instead of a democracy. He starts losing the public support. In result, causes his Government to implode with the French and US losing patience with Diem. We had put Diem in power to win the hearts and minds of his people and instead he turned into the very thing we were fighting. Diem starts going after his people by imprisoning, starts up “agrovilles” like in Nazi Germany, and even public executions. Those are some of the examples in the story of Ngo Vinh Long that really disappoint me about the first Vietnam War.

            In retrospect, I believe the most positive experience in the reading was that of Malcolm Brown. For instance, on the night of Christmas Eve in Vietnam, in a distant battlefield, soldiers from North Vietnam and the United States were celebrating Christmas not by fighting or shooting bullets at each other. Instead, each side respected the holiday by firing tracers to celebrate Christmas. This just shows that even though you are enemies, you can still respect one another as brothers. Although, I did not find a lot of positive in these readings, I did see a lot of human kindness at the end of each insert
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Brian,

You wrote:

In 1959, Diem’s Government starts acting

Write history in past tense.

In 1959, Diem’s Government started acting

In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

Your positive mention was a single day the two sides didn’t shoot at each other.  Okay, but you’ll need to provide much more evidence to support this “positive lesson”, especially as the killing continued the next day.  Your last sentence was cut off, so you end with another statement not supported by the stories you’ve read when you say:

I did see a lot of human kindness at the end of each…

Christen Ramos  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 07:07 PM

Part I:

One of the most disappointing stories in part 2 was the story by Richard Olsen (p. 62). I was very disappointed with his accounts of the South Vietnamese soldiers he helped transport in his helicopter.

"The army in the South would have siesta from twelve to three. If you dropped them into an area at nine in the morning you couldn't come out to get them between twelve and three because they'd be sleeping in their hammocks. If you came in then, you'd get ambushed by the wide-awake Viet Cong. The South Vietnamese would call us in the get a dead body and ten guys would want to jump on the chopper to get the hell out of there. Their excuse was to get back for their dead comrade's funeral. I thought, stay out there and fight your own war. One time my door gunner asked, 'Can I shoot these guys?' I said, 'Cool it, cool it.' I had the thought that we needed Americans in there to show them how to do it."

If I was Richard, I would have concluded to myself at this early point in the war that the South Vietnamese were not going to succeed against the NVA, even if the Americans “show them how to do it”. First of all, what kind of professional soldiers bring hammocks and have siestas out on a mission!?

I was also disappointed in the story of Paul Kattenburg (p. 81). His account of the meetings with top U.S. officials really pointed out the reason why we lost this war.

“But was what struck me more than anything else was just the abysmal ignorance around the table of the particular fact of Vietnam… They didn’t know what they were talking about… It was robot talking about Communism and no distinctions were made”.

He wrote on a report that the real weakness was the South Vietnamese did not want to fight. He said “I think I better pull out. I’m not going to be any good because I don’t believe in it anymore.” He then was “kicked out of the Bureau of East Asian Affairs and sent up to policy planning, which is where you put people who are really off base”.

Here you can see that the problem was not just the South Vietnamese unwillingness to fight but it was also the ignorance of top leaders in the U.S. government.

Part II:

I had negative responses to all the stories in part 2. The only story that I had some positive reaction towards was the story of Luyen Nguyen (p.94). Even though I was disappointed in the way the his American advisers made his job difficult – “I often told my men, you are fighting for your country, not the Americans, but the U.S. advisers told the commandos – we hired you, we pay you, you should obey us and ignore the Vietnamese”, I was very impressed with the way Nguyen behaved while he was captured:

“When I was called for indoctrination they wanted me to declare that I was a puppet of the United States, a henchman, and that the U.S. invaded to dominate our country. They repeated these things over and over for the first eleven years. But I refused to acknowledge these things. I tried to keep my loyalty to the army”.

I wished the South Vietnamese Army had more soldiers like Luyen Nguyen. I think if they did they would have had a realistic chance of winning the war by themselves (the South Vietnamese).
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Christen,

This is excellent work and a big step up from your first journal. Keep up the good work.

Small point… In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45), not just the first page number of the story.

Traci Petrowski  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 06:37 PM

In reading the stories in part two, I found that two stood out to me and that was the story of Ngo Vinh Long and Chester Cooper

The story I found to be disappointing was the story of Chester Cooper. It wasn't Chester himself that I was disappointed in but, the American government. From what Cooper says it seems as if we had no idea what we were doing in Vietnam. To me it seems like our government thought that this "little" conflict in this little country wasn't that big of a deal, and that's what it sounds like from Cooper's point of view too. The point that really got me in his story was when he was talking about trying to be diplomatic about the whole situation and he sets up a meeting with a Norwegian ambassador. The only thing he had to prevent from happening was not to bomb the airport on the day of his arrival and even Cooper could not prevent that from happening. It sounds like the American government didn't care about trying to settle thing diplomatically or peacefully for that matter, and to me that is both disappointing and frustrating.

The story that inspired me was the story of Ngo Vinh Long. I think that parts of this story are inspirational. Hearing about a young, gifted boy who overcame the odds and made something miraculous of his life is something I can relate to on a personal level. It was amazing to hear how he and his father traveled more than 100 miles just to get books on how to learn English. It was also interesting to hear about the dynamic between his father and himself. To hear about a boy who grew up learning how great America is and then his father growing weary of the American government for their involvement with the French. Long asks is father why he is now weary of America and his father replies that he is not weary of American but rather of American government. This shows that American presence in Vietnam was not accepted by all. Long didn't believe what his father did at first he thought that the American presence in Vietnam was a great thing. Soon after Long move to America he began to see what his father was talking about and soon, he too began to question the presence of Americans in Vietnam. This story is inspiring to me that an intelligent man such as Long didn't eat everything that the Americans and Viet Minh were trying to feed him. It is refreshing to hear that he had his own beliefs and ideals and that he wasn't afraid to express them. The best thing about Long's story is that he made something of himself he became a successful man in the country that his father told him was, "a beautiful country and racially harmonious." This story is also a little disappointing to me because Long was also ostracized by Americans when he came over here. He tells of the government basically harassing him because of his opposition of the war.

24

Traci

Your wrote:

From what Cooper says

Write history in past tense:

From what Cooper said

Also, the Cooper story recollection was a bit vague.  You made the claim our government didn’t know what it was doing, but failed to provide any supporting statements or quotes from Cooper (or your other text or videos).

Your second part was the better of the two. In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

Nice job

Hope Shepherd  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 06:22 PM

An overarching, and quite disappointing theme I recognized in this collection of essays, was the general ignorance, both unintentional and purposeful, of the United States' policy makers regarding our effectiveness in Vietnam.

Evidence of this ignorance appeared in such divergent accounts as Evelyn Colbert's and Chester Cooper's essays. Evelyn Colbert, a former State Department employee with the Bureau of Intelligence Reporting, Southeast Asia Division, states that while the majority of reports from her office [ regarding U.S. impact in Vietnam ] were pessimistic, "dissent which contradicted...optimism was ignored." Chester Cooper, who worked on U.S. policy in Vietnam from 1953 to 1968, said that United States' " ignorance about Indochina was pervasive."

The story I found most disappointing from the perspective of purposeful ignorance was that of Paul Kattenburg, who was a Vietnam "specialist" in the 1950's, and headed the State Department's Vietnam Task Force in 1963. In Vietnam in the 1950's, Kattenburg had been a proponent of Ngo Dinh Diem, and had recommended that the U.S. endorse his leadership in Vietnam. When Kattenburg returned to Saigon in 1963, he realized that Diem was apparently " ...off his rocker," and the United States was "dealing with an absolutely sinking ship." In August of that year, Kattenburg attended a meeting of the National Security Council to discuss two options for dealing with the problems in Vietnam. At question was whether the U.S. should continue it's support of Diem, or encourage a coup to overthrow him. Kattenburg became the first person at a high-level Washington meeting to suggest that the U.S. take an alternative approach. He suggested that we withdraw " with honor. "

Knowing what he knew about the history and complexity of the Vietnam struggle and culture, and the corrupt and deteriorated state of its government, Kattenburg was struck by the " abysmal ignorance " of others in attendance at the National Security Council meeting. Most officials there saw the issue in broad, simplistic terms, such as a fight against communism, or thought that we could simply apply a nation building blueprint to the country and achieve success. Kattenburg had submitted reports to Secretary of State Dean Rusk describing the subtleties and extreme complexities of the Vietnam conflict. In his assessment we should " get out while the getting was good." He was then told by Rusk, who'd read his reports, that there was no evidence to support withdrawal. Vice President Johnson dismissed Kattenburg's suggestion out of hand. Instead, the NSC endorsed the option of encouraging a coup to remove Diem from power, and Kattenburg was thereafter excluded from all top-level discussions on Vietnam. Further, he was shunted out of the Bureau of East Asian Affairs and sent to Policy Planning, a place reserved, says Kattenburg, for " people who are really off base. "

In 1965, when the U.S. bombing of Vietnam began, Kattenburg, realizing that his opinions were being discounted and ignored, thought it was time to resign from the State Department and make a statement about Vietnam. However, he didn't resign, a decision he regrets to this day. He justifies this decision by claiming that his leaving would have gone unnoticed and wouldn't have done any good. What Kattenburg is actually describing is the precise moment that he was rendered politically impotent. While his voice of dissent may have been drowned out by voices of those in higher levels of power, his integrity would have remained intact. He may have garnered more respect later when other voices of dissent were being heard. I was further disappointed by Kattenburg's statement that ," In order to do dissent significantly and change policy...you have to be part of a large group of people in many agencies." I wonder, did this work for Kattenburg from the reaches of his " diplomatic post " in Guyana, where he was eventually sent? Did he become a part of a " large group " that implemented change in U.S. policy on Vietnam? I infer from the fact that he regrets his decision not to resign honorably, that he didn't go on to be an agent of change.

Though I have derided Paul Kattenburg's lapse in principle, I nonetheless applaud his spontaneous courage in speaking out against continued U.S. intervention in Vietnam to high-level officials. While he may not have gone on to affect policy change, he suffered the loss of social and professional status for expressing his unpopular view, a view which he obviously did not relinquish.

What redeems Kattenburg's essay, and others in this selection, is that they offer us an opportunity to learn from past experiences. While this may not be the optimistic light at the end of the tunnel, it is light nonetheless, when experience can lead to understanding. The light that history is shining on the Vietnam conflict should bring a few things into clearer perspective.

During the Vietnam war, Sergei Khrushchev saw the American antiwar movement as a " sign that America was awakening," to the fact " that the world was not so simple. " This is a valuable lesson, and it may behoove us now to remember: the world is not so simple. U.S. policy makers should look back on Vietnam and consider the dangers of fighting a foreign and complex culture on their home turf, under ambiguous, ideological banners such as " a war against Communism " or " a war on terror. " Americans in general should again become and remain a potent and active part of our democracy. We all have a responsibility to voice opposition to government policies we find to be contrary to our nation's best interests.

I appreciated the varied voices in the essays, though I was saddened by some. Ultimately, I was left with the hope that through sharing their experiences and insights, these survivors of the Vietnam conflict may lead us all to a greater understanding of our current situation, and help us to avoid some of the pitfalls of history.
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Wow Hope,

This was, by far, one of the best papers I’ve read in the past few years for this class.  The level of analysis you reached (even Kattenberg’s “lapse”) was incredible.  Keep it up.

On a small note, in the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45) within the text of your paper.

Colin Kohn  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 06:09 PM

I found the section on Ngo Vinh Long the most disappointing.  Here was a man that grew up in South Vietnam and as a youth loved the values and ideals of the United States.  He fully supported the US backing of Ngo Dinh Diem's government and thought that they were involved in the war for the good of Vietnam.  He thought "that the U.S. stood for freedom and democracy" (Appy 56).  However, while he was helping a Filipino company make maps of South Vietnam, he came to see that the US was supporting a corupt and callous government.  He eventually "fled" Vietnam to go to Harvard and joined the anti-war movement.  What bothers me so much about this entry is that Long's view of America, even though he still lives here, seems to be forever tainted by our foreign policy in Vietnam.  There was a tone to his entry that made me feel that, to him, America is not the great country he thought it was as a youth.  America was once seen as the moral leader of the world and I don't feel that is the case today.  In my eyes, it is because of our foreign policy over the past 50 years.  The majority of American's are good people but our government's actions across the globe have made many question where our moral's lie.  Long's account shows how American foreign policy has harmed our standing in the world.

I found Vo Nguyen Giap's entry very uplifting.  He was the military commander of the Viet Minh army and a close friend of Ho Chi Minh.  I have always been fascinated with revolutionary leaders not only because of what their ideals were but because of their passion for a cause.  It is an amazing thing when you have a belief in a cause that is so strong that you are willing to give your life for it and are able to convince others in your cause.  I have not made a decision on many aspects of Vietnam and the conflict, but it's hard not to side with the North and it's because of the passion that men like Giap had for their cause.  It restores my faith in people and in the power of the people.
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Colin,

Fine job, although support (facts, quotes) of your position in part two of this assignment is lacking. I think I may know what you mean here, but you had been talking about only the leaders Ho and Giap, then conclude by stating:

It restores my faith in people and in the power of the people.

That’s not a logical conclusion

In the first part, you mention America’s foreign policy for the last 50 years.  So clearly, you are going beyond the period of the Vietnam War, but don’t include any specifics or support for this statement.

Patrick Lamson-Hall  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 05:56 PM

All the stories were extremely disappointing to read, from the perspective of an American national. However, some stood out as exceptionally grim. Malcolm Browne had a primarily negative description of the war, presented through journalistic anecdotes. He first describes a potential positive (p. 64, "Saigon was everything I'd hoped for.") but swiftly hones in on the negative aspects of his experience. The graphic Vietcong attack on Dam Doi was his first glimpse of the shocking reality behind the facade of tropical splendor in Vietnam. He then describes the first indicator (for him) of the rising anti-Diem sentiment in Saigon, the Buddhist protests and the horrifying sight of the first self immolating Buddhist. The notion of religious figures burning themselves in protest is a very negative indicator of the political and social situation in Vietnam, at least as it relates to US involvement and chances for success.

Kattenburg's story presented a very negative view of the administration in the United States, from the bottom looking at the top. He was confronted by an absolute unwillingness to address the facts of the situation in Vietnam (p. 81.) He perceived that it was undermining the war effort, and that the situation would continue to deteriorate. Kattenburg was also among the first Americans to express the idea of "leaving with honor," (p. 82), an idea which was shouted down by the people in charge of the war. Although the idea was disregarded by the higher ups (Johnson, Kennedy, Rusk), the fact that an American official was expressing that viewpoint as early as 1963 is a very negative indicator of the prospects and tone of the war in Vietnam. Kattenburg was later excluded from top level discussions of the situation in Vietnam, yet another indicator of the block-headedness of the American administration.

The whole section (all 3 stories), “The emperor has no clothes" was heavily critical of incompetent United states leadership, a theme reflected throughout part 2, as the stories show more insight into the official machinations of the US government. Carefully calibrated ignorance, designed to stall embarrassment and maintain positive support for the war, contrasted with lower echelon reports on the deteriorating situation. American diplomats and administrators refused to comprehend or take an interest in the actual situation in Vietnam, instead assessing things based on their prejudices. Chester Cooper, on page 86, says (in regard to an emergency conference called by LBJ to negotiate with the current Saigon junta), "LBJ was not terribly good at interacting with anybody who didn't come from Texas, let alone somebody who came from another country and was half his size." That statement, in a nutshell, sums up the negative theme of "The Emperor Has No Clothes." The personal account it came from was extremely negative, showing no glimmer of hope for the Americans. The statement can also be carried over (and is, by Evelyn Colbert, on p. 83-84) to sum up US thinking on the conflict. The leaders had trouble understanding anyone who wasn't from their clique, and even more trouble understanding the motives of peasants, 8000 miles away from Washington. This whole section was extremely disappointing to read. It shows the road to defeat like high beams on a clear night. The slipshod quality of thought demonstrated makes it obvious - even early in the war - that defeat was inevitable.

The prime slant of the negativity in part two was aimed at the higher-ups in Washington, with feints toward the general incompetence of the American military and political efforts. It highlighted the flaws in US policy thinking, specifically, and in US implementation down to the level of an air force helicopter gunner (Richard Olsen, p.65). The Paradise Island story by John Singlaub and his piece generally, gives a primary source slant to the otherwise anecdotal evidence of American ineptitude. He had a condescending attitude toward the North Vietnamese, believing they could be easily duped, and easily manipulated by his "Special Operations," efforts. On page 91, after writing about a gift package he sent north with kidnapped Vietnamese who had been indoctrinated, he says, "It was a good psychological program. We were constantly putting missionaries back into the North who had tasted something besides what the Communists were putting out." The North Vietnamese, to Singlaub, were useful for spreading propaganda, threatening to the United States, and relatively simple minded. They weren't people, they were convenient tools.

There were positive aspects to be found in the stories as well. The Malcolm Browne story concerning the immolation of the Buddhist Monk (p. 68) had a positive side to it. It was indicative of the fortitude and adherence to group rights typical of Vietnam. It shows that the citizens of Vietnam were willing to sacrifice themselves in opposition to repression.

Unfortunately, that fails to bode well for the efforts of American backed repressors. Malcolm Browne's wife, Le Lieu Browne, spoke of the advancements in the recognition of women that took place under Madame Nhu (p. 75.) However, this is a mixed note of positivism. The extremely repressive and puritanical measures put in place by Madame Nhu (no dance clubs, prohibition) no doubt brought into question the benefits of having women in positions of power. However, she did provide a powerful aesthetic model for the liberation of women, particularly for the western press. She brought the concept of the nationalistic Vietnamese woman into the 20th century, refreshing the memory of the Trung sisters, who had previously held the mantle of Vietnamese femme celebre.

A positive note is also struck in the story from Sergei Khrushchev. In conversation with his father, Nikita Khrushchev, he asks if the Soviet Union will get involved in Vietnam. His father says, probably not. As Sergei puts it (p. 87), "The Soviets thought Hanoi was controlled by Beijing and the Americans thought Hanoi was controlled by Moscow. In reality, the Vietnamese had their own ideas...The winner would not be the Soviet Union or China or the United States, it would be the Vietnamese."

Despite repeated attempts by foreign powers to control Vietnam, and despite the extreme negativity reflected in the years of conflict and the spiraling death toll, the Vietnamese did eventually wind up with their own homegrown government. That is possibly the only really positive outcome of the Vietnam War. For a brief moment in their history, the people of Vietnam exercised the right of self determination.

In part two, it was difficult to find positivism. There was also a lack of stories from commanders on the South Vietnamese and North Vietnamese sides. Had those experiences been more adequately represented, it would've been easier to find positive aspects. The Vietnamese, although devastated by the war, ultimately benefited from the experience. They attained political unity and internal self-determination, of a sort. Although they aren't a free capitalist democracy, they are governed by native Vietnamese politicians, not French or American puppets.
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Patrick,

First of all, let me say excellent work.  I appreciate the time you’ve taken on this assignment. The level of analysis you reached for multiple stories was truly exceptional.

Having said that, I can tell you that you wrote on too many stories.  I’m certainly not going to penalize you, but can tell you that about 50% of what you included here would have been considered A+ work.  So again, let me sheepishly tell you that this is excellent work, and you can do less of it in the future.  Believe me, I’ve rarely had to say this in 19 years as a teacher. :)

Suggestions for small improvements.  In the future, cite your quotes and sources this way, eg. (Appy p45) rather than textually as you did:

Chester Cooper, on page 86, says…

Find a more academic word or term for block-headedness you used in the Kattenburg story.  It seemed a bit out of place with the rest of your excellent prose.

John Beltran  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 05:20 PM

The most disappointing story for me was Malcolm Browne’s. It was disappointing for me for a number of reasons. Browne as the speaker did disappoint me in a few ways. As I was reading I felt he was very against the U.S. involvement in Vietnam. I’m not saying that I feel it was a good choice to get tangled up in all of that, but I think his reporting hurt the morale of the soldiers that had to serve there. His confrontation with John Wayne didn’t help either. Wayne was there to help show support to the soldiers, and I do feel that he did go to far when he singled Browne out, but some of Browne’s remarks towards Wayne showed how divided America was over this conflict. The overall situation that Browne himself was in would have been a very stressful and difficult thing to deal with mentally and physically. He witnessed so many slaughters and atrocities that are hard for me just to imagine. The story of Al Combs and his wife being killed is just a fraction of what he had to deal with. Browne’s story of the Monk burning himself alive stood out the most. I kept thinking about what would drive a person to do that to himself. It shows how different our cultures are, and just how against Diem the Vietnamese were.

After reading this segment from Malcolm Browne I have a great respect for him. Even though I do conflict with some of his views I respect that he did go over there and put himself in a great amount of danger to report on what was happening in Vietnam. His accounts of what happened showed the Vietnamese’s dedication to their cause of independence, and even in all of the hardships that occurred Browne established some lifelong friendships with those that he was with, and who continue their fight for their rights.
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John,

In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

You discussion of Browne and John Wayne was intriguing, but lacked the details necessary to make your point well.  In the end, I’m not sure if you side with Wayne, Browne, both, or neither.

Overall, you answered part one of the assignment well, but I do not really see you addressing part two at all.  If you were attempting to address part two with your “respect for Browne” paragraph, then I’d say that basing the entire assignment on a single story in Appy was a mistake.  To get to that level of analysis would have required taking much more time (and more sentences) to fully explain your answers to both parts.

Matthew Prehm  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 05:09 PM

The first story about Robert McNamara happened to be the story the struck me the most of being very negative and just downright wrong. The fact that the government according to McNamara knew they were losing, knew things were getting worse from past experiences, and knew many American soldiers were dying, yet they still created a sense of false believe that we were winning and making progress. Also the fact that we kept fighting and dying in Vietnam just because we didn’t want to hurt our pride made me very sick and upset. All those lives that could have been saved were wasted for our pride.

 The story I found somewhat appealing and right was the story from Sergei Khrushchev. He talked about how he would talk with his father who was the Premier of the Soviet Union. He went on to talk about the fact that a main reason the Soviets didn’t get involved with the Communism Vietnam in its war against America was because they didn’t truly know which allegiance they had and to whom. The Soviet Union was worried they were with America or also with China. Had the Soviets sent troops they would have tried to send stuff through their Navy but we most likely would have blocked that means of travel and thus Russia would have to fly over China or drive through China. With tension between China and Russia things could have gotten even more ugly and it could have escalated into a possible world war three in some was. Russia fighting China and America, while China fighting Russia and maybe Vietnam, and we are fighting possibly all 3 at the same time. That would have been a huge war against huge powers for a fight we most likely should have been in in the first place.
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Matthew,

Your answers to part two were okay, but part one was too brief and very vague.  What you said could be applied to just about any story from this section.  Your analysis of the McNamara story lacked depth.  In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

Spelling and proofreading continue to be problems.  You wrote:

world war three in some was.

You meant

World War III in some ways.

Finally, in part two, you call the story appealing, but don’t support it very well with facts.  In essence, seems like your position it supporting Russia because they just ignored the situation in Vietnam.  Your last sentence uses the word WE, and you must mean the United States, but the entire paragraph had been about Russia and China.  I think I know what you are getting at, but the logic is lacking in this part.

Andrew Fletcher  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 03:56 PM

 Well I guess I can answer each of these questions in order. I think that Mr. Kattenburg’s three page entry was the most disappointing account to read. Granted it was only 3 pages when I got done with it, I had to ask myself why is this even important. I really enjoy reading these first person accounts. I think that it’s more important to read these sort of accounts rather than some history book. Because these people were there, they saw it with their own eyes, they saw what really went down. Yes there are the elaborators and people of that nature, but I believe that when a person is telling a story you believe it.

 In reading these accounts I do see a light at the end of the tunnel. I have noticed that when I read these, there is a constant glimmer of hope in most of the narratives. Like this war wasn’t the end of the world, just another chapter in a generation. It brought a lot of people closer together. Granted the loss of life is never O.K. the stories told here in this book tell a story of hope not sorrow.
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Andrew,

Don’t waste space in your assignments by repeating my questions or telling me what you are going to do, such as when you write:

Well I guess I can answer each of these questions in order.

Or

I really enjoy reading these first person accounts.

Or

In reading these accounts I do see a light at the end of the tunnel. I have noticed that when I read these…

After removing these lines, your paper is lacking and much too brief. The questions I asked required much more depth of thought and written development.  

Also, when you saying reading these accounts is more important than some history book, I couldn’t disagree with you more.  These accounts are little snapshots (many possibly exaggerated and some untrue) of the war.  The history books (and videos) provide the context and facts of the conflict, and you have not included any of that information to support your statements.

What you have provided here is completely superficial and could have been written by anyone who had read or even glanced at just 1 story in the Appy book, instead of reading hundreds of pages in two books and viewing 3+ hours of video.

Have you read the comments I posted to students after the first Journal assignment, about incorporating all of these elements into your papers?
Shannon Archuleta  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 02:42 PM

There were several stories that had various aspects of negativity in them, and it was not always because of the events that took place.  The one that stuck out to me the most was Malcolm Browne's account of the Buddhist Monk who set himself on fire in protest.  This is one of the few things I remember from earlier school lessons on the Vietnam war.  It's interesting to learn more of the circumstances surrounding this photo.  I wasn't aware before, of Nguyen's treatment of Buddhists in Vietnam, and I didn't really know that religion was a factor in the war.  I thought that it was mainly a struggle of communists vs. non-communists.  The harsh treatment of the Buddhists by the Catholic Nguyen is quite upsetting because one would assume that there would be room for a once traditional religion in Vietnam.  Malcolm's story sheds light on the fact that this war had many dimensions and at times it seems that everyone is against everyone else.

Another account I found to be dissappointing was John Singlaub's stories about his time in Vietnam.  I guess what bothered me the most is the fact that he seems to see no wrong with the US's policies in Vietnam.  He seems upset at the media for not demonstrating the true events of Vietnam.  He said the anti-war demonstration is what caused the morale of the American people and soldiers to be lost, and that it was a communist tactic.  I can't really speak for the times but to me this seems sort of perposterous.  I mean, in order for there to be an "anti-war movement" somebody's got to be fed up with what's going on.  I honestly don't think every person is a sheep, and I believe that all the major figures in the movement thought they were doing a service to the American people and not to the communists.  I'm sure Jane Fonda thought the American government was doing just as much harm to the US morale and soldiers as Singlaub blamed her for.  I can't stand the argument that if you're against something your country does, that automatically makes you unpatriotic and a traitor.

It was hard to find a lot of positive parts in these accounts, but there are several in between negative.  Malcolm Browne recalls Christmas Eve in 1961 when he was at Trung Lap.  Everyone proceeds to get wasted and have a little downtime, they begin to fire mortars into the air.  They then see fire from the direction of the Viet Cong tunnels that seem to "join in the celebration".  I'm sure there is no way to tell what the true motivation was for the VC, but it's a nice story.  He says it's the only night there wasn't any fighting.  It makes you wonder if they were all kind of wishing it was over.  It seems to signify the weariness of the soldiers.
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Shannon,

First, fine job.

I think you are mistaken when you write:

by the Catholic Nguyen

Do you mean Ngo Dinh Diem???

I like your analysis in paragraph 2, and while it is easy to see fault with Singlaub, (and I agree with you on that) your analysis misses the fact or depth needed to address “unintended consequences”.  Is there any truth to the fact that Vietnamese communists watched American television and were bolstered by the anti-war protests?  Also, did the anti-war protests represent the majority of public opinion?  (By the way, they did not.)

Your positive mention was a single day the two sides didn’t shoot at each other.  Okay, but you’ll need to provide much more evidence to support this “positive lesson”, especially as the killing continued the next day.  Remember my instructions, it’s okay if you cannot find a positive lesson, and don’t be tempted to make one up, especially if it can’t be supported well.  See, your concluding sentence states:

It seems to signify the weariness of the soldiers.

So this being “positive” isn’t really logical.

Alex Fraser  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 01:04 PM

The story I was most disappointed in was, “Kick the Tires and Light the Fires.” What was disappointing was the way Eisenhower completely ignored what he knew about Vietnam when he had to resign. Kennedy in turn paid no special attention to our involvement and the conflict that was occurring because of that. Many lives might have potentially been saved. It raises the question of what could have happened. Would we have pulled out earlier? Would certain measures be taken into consideration and operations ceased? Would we notice the decline in Diem’s popularity?

The idea of executing “suspected” Vietnamese was also very disconcerting. It almost brings back the idea of the Salem Witch Trails. They may have been guilty, but what of the family members of the innocent. Will they then turn against Diem? In conjunction to the story, Malcolm Browne’s story also brought great discontentment. Not for the speaker, but for the events described. It is absolutely disgusting that because someone that was not Catholic could be mugged or attacked.

It brought great sorrow to my heart that a religion such as Buddhism, which is none violent was treated in such a manner. It’s absolutely ridiculous and shows that Vietnam was in disarray. His interaction with John Wayne was very surprising as well. It is very disenchanting to have a well loved actor speak badly on a man who was reporting what people honestly wanted to know about Vietnam.

 To prejudge him because of friendship between a non-catholic is also very juvenile. I was almost ashamed that Malcolm Browne didn’t say anything back about the accusation of him being “liberal.” Although, arguing with Mr. Wayne might have caused more problems than needed for Browne, especially in the company of the drunk mass.

A lesson learned was in the accounts of Ngo Vinh Long. The lesson was that despite the atrocities of war, one can still make a difference, no matter how little. I say this because Long started out helping the US with maps of Vietnam which by all means set him as a patriot for democracy and helped our troops with the terrain. However he was criticized for supporting Vietnamese who were starving in the “strategic hamlets” He was then scrutinized by Vietnamese Americans for what he did. He knew in his own mind that it was wrong to let these people suffer and if he did something about it he might be frowned upon because they were marked as potential “Vietcong” At this point support for Diem was diminishing and he was bringing back hope to the people by helping. He made a bold move with his judgment and good character. If people worked with Long, we might have gained more support from the Vietnamese peasants. And there might have been hope for bridging the gap and eventually peace for a government that worked for the people. War is not pretty and together we can make a difference. Perhaps Long was teaching us that with his anti-war sentiments.
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Alex,

You wrote:

Eisenhower…when he had to resign.

This is just not correct at all.

Avoid using hypothetical questions in your assignments to me… (Would we notice the decline in Diem’s popularity?) I’ll be the one asking the questions and you will have to provide those answers.

Your first paragraph was very vague as you seemed to be commenting on ALL of the multiple stories in the Kick the Tires section.  Be specific on each you are referring to.  You can best do this by citing your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

Be careful in your logic when you seem to be completely supporting Browne’s position, but then criticize him for not standing up and being “liberal”.  I think I know what you are getting at, but some of your statements about Catholics and liberals don’t seem to illustrate a clear recognition of the issues.  For example, the United States is generally regarded as anti-Catholic, but supporting a French Catholic Diem, who was also a non-communist, was a much better option then supporting communist Ho Chi Minh.  Also, the crackdown on Buddhists was not a crackdown on the entire religion, but those opposed or not supporting Diem’s government 100%.  Finally, during the Cold War, a liberal (left end of the political spectrum, closer to socialism and communism) was not something to be “proud of”.  In fact, many outspoken liberals were labeled communist sympathizers and blackballed from jobs and the subject of other persecutions.  Remember Joseph McCarthy and McCarthyism from your 1950’s U.S. history?

Chris Jungjohann  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 11:58 AM

The most disappointing part of the Vietnam war seems to be the general consensus that we probably shouldn't have been there in the first place. It's heartbreaking to have to look at it in such a wasteful light. I can't comprehend the American suffering caused as a result of our presence. If I try to imagine myself fighting in that war, along side my best friends, I only feel angry for the lack of justification our efforts would have. To everyone one involved, we just looked out of place.

This theme of not belonging to the war's core issues vibrates in almost every account I read in Christian Appy's book. The speaker's felt it then as well. For the American soldiers, they could read between the lines of the early delicate and touchy operations. They saw behind the scene's of our government's pretend efforts to not be officailly involved in the war.

One of the accounts that spoke of this directly was from an aviator named Richard Olsen. Unfortunately his was one of the shorter stories of the book and for me was definitely one of the most interesting to read. He recalled almost entirely on memories that felt like scene's from a hot shots movie or something equally grandiose. He even stated that he felt as though his experiences from that time are the most nostalgic of his life; "It was all an exciting passage into manhood." But at the same time, all his accounts reaked of our fictional effort to be uninvolved in the beginning.

I wonder how different his viewpoint would be if he hadn't been in the Air force. I have a couple good friends in the service. One is in the Navy and the other is in the Air force. My Navy friend always complains about how easy the Air force guys have things and remarks regularly about how much more difficult it is in the Navy. To look at the two of them, I'd have to agree that my Navy friend looks forty times tougher. This leads me to think Mr. Olsen here may have had things a little bit easier than many others did in the war, which leads to his "positive" outlook. It's a selfish way to remember the war as a personal right of passage.

Clearly there is positive lessons to take ways from the mistakes made in the Vietnam war. As much as I feel the government has truly tried to apply those lessons in current issues since then, I believe it's pretty hard to predict when to intervene in a situation or not. The number one question that needs to be asked is, "When will it be most beneficial to the conflicted parties involved?" Taking our own interest out the equation might help us see conflicts in their purest light. From that, when the U.S. government wants to intervene in world issues, they might better judge when or when not to do that.
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Chris,

First, fine job on part one.  Be careful not to get too far away from the readings and my questions as you did a bit in your answers,  but the analysis of the Air Force vs Navy was on the mark.

In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

In part two, you failed to mention any specifics from any story, and instead made vague statements about the war overall.  I didn’t ask for just any positive lessons, but I wanted specifics from specific stories in this section.

Kohl Thacker  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 11:58 AM

 The stories or interviews that were the most disappointing to read for me were the Evelyn Colbert interview, the Luyen Nguyen stories of the commandos, and the Malcolm Browne dialogue.

 The Evelyn Colbert interview was frustrating, and disappointing to read because of the facts she gathered for use by the U.S. in Vietnam. The quote under her name pretty much sums up my disappointment. “Dissent which contradicted the public optimism was ignored.” It seems as though the facts were telling the President and the Military that our efforts in Vietnam were not working. No matter how disappointing or discrediting it would be to certain officials, such as Secretary of Defense McNamara, facts should be heard and taken into consideration. Especially when ignoring these facts is costing both American and Vietnamese lives. I feel as though Secretary of State Dean Rusk should have brought more attention to his departments’ findings and kept reporting the truth, especially when they were chosen to be ignored by McNamara.

 Luyen Nguyen’s story was both disappointing and inspirational. I have great respect for this mans courage in going with his men, knowing full well what the implications were.  My biggest disappointment is that these commando missions were predestined to be failures. I can’t believe that officials would send men into a situation meant to end badly, very badly. It seems as though the commandos who died were the lucky ones, at least the Vietnamese. The tortures that Nguyen endured in these prisons are infuriating to me, not to mention that he had to miss his life at home with his family. I can understand the treatment from the North’s point of view, they were at war, but Nguyen’s mission was meant to end in his capture. How could the CIA send human beings into a hell, like these prisons, knowing full well that they were dooming these men? If they wanted to keep the South Vietnamese commandos from revealing precious information they should have given them more respect, and perhaps more discipline when training them. $42,500 is not near enough for the priceless sacrifices and life experiences that Luyen Nguyen gave up in-order to do his duty.

 Reading Malcolm Browne’s testimony was frustrating because, similar to Evelyn Colbert, the U.S. seemed to suppress the facts, from Americans, on what was really going on in Vietnam. When Browne reported about the planes leaving from Bien Hoa with full racks of bombs and returning with none, he was threatened with expulsion from the Associated Press. Not, for saying that there was bombing going on but for saying that the pilot looked American. I was bothered that the government would try to censor information from the public and yet preach and wage war against communism. I was also deeply bothered by the persecution of the Buddhists in South Vietnam by Diem’s Government. I wasn’t fully aware of this happening in Vietnam, though, I have most definitely seen the pictures that Browne took of Thich Quang Duc. I was disappointed by the treatment of such a peaceful religious sect and the lack of support they seemed to get from the U.S. and South Vietnamese. Like Browne said the Buddhists were a kindly people representing a faith that was intrinsically nonviolent.  Another thing that bothered me was Browne’s recollection of John Wayne. I have always had a certain respect and love of the Duke’s movies but after hearing about how pro-war and misleading to the public he was I have to second guess my feelings. I never thought about how his war movies would have affected the publics’ view of the war. His referral of Browne as being a panty waste liberal was offending and seemed completely unjustified. Maybe if the Duke would have fought instead of acted he would have felt differently.

 I found it much harder to find positive lessons in the interviews than disappointment. Negative and pessimistic feelings jump off the page but it seems like when a strategy was doing good it was ended or thwarted by the officials in charge. One of the big lessons and positive things I became aware of, when reading the interview of Rufus Phillips and his mission with Ed Lansdale, was the effort to improve Vietnamese relations and self-confidence. The way they treated the Vietnamese army should have become a staple in our policy in Vietnam, in my opinion. Lansdale developed a trust and companionship with the Vietnamese that made them want to fight for their cause and gave them the mental strength to do it well. This became apparent in the reoccupation of central Vietnam conducted in April and May of 1955. The Vietnamese troops had been trained so well that their mission was a complete success. Not because of their ability to wage war but because of their acting for the good of the people and giving them a sense of nationalism. That was what the people needed, faith in their government and faith in Democracy.  This positive action combined with Lansdale’s ideas of a constitutional framework that would teach Diem how to better rule democratically seemed like a step in the right direction for our involvement in Vietnam. But, the U.S. disagreed and instead seemed to prop up communism instead of fighting it by supporting the development of the Can Lao in the south. The effort seemed to be a light at the end of the tunnel at first but seemed to end up being the headlights of an oncoming locomotive. 

 Another positive action was apparent in the interview with commander of the SOG, John Singlaub. The Sacred Sword of the Patriot League seemed like a good effort to positively reinforce democracy in North Vietnam. Though the tactics used in kidnapping the peasants or fisherman must have been dramatic, the actions of treating them for physical ailments and then releasing them with a “generous gift package” made up for it, also they weren’t captive for much more than a month or so. It seemed like a good way to instill a democratic mindset into the people of North Vietnam and give them a sense of individual worth that communism had destroyed. Though the resistance was a sham, if enough Vietnamese could be swayed it could have become a reality. The second step of the program involving the black and gray radio propaganda also was also a good idea. It helped to conquer the minds of the people of North Vietnam. As both sides were aware this is something that is much more effective than conquering the land. I believe the grey station would be more effective in that it seems more creditable. The propaganda of this station seemed to be more subtle then that of the Patriot frequency. News and entertainment will draw a larger crowd than the black station which seemed to be more fanatical in its airing of ideas. 

 Overall I would say the big lessons I can take away from part two of the Patriots book is that the befriending and respect of potential allies, and enemies alike, was of the utmost importance in Vietnam. We underestimated our enemy and refused to replace our ignorance of the country itself with the knowledge needed to win over the people.
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Kohl, 

Excellent and thorough job.  One of the best papers.

In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

On John Wayne and being “liberal”… During the Cold War, a liberal (left end of the political spectrum, closer to socialism and communism) was not something to be “proud of”.  In fact, many outspoken liberals were labeled communist sympathizers and blackballed from jobs and the subject of other persecutions.  Remember Joseph McCarthy and McCarthyism from your 1950’s U.S. history?

Michael Lambert  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 10:31 AM

The story that disappointed me most was “The Emperor Has No Clothes” and the part by Sergei Khrushchev.  The thing that disappointed me most was the fact that we not only had to pay attention to what was going on in Vietnam but we also had to keep a constant eye on the Soviet Union as well.  In the story, Khrushchev talks about trying to make life as difficult as possible for Americans in Vietnam; “it was the simple rule of the Cold War.  If you could do something bad to the opposite side you had to do it.”  While he goes on to say that Americans did the same thing to Russians in Afghanistan, the fact that we were never able to give our full attention to Vietnam is disheartening and possibly a good reason for why it went so badly. 

At the end of the same story Khrushchev states, “During the Vietnam War I thought the U.S. antiwar movement was a sign that America was awakening.  I still have that opinion.  That was when Americans started to understand that not everything depended on the will of their government, that the world was not so simple.”  The Vietnam War was a great awakening period for American youth.  It brought out a completely new belief in the role that government plays in the lives of individuals.  It is interesting to hear this statement from someone who was so obviously against the Americans.  It seems as though he believed in the individual people of America rather than the government as a whole.   
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Michael,

While I agree with the overall direction of your position the Khrushchev story, it was too brief with not evidence from Karnow or the videos to support your claim.  Taking a bit more time (and more sentences) to fully explain yourself would have helped greatly.

Basing the entire assignment (part one and two) on a single story in Appy was not a good idea either.  You included no outside evidence and I don’t believe your conclusion, the great awakening period for American youth, can be supported factually.  Didn’t the war continue despite the protests?  Or is your conclusion that Khrushchev liked the American people?  I’m not sure that is a logical conclusion to my question in part two either.

Mindy McMahon  Last edited: Saturday, 26 January 2008, 12:20 AM

I find that this course is very hard, but only for personal reasons. I wanted to know more about the war, but I didn’t anticipate what I have read. I thought we were suppose to protect and honor are soldiers. Instead are government lied about the conditions of the war and acted like reports of there progress didn’t exist. I don’t know how McNamara could say, “this war is going horribly wrong”, and then get off a plane and lie to America and say we are making great progress. How could McNamara lie and say he didn’t know anything about Vietnam. Evelyn Colbert had papers showing things were going very badly. I also hated the part when they say, “ they expanded the war not out of confidence of ultimate victory, but out of fear of defeat.” are boys wanted to come home. 2/3 of their supplies would get stolen upon delivery. They were fighting in poor conditions, being injured or killed, fighting for days at a time, with poor or no communication, and all because we were afraid of loosing. I guess its easier to make the wrong choice when your in a warm cozy room eating a three course meal instead of our men who were being shot at in a war that could never have been one in the first place. When the secretary of defense has doubts about the war and lies about it, things are bad. Kattenburg, McNamara, Cooper, or Colbert believed we could win this war. How many others felt the same way. In 1963 Colbert had records that showed Viet Cong was doing very well. Mcnamara requested all reports go through him before release. This news made American soldiers upset. I think America got way in over there heads. They thought this would be easy because its such a small country. No one took the time to learn anything about Vietnam and their people. There wasn’t even an American in the embassy that could speak Vietnamese. I was shocked to hear that. I believe nothing comes easy and when you go to war you should prepare yourself for the worst outcomes not the simplest ones.

I think the only good thing that can come from these stories is the hope that we won’t make the same mistakes again. That when we go to war again are country is smart about it. They learn about the land, history, and the people. I believe we have better communication now, than we did then; however, I still don’t know what’s true or not true when it comes from the government. As time goes by, we as people get smarter, which can only mean war will get more advanced and more people will die. I hope are new government won’t be afraid to speak up and tell the truth when things start falling apart if they already haven’t. I hope the war in Iraq doesn’t turn into another war like Vietnam, but I already see similarities.
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Mindy,

I know what you mean when you try to differentiate between winning the war and fear of losing it, but your continued analysis, or lack thereof, doesn’t explain your position.

Then you wrote:

Kattenburg, McNamara, Cooper, or Colbert believed we could win this war. How many others felt the same way.

Here is where the logic completely falls apart.  At first, you seem to be upset with McNamara lying about the negative reports he was receiving.  Then you say these writers say the war could be won, and seem to support that position also.  Unfortunately, you can’t have it both ways, so I’m not sure I truly understand your position.

I got worried when you wrote:

In 1963 Colbert had records that showed Viet Cong was doing very well.

Do you understand that the Viet Cong were our “communist enemies” in Vietnam?  If so, then stating that Colbert thought we could win this war is not logical.  If not, then that is a fact that you don’t  understand correctly.  I sense some confusion of the historical facts here… either that or just confusion in your writing about them.

In part two, you failed to mention any specifics from any story, and instead made vague statements about the war overall.  I didn’t ask for just any positive lessons, but I wanted specifics from specific stories in this section.

When you write:

As time goes by, we as people get smarter,

I’m not sure I agree with this statement.  As you end your paper, I’m not sure you agree with it either, as you mention Iraq.

Brookly Froemel  Last edited: Thursday, 24 January 2008, 11:50 PM

PT 1: In this weeks reading of ‘Patriots’ the story that affected me the most was the story by Luyen Nguen. His entire story was full of disappointment in one way or another.

Nguen was a captain commando turned “lost commando” for the South Vietnam. Knowing that all commandos never return home, he still promised his students that he would go on the mission with them, thinking that he would be able to bring them home. And at first, that’s what it seemed like. They lasted a month without being noticed. But when they posted a few miles from the Ho Chi Minh Trail to do reconnaissance, they were caught and sent to prison.

In prison, for the first eleven years, Nguen was locked and shackled in a dark cell. The shackles were so tight that if they were left on for just six hours, they would have killed him. They only left them on for three hours at a time. It wasn’t until he was near death though that they paid any attention to him. For three months the enemy helped him back to health. At that point he was only being shackled at night, until a few months later when he was well and returned to his cell.

Before Nguen was captured he had a wife, a ten year old son, and a daughter on the way. Eight years after he went missing, in 1974, Nguen’s wife remarried and gave birth to another daughter. Nguen never once wrote home to say that he was alive. He was always given the option to write his family, but he always refused saying “I don’t want to disturb the peaceful life of my wife and children. All of them believe I’m dead and their tears are dry. I don’t want to make them cry again.” Every year his family followed the Vietnamese tradition of having a death anniversary for him, evoking his soul.

In 1982 or 1983, some of the commandos were finally released. One of them found Nguens wife and told her that he was still alive. At that point she divorced her second husband (husband at the time) and waited until Nguens release in 1987, twenty-one years later.

PT 2: Although Nguens story had the most disappointment , I feel that it ended with that “light at the end of tunnel” shining through.

Through everything that he had gone through – the torture, being shackled, being malnourished, the heart-ache finding out his wife had re-wed, etc – he still found hope and never once gave up. He always remained loyal to the US and the army. Knowing that he had a chance of leaving sooner, he still never gave in. He stood strong and never let go.

Once he was finally released and able to go back to his family, they were there waiting for him with open arms. His children were all grown, married, and had children of their own. Although he missed their childhoods, he was still able to be there with them. If he hadn’t been so strong, that most likely would not have been an option.

In 1990, Nguen and his wife moved to the United States. In 2000, at the age of sixty-seven, Nguen completed a masters degree in American Studies at the University of Massachusetts in Boston and is now a student counselor.

His entire story taught me a lot. No matter how hard life gets, standing strong will always bring good things in the end. His whole life was based on that, and look where he is today.
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Brookley,

Your paper was more narrative than analytical.  In essence, you simply recalled his sad story.  I’m missing the “why did this affect you more than other stories” part.  So, that level of analysis was lacking, similar to what I said in comments on your last assignment.

Also basing the entire assignment on a single story in Appy was a mistake.  This could have been written by anyone who had read or even glanced at just 1 story in the Appy book, instead of reading hundreds of pages in two books and viewing 3+ hours of video.

In the future, incorporate outside information and cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

Kevin Norelli  Last edited: Thursday, 24 January 2008, 11:31 PM

 While reading this second section of the book, there were many interviews that elicited negative emotions from me. In terms of being frustrated with the speaker’s attitude, John Singlaub stood out in my mind. It is true that he was taking part in the Paradise Island program, which despite the program’s dubious methods had an overall sense of good nature by exposing the North Vietnamese to the morally sound philosophy that one should be paid wages that reflect one’s abilities. Not only that, but they provided medical care and simple gifts to those that were considered enemies. What was frustrating, however, was the fact that despite carrying out what many would consider being a truly helpful, he even during the interview considers it to be a “good psychological program,” rather than a humanitarian mission. In addition, the program demonstrated a perception that the people they were trying to indoctrinate were intrinsically less intelligent than we are, as evidenced by the distribution of radios that could not be tuned to any stations other than our propaganda efforts.

 Even more disturbing about John Singlaub is the fact that he refers to the antiwar activists such as Jane Fonda and even former Attorney General Ramsey Clark as traitors. Quoting Singlaub, “The antiwar movement was an essential part of the communist strategy to destroy American morale.” It seems that he stops just short of saying that a former Attorney General, obviously a man of intense devotion to his country and her people, was taking marching orders from Russia.

 In terms of the events in the interviewee’s stories, I was most disappointed by the lack of knowledge about Vietnam that seemed to permeate every level of the war effort. One example is the experience of Paul Hare. His first introduction to Vietnamese history and culture was when he, acting on his own volition, decided to pick up an issue of Time magazine while in the airplane headed to Vietnam. Even more astonishing is the idea that despite his clear lack of information about the area, he was immediately told his mission was to simply “make pacification work.” How can a man that knows nothing about a region be responsible for subduing the local population? 

 More evidence about the lack of understanding of the region comes from the account of Chester Cooper. He states that at the time we started the war, there were no Americans in Saigon that could speak Vietnamese and that there was nobody he could find that knew anything about Buddhism, one of the largest religious groups in the country. I am left to wonder if the reason why is because we simply did not want to know anything about their people as it could only serve to delay the war or perhaps even end the bloodshed. 

Cooper offers further evidence of this theory in his story about the Norwegian ambassador. After he had gone to great lengths to find and persuade this diplomat, who was known and somewhat respected by the North Vietnamese, he found out that there was a bombing raid scheduled to take place on the same day of his arrival. Because he had a message that he thought would make progress in reducing the aggression, he went to the National Security Advisor, Walt Rostow, and asked him to delay or cancel the bombing to give the diplomat time to work. Rostow would not concede, and I can only assume that he did not want to pursue a diplomatic end, preferring instead to prolong the war.

But, as with most ugly parts of life, there is a silver lining in this cloud of darkness. There are lessons to be learned from the words of Sergei Khrushchev, especially when he talks of the American awakening. He said that he still believes the people of the United States saw the Vietnam conflict as an irrefutable call to reality, that we suddenly realized that “not everything depends on the will of the government, that the world is not so simple.” These are inspiring words that show that despite the ugly, horrific nature of this conflict, it was not necessarily in vane. There were lessons that could have been learned, and even better, there are lessons that were learned. I agree with Khrushchev in that had the conflict never had happened, many Americans today would still not be able to question the motives and costs of going to war with a country you barely understand for reasons that have not been made clear.
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Kevin,

Fabulous analysis, especially the part on the propaganda radios and intelligence part.  You were the only student to point that out.

As before, you writing is a pleasure to read.

In the future, cite your quotes and sources, eg. (Appy p45)

Finally, just a question…. Do you believe that the awakening that Khrushchev spoke of is really true or evident in society today?

Charles Hamann  Last edited: Saturday, 19 January 2008, 08:24 PM

I'm having a hard time finding a story that disappointed me in this section. I try to get the most out of each writers perspective on things, and so I can't say that any story disappointed or upset me in its entirety. Because of this, I will mention certain parts that bothered me, in the hopes that these will meet the requirement for this section of the journal.

The first part that annoyed me, which actually isn't within the story itself, but is part of the italicized section preceding a story, talks about Edward Lansdale's policy of having his CIA operatives flood villages with pamphlets saying that "Jesus and the Virgin Mary had moved south and it was the duty and salvation of all Vietnamese Catholics to do so as well" (Page 47, bottom). I don't like it when anyone uses another's religion, or their own for that matter, to influence the life choices of another. To use religion to manipulate people into doing what you want for political reasons is just wrong. (And no, I don't care that it's been going on for thousands of years.)

Another example of a part that bothered me was the part in Luyen Nguyen's story where he talks about how one of the commandos that he was helping to train released the safety on his weapon for telling them to continue training after their American trainer had stopped for lunch. The man was willing to shoot him. This is largely because of the arrogance of the Americans who told the commandos that they were fighting for the Americans, not themselves, and to not listen to the Vietnamese instructors. What they had to say didn't matter, only what the Americans said and did mattered. (Page 95, middle).

Coincidentally, one of the stories that brought me the most "hope" or "light at the end of the tunnel" in these stories, is also the story by Luyen Nguyen. The fact that his wife, once she found out he was still alive- several years after he'd gone missing- divorced the man she had married in Nguyen's absence, and waited for him to be released to rejoin him in marriage. I was also touched by his unwillingness to write to his family and to disrupt their lives with the knowledge that he was still alive. They had mourned for him once, no need to make them suffer and fear for him more, knowing that he was alive but in prison. That took a great deal of compassion, and I'd even say courage, to do. I say courage, because it must have been that much harder to endure the isolation and torture knowing that you were doing it alone, without the prayers and support of your loved ones (they thought he was dead, remember?). I found this story inspiring, and it made me wonder if I'd be able to make that same decision, in those circumstances. What a self-less act. I'm still impressed by it, despite having read the story more than a week ago. It's one of the ones that has really stayed with me.

I'm not sure if there's any positive lessons that I learned from this story, or any of the others, beyond what I have talked about in the preceding paragraph. I was inspired and impressed by this simple choice by a man who'd been isolated and alone for a long time. (Some of this story reminded me of the book by Senator John McCain, Faith of my Fathers. His experiences in isolation and as a POW were fascinating and inspiring in a similar way.) I liked too that, after everything, he came to live in the United States in 1990. Despite the negative treatment by some of the Americans involved in the training, and the fact that they sent the commandos to the North simply to die, or so it often seemed, he still believed in this country enough to want to live here. I find that almost amazing. What a forgiving and compassionate man!
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Charles,

You were the only student to confuse my directions about focusing on the negativity in the stories.  Perhaps I need to revise my wording?  In essence, I didn’t need you to soley take issue with the writers themselves, but the content of their stories.  Certainly it had to bother you reading about McNamara getting negative reports about U.S. efforts in Vietnam and then saying the opposite when the microphones were turned on.  That’s what I meant to have you focus on.  There was an element like that in just about every story.  

Regardless, you still faithfully addressed the topic with the propaganda use of religion on the North Vietnamese Catholics.

And, as usual, the rest of the paper was very well written and on the mark.
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