Episode 2 Forum

Hello all,

I am “returning” your Episode 2 Forum work and scores to you.  Most students met the Wednesday deadline for the post, and the Saturday deadline for the replies.  You received up to 15 points for the post and 5 points (total) for the replies.

I have taken the time to type my comments (underlined and/or in red text, below) to the initial posts that were made in our first forum.  I am sharing some of these with all students so that you may see what constitutes a good post.  All of these examples fall in a range from poor to excellent.  I am not sharing the scores that each post received.  Only the student who made the post will be able to see that.

This forum required that you post BEFORE seeing the posts of other students.  I can only imagine what went through some of your minds… wow, I did a great job in comparison to others… or uh oh, I needed to put in more effort.  Regardless, I hope my comments (in red) are similar to comments you would make if you were grading the posts.  I’m certain that most of you know what constitutes good and not-so-good work.  Second, these comments should help you improve your posts (and scores) for our remaining class forums.

Overall, I have two suggestions for all students when posting, besides the obvious spelling and grammar checking and proofreading for readability. 

First, very few students cited facts and data from the videos and/or textbooks.  Not only would these facts support your position, but they would illustrate that you are actually reading the textbooks and watching the videos.  How else do you prove that you know what you are talking about?  In this online course, doing this is the only real way to prove to me (and others) that you are getting solid information and understanding the material.  See the last example for how to cite your sources in your posts and journals.

Second, these posts (and journal entries) constitute a week’s worth of effort, after watching at least one hour of video and after 100 pages (or more) of reading.  Some posts clearly do not rise to that level.  You can be assured that the questions that are posed to you cannot be answered in a sentence or two, or without significant explanation of your position.

YOUR POSTS

As for Ngo Dinh Diem, He was looked at like an outsider. Like you said he was educated and raised every where but in Vietnam. The very same can be said about Ho Chi Minh, can’t it? Why would a people that believed that they were fighting for their Freedom trust a man that did not have any common ties to them? So it came down to family or a stranger, I know who I would pick.

I think he meant that there would be no success or real grasp for what is going on unless you win over the people. You can't force people into submission. Meaning you have to have their full support and admiration. It could be accomplished by trying to relate to the people, for example just being around them and talking to them, helping them and asking what they want. Very vague… you could be speaking of Vietnam here or it could apply to any and all people of the world throughout world history.  Just listening and bringing to them what they truly want to see in a government and leader. Ho Chi Minh was in the better position because he was better educated and well rounded. He also had a better self image. These are very vague phrases and certainly not proven with evidence in this post.  
Commandant A.M. Savani meant that peace would only come when they have won the support of the Vietnamese people. I am not sure how that could have been accomplished with the French retaining control of Vietnam, because of their long history of dominating these people. Explain It may have been possible when the French helped rid the North of the Chinese. Explain  This would have been a great place for Ho’s quote (Karnow p112) about sniffing French and Chinese shit.  They could have stepped down and helped Vietnam build its own nation. Although this war that France had become involved with was a very different type of war that they were not accustomed to. By 1954 Ho Chi Minh was in a better position to win the hearts and minds of the people because he had just beaten the French, and was being viewed as a liberator.

Too brief

Commandant A. M. Savani was lamenting the troubles with launching a military campaign against a guerrilla army. Despite the huge amount of money spent, as much as $2,500,000,000 given to the French by the United States, the success of the military operation hinged upon the peasants. By adhering to the doctrine of guerrilla combat, the Vietnamese guaranteed that "pacification could not be fully realized by occupying each inch of earth." The victory against the French by Ho Chi Minh's forces utilized at least the complicit acceptance, if not the outright aide of, the people rallied against a national enemy. This realization changed the objectives of battle from advantageous military entrenchments to psychological goals, the goal of swaying the public opinion. Unfortunately for France, they were fighting an uphill battle in that respect, a position the United States was all too happy to assume.

The question has been posed, how could the French powers have accomplished winning over the hearts and minds of the Vietnamese. In order to do so, it appears they would have had to allow at least the appearance of autonomy, and certainly should have cultured the intensely patriotic feelings that were coming to a boil in North Vietnam. Instead these warning signs were ignored out of a certain sense of intellectual arrogance, and in some cases the flames of revolution were actually stoked.

Take, for example, the story of Paul Doumer. He was a former minister of finance within France proper, who had been all but forced out of France to a position of relative exile as governor of Indochina in 1897. Doumer has been credited with single-handedly engineering the economic revolution that turned the colony from a huge financial liability to a profitable venture. The means by which he accomplished this feat, however, are dubious at best. Doumer used his authority to spur the creation of several officially protected monopolies, the most profitable of which being the opium trade. Prior to French colonial rule, very few native Vietnamese had smoked opium. Doumer saw this as an untapped market, and quickly built a refinery where he supervised the production of a faster burning opium product, which was such a success that opium soon accounted for one-third of the colony's income. Such profiteering on the backs of the common peasantry could only have encouraged resentment, apparently for multiple generations to come.

Fast forward 55 years to May 7, 1954. The French Union garrison has just suffered a humiliating defeat at the hands of the Viet Minh. Meanwhile, the Geneva Conference is taking place half way across the planet, where the decision is made to split the newly liberated country into the northern half, led by Ho Chi Minh, and the southern half, led by Ngo Dinh Diem. Inspired by their victory over the French, a whole new breed of Vietnamese nationalists are coming of age. To whom do they look for idealogical and pragmatic guidance? The choice seems to be an easy one, aligning themselves with Minh, the champion of their eventual independence over Diem, who had received his authority from Emperor Bao Dai, another in a long line of puppets manipulated by strings stretching far overseas. The assumption of power by Diem was viewed by many as a changing of the guard from French colonial rule to American colonial rule, at a time when independence was the name of the game.

Ultimately, the French were unable to win the hearts and the minds of the Vietnamese people because they simply did not want to sacrifice the power it would have required. As former Secretary of State Dean Acheson said, "At every meeting the French brought up Indochina but refused to tell me what they hoped to accomplish or how. Perhaps they didn't know." The French wanted to have their cake and eat it too, they wanted the hearts and minds of the people but were unwilling to make concessions to do so.
Excellent job, great inclusion of text and video, proving your points.

After reading these books, I am learning things about this conflict I did not realize. I have also realized why the Vietnamese were good combatants. They wanted their country back from the French. I will have to say though the French Commandant A.M. Savani hit their situation right on the head. The whole answer to the Vietnam equation is who will win the people over? Ho Chi Minh had a huge opportunity to change his country for the best. He political decisions hurt his country. While I can find some agreement, this statement needs more development and explanation I think if he gave his Communist government intentions up, he wins the whole country’s hearts. Instead he stuck with Communism and split Vietnam between Nationalists and Communists. The French knew they could not win the hearts of the people. Which, in result they put Ngo Dinh Diem in power as President of Republic of South Vietnam. The problem he could not rally the country away from Communism and the revolution. I don’t think the French or Ngo Dinh Diem had a chance. The Vietnamese wanted their Independence from the French and they would die for it. This country will stay split for a long time if not forever. Ooops, no.  It is kind of sad. The scary thing is we trained Ho Chi Minh fighters how to fight. We trained them too eventually kill us.

Last part got off topic

I like your point about the Native Americans.  I see a lot of posts about how horrible the French were for colonizing, subjecting, imprisoning, and killing Vietnamese, but isn't that exactly what happened when America was coloized. NO It seems like the only difference NO was that the Indians lost where as the Vietnamese people were still fighting.  The passion for independence and claiming territory certainly runs deep on all sides.  Yes,  I to believe that America needs to be very careful about who we are "helping" you never know when it will backfire. true
Savani meant exactly what he said. He said that there really was no way to win this war; you have to change the mindset of the people. This is contradictory… there was no way to win the war, but if you ARE going to win it… The lets all just get along principle has never worked in history. For example look at what Neville Chamberlain did, he tried to appease Hitler Fine example, but more detail is needed and I believe you will not find the situations similar or analagous by letting him have a little bit of Europe but he took it all in the end. Savani was saying that the French can’t win this war, because the hearts and minds of the people are already set against them.

 Now the second question on the other hand is quite a good question. Ngo Dinh Diem or Ho Chi Minh? Ho Chi Minh is the obvious answer. He was smart, very well educated, and street smart. He traveled the world learning from some of the best minds in the world. In my opinion Diem was screwed Refrain from non-academic lingo from the get go. He was too westernized to lead a revolution, but Ho Chi Minh was smart, he realized the most power is with the people. Not the big wigs who think they have so much. It’s the people that put their own two hands into the mud to farm. Ho Chi Minh was a bright individual, but he came off as Uncle Ho, the kind Uncle who knew what sort of pain you felt in your back. In my life, I tend to trust people that are more like me than someone higher class than I is. Someone that understands what troubles I have. That’s why Ho Chi Minh took over so easily, the choice was simple for the majority of the country. The poor tend to flock to the poor and the rich flock to other rich. It’s the way of life; you search for something like yourself. Too vague… don’t poor or average people look up to and try to emulate the rich today?
The French did seem to think that the Vietnemese would be a somewhat easy people to assimilate to their culture.  One thing I'm not sure of is what they came for, was it strictly imperialistic, or economic? What evidence did the book give you? You talk about fulfilling obligations while they were present in Vietnam, if they set out with that in mind, they surely failed the French people at home.  I'm not sure what help they ever truly had in mind for Vietnam, it just seemed to be for greed and power.

Commandant A. M. Savani is trying to express that acceptance by the people is far more powerful and moving than a take over of “each inch of earth”. Instilled in the Vietnamese culture runs a deep patriotism and pride in their country, and in no way were they open to being occupied by the French. The peasants looked up to “uncle Ho”, who wanted Vietnamese independence. When Vietnam was split at the 17th parallel though, the thousands of Roman Catholics fled to the south, under Diem. So, is this a pro- or anti-Ho development?  I believe the French were unable to sway the population either way because of their years of being in Vietnam created resentment. No leader or peasant wanted anything to do with France. This is not true of Diem
I was surprised to learn of all that Ho Chi MInh did for the people, or rather attempted to do. Over and over in the books and on the videos they say that he was first and foremost a nationalist and secondly a communist, YES, someone finally said this !!! yet his communist leaning is all that I learned about in school. The more I read the more I realize that he wanted, more than anything else, what he thought was best for the people of his native country. I agree this gave him an edge over Ngo Dinh Diem, who was not really "of the people".


I agree with your response. They were strong people and did not want to surrender their freedom to the French or other country trying to overcome Vietnam. Ho Chi Minh was a man of the people and he was a man of wisdom. It's also interesting how they thought they could divide the people of the North and South of Vietnam by the Catholic religion. Not true I don't really believe that Ho Chi Minh had any ties with the Soviet Union or his Communist record. Wrong, this is not supported by the facts.

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

-A.M. Savani, French Intelligence Commandant

Pacification, according to Webster’s, is the act of forcibly suppressing or eliminating a population considered to be hostile, or is the act of bringing or creating peace. In the Christian Appy book, Patriots, pacification refers to “virtually all efforts to establish political control in the [Vietnamese] country side, and to counter the influence of the Viet Cong.”

Savani recognized that pacification in the military sense of the word, would never bring peace and stability to Vietnam and the Vietnamese people. In fact, France’s political occupation of Vietnam produced the opposite effect of appeasement, it fomented unrest, rebellion, and instability. In Stanley Karnov’s Vietnam, A History, he states “ The French had conquered Vietnam by the early twentieth century, but they never entirely eliminated its nationalist fervor, and their authority was chronically challenged by protests and uprisings, many of which they quelled brutally.” (154) This brutality seemed only to strengthen the numbers of the rebel forces, as peasant Vietnamese, starving and desperate, joined Ho Chi Minh’s Vietminh movement , attacking French posts and “liberating” food from Japanese granaries. (Karnow, 161.)

Conquering hearts and winning minds could not possibly have been accomplished by any leader who was not Vietnamese, or any nation outside of Vietnam, especially France. The Vietnamese people saw national independence and sovereignty as the only way out of the oppression they’d suffered under French colonialism, and Japanese exploitation. Their resolve and determination were unshakable, and more than compensated for their lack of weaponry and financial resources. Vietminh Captain Tran Van Ngo, after describing the forty-five day walk made by the Vietminh to the battle against the French at Dienbienphu said “...we Vietnamese had something which we could use as a weapon against them, our morale, our courage. We were determined to fight the French until the end, because the French came here to steal our land and oppress us...”

Ngo’s statement lies at the core of of Savani’s formula for successful pacification. Even while other nations had dominated and occupied Vietnamese soil, only Vietnam’s sovereignty held the minds and hearts of the people. They were inspired by their history, their land, their culture, and only through inspiration and connection can a people’s spirit be won.

Ho Chi Minh offered this slogan as a gift to Vietnamese people living in Paris “The nation comes first, the Fatherland above all else.” ( Vietnam: A Television History, episode 2.) Ho Chi Minh was a radical nationalist, who was associated with Vietnam’s first glimmers of independence from foreign occupation. On September 2, 1945 he delivered a speech in Ba Dinh Square announcing Vietnam’s independence (Karnow,146.) Ho Chi Minh also delivered a consistent, strong resistance to the French, and negotiated on behalf of Vietnam on the world stage. In short, Ho Chi Minh had international credibility, and national loyalty. Regardless of his communist political beliefs, which some Vietnamese disagreed with, Minh was the most viable leader to bring the hearts and minds of the people together as a unified country. He was their president, their hero.

Nguyen Van Diem, was appointed to lead South Vietnam after the Geneva conference in 1954. He was strongly anti-communist and a devout Catholic. His Catholicism actually provided enough incentive for many Catholic Vietnamese to move to the South after he was appointed. Like Ho Chi Minh, was an ardent

nationalist. Unlike Ho Chi Minh, however, he was cold and aloof, providing none of the common-man heroicism which so inspired the national spirit. Many Vietnamese associated him with France’s political puppet, Emporer Bao Dai, who had appointed Diem his Prime Minister. Even Vietnamese who objected to Ho Chi Minh’s communism, felt no connection to Diem, calling him the American Mandarin (Vietnam: A Television History. )

Excellent citations of text and video material.  These specifics make a very strong case for your statements.  ALL STUDENTS are strongly encouraged to cite your proof in this abbreviated way… (author, page # or video #) in parenthesis.
