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Model Lesson Plan
Marvin Todd
David Crockett MS/Travis HS

	Course:
U.S. History
	Title of Unit:

Post World War II America
	Title of Lesson:
Domino Theory and the Vietnam War

	Grade Level:
11
	
	Time Frame:
3 – 55 minute lessons



	[bookmark: _GoBack]Description – This lesson covers the events and political issues leading to the Vietnam War. Areas covered are the realpolitik of the post-World War II world. The influence of the Cold War on what happened in Southeast Asia, alignment of American allies in the area, the effects of Containment and the Domino Theory on developments in French Indo-China. The lesson covers American political decisions taken due to the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu and the resultant Geneva Accords in 1954. Particular emphasis covers American actions taken after the French defeat to create a South Vietnam. The lesson then proceeds to focus on the steps that the Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson administrations took to ‘save’ Vietnam from the Communist sphere.


	TEKS Objectives - (8) History: The student understands the impact of significant national and international decisions and conflicts in the Cold War on the United States. The student is expected to:

	(D) explain reasons and outcomes for U. S. involvement in foreign countries and their relationship to the Domino Theory, including the Vietnam War;
	(E) analyze the major issues and events of the Vietnam War such as the Tet Offensive, the escalation of forces, Vietnamization, and the fall of Saigon; and
	(F) describe the responses to the Vietnam War such as the draft, the 26th amendment, the role of media, the credibility gap, the silent majority, and the anti-war movement.





	Teacher to Teacher Notes –
1. The base for this lesson is the power point attached. It moves quickly through the time frame covering the TEKS listed above. Note that pictures are references in the notes section of the power point.
2. Primary and secondary materials are noted on each slide of the power point and are attached for your use. Each is listed below in sequence of use.
3. Start the lesson with an overview of the globe, then moving to the map identifying the area known in 1946 as French Indo-China.
4. Film clips – I have listed three for your use, please determine how many or few you wish to use in your classroom.
5. Pictures cover a wide range of events during the period 1945-75; emphasis must be placed on the effects of the Vietnam War on America as it corresponded to the many changes going on within our culture in the 1960’s. The War is not occurring in a vacuum…a lot is happening in the United States in the 1960’s (see the last slide).
6. Be sure to use the DBQ on the Vietnam War.






	Materials needed: 

PowerPoint attached.
George Keenan’s Long Telegram
NSC68 - 
Geneva Agreement 1954
Tonkin Gulf Resolution - 
SDS Manifesto 
Film Clips – see Websites listed. 
LBJ speeches
Tapes of Kennedy and LBJ in the White House.
Tape – ‘The Fog of War’ by Errol Morris 
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	Websites used:
Collection of US government documents:
http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=true&doc=98

http://www.history.com/topics/vietnam-war/videos#tet-offensive

http://www.history.com/topics/vietnam-war/videos#joe-galloway

http://www.history.com/topics/vietnam-war/videos#search-and-destroy

http://www.history.com/topics/lyndon-b-johnson/videos#johnson-says-he-wont-run




	Procedures/Activities
Engage – Ask students what they would do if one of their best friends or allies asks them for help when it looked like they would lose a very important possession if they did not get some help real quick. Would they question all the ramifications involved or would they help?

Explain – Discuss French Indo-China and the importance it represented to France, our ally in Europe when World War II ended, and a country we wanted to keep from coming under communist control. How this help involved the overall policy of the United States under the Truman Doctrine, NSC68, and our concept of Containment of Communism. These steps led us into our involvement in Vietnam.

Explore – How public and foreign policy are many times affected by actions all over the world, and may or may not be in the best interest of the United States in the long run. Begin with the location of French Indo-China and the territory involved in the area (especially Communist China) and the political pressures this brought upon American foreign policy leading to the Vietnam War.




	Assessment(s)
Evaluate-
1. As an informal assessment, use the mid-point question in the power point. (What would the student have done at the point of escalation in 1965, how would they have handled the issue.)
2. As a formal summative assessment, students will use a free-response item from the 2008 AP Test. (see form attached)




	Instructional Alternatives
Extend – The National Archives website has a primary source lesson. Teaching with Documents: The Vietnam War in Photographs. It has wonderful professional pictures and worksheets covering the Vietnam era.

	Interdisciplinary Connections
The map of the Indo-China area provides an opportunity to review geography and how it influences decisions at the highest levels. Direct students to indicate on the map or globe the territory in question and the other countries involved in the issues discussed. Why was the United States reluctant to bomb the bridges over the Red River leading into China?
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The Charge in the Soviet Union (Kennan) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Moscow, February 22, 1946--9 p.m. [Received February 22--3: 52 p.m.]

511. Answer to Dept's 284, Feb 3 [13] involves questions so intricate, so delicate, so strange to our form of thought, and so important to analysis of our international environment that I cannot compress answers into single brief message without yielding to what I feel would be dangerous degree of over-simplification. I hope, therefore, Dept will bear with me if I submit in answer to this question five parts, subjects of which will be roughly as follows: 

(1) Basic features of post-war Soviet outlook.

(2) Background of this outlook

(3) Its projection in practical policy on official level. 

(4) Its projection on unofficial level.

(5) Practical deductions from standpoint of US policy.

I apologize in advance for this burdening of telegraphic channel; but questions involved are of such urgent importance, particularly in view of recent events, that our answers to them, if they deserve attention at all, seem to me to deserve it at once. There follows

Part 1: Basic Features of Post War Soviet Outlook, as Put Forward by Official Propaganda Machine

Are as Follows:

(a) USSR still lives in antagonistic "capitalist encirclement" with which in the long run there can be no permanent peaceful coexistence. As stated by Stalin in 1927 to a delegation of American workers:

"In course of further development of international revolution there will emerge two centers of world significance: a socialist center, drawing to itself the countries which tend toward socialism, and a capitalist center, drawing to itself the countries that incline toward capitalism. Battle between these two centers for command of world economy will decide fate of capitalism and of communism in entire world."

(b) Capitalist world is beset with internal conflicts, inherent in nature of capitalist society. These conflicts are insoluble by means of peaceful compromise. Greatest of them is that between England and US.

(c) Internal conflicts of capitalism inevitably generate wars. Wars thus generated may be of two kinds: intra-capitalist wars between two capitalist states, and wars of intervention against socialist world. Smart capitalists, vainly seeking escape from inner conflicts of capitalism, incline toward latter.

(d) Intervention against USSR, while it would be disastrous to those who undertook it, would cause renewed delay in progress of Soviet socialism and must therefore be forestalled at all costs.

(e) Conflicts between capitalist states, though likewise fraught with danger for USSR, nevertheless hold out great possibilities for advancement of socialist cause, particularly if USSR remains militarily powerful, ideologically monolithic and faithful to its present brilliant leadership.

(f) It must be borne in mind that capitalist world is not all bad. In addition to hopelessly reactionary and bourgeois elements, it includes (1) certain wholly enlightened and positive elements united in acceptable communistic parties and (2) certain other elements (now described for tactical reasons as progressive or democratic) whose reactions, aspirations and activities happen to be "objectively" favorable to interests of USSR These last must be encouraged and utilized for Soviet purposes.

(g) Among negative elements of bourgeois-capitalist society, most dangerous of all are those whom Lenin called false friends of the people, namely moderate-socialist or social-democratic leaders (in other words, non-Communist left-wing). These are more dangerous than out-and-out reactionaries, for latter at least march under their true colors, whereas moderate left-wing leaders confuse people by employing devices of socialism to seine interests of reactionary capital.

So much for premises. To what deductions do they lead from standpoint of Soviet policy? To following:

(a) Everything must be done to advance relative strength of USSR as factor in international society. Conversely, no opportunity most be missed to reduce strength and influence, collectively as well as individually, of capitalist powers.

(b) Soviet efforts, and those of Russia's friends abroad, must be directed toward deepening and exploiting of differences and conflicts between capitalist powers. If these eventually deepen into an "imperialist" war, this war must be turned into revolutionary upheavals within the various capitalist countries.

(c) "Democratic-progressive" elements abroad are to be utilized to maximum to bring pressure to bear on capitalist governments along lines agreeable to Soviet interests.

(d) Relentless battle must be waged against socialist and social-democratic leaders abroad.

Part 2: Background of Outlook

Before examining ramifications of this party line in practice there are certain aspects of it to which I wish to draw attention.

First, it does not represent natural outlook of Russian people. Latter are, by and large, friendly to outside world, eager for experience of it, eager to measure against it talents they are conscious of possessing, eager above all to live in peace and enjoy fruits of their own labor. Party line only represents thesis which official propaganda machine puts forward with great skill and persistence to a public often remarkably resistant in the stronghold of its innermost thoughts. But party line is binding for outlook and conduct of people who make up apparatus of power--party, secret police and Government--and it is exclusively with these that we have to deal.

Second, please note that premises on which this party line is based are for most part simply not true. Experience has shown that peaceful and mutually profitable coexistence of capitalist and socialist states is entirely possible. Basic internal conflicts in advanced countries are no longer primarily those arising out of capitalist ownership of means of production, but are ones arising from advanced urbanism and industrialism as such, which Russia has thus far been spared not by socialism but only by her own backwardness. Internal rivalries of capitalism do not always generate wars; and not all wars are attributable to this cause. To speak of possibility of intervention against USSR today, after elimination of Germany and Japan and after example of recent war, is sheerest nonsense. If not provoked by forces of intolerance and subversion "capitalist" world of today is quite capable of living at peace with itself and with Russia. Finally, no sane person has reason to doubt sincerity of moderate socialist leaders in Western countries. Nor is it fair to deny success of their efforts to improve conditions for working population whenever, as in Scandinavia, they have been given chance to show what they could do.

Falseness of those premises, every one of which predates recent war, was amply demonstrated by that conflict itself Anglo-American differences did not turn out to be major differences of Western World. Capitalist countries, other than those of Axis, showed no disposition to solve their differences by joining in crusade against USSR. Instead of imperialist war turning into civil wars and revolution, USSR found itself obliged to fight side by side with capitalist powers for an avowed community of aim.

Nevertheless, all these theses, however baseless and disproven, are being boldly put forward again today. What does this indicate? It indicates that Soviet party line is not based on any objective analysis of situation beyond Russia's borders; that it has, indeed, little to do with conditions outside of Russia; that it arises mainly from basic inner-Russian necessities which existed before recent war and exist today.

At bottom of Kremlin's neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and instinctive Russian sense of insecurity. Originally, this was insecurity of a peaceful agricultural people trying to live on vast exposed plain in neighborhood of fierce nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia came into contact with economically advanced West, fear of more competent, more powerful, more highly organized societies in that area. But this latter type of insecurity was one which afflicted rather Russian rulers than Russian people; for Russian rulers have invariably sensed that their rule was relatively archaic in form fragile and artificial in its psychological foundation, unable to stand comparison or contact with political systems of Western countries. For this reason they have always feared foreign penetration, feared direct contact between Western world and their own, feared what would happen if Russians learned truth about world without or if foreigners learned truth about world within. And they have learned to seek security only in patient but deadly struggle for total destruction of rival power, never in compacts and compromises with it.

It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had smoldered ineffectively for half a century in Western Europe, caught hold and blazed for first time in Russia. Only in this land which had never known a friendly neighbor or indeed any tolerant equilibrium of separate powers, either internal or international, could a doctrine thrive which viewed economic conflicts of society as insoluble by peaceful means. After establishment of Bolshevist regime, Marxist dogma, rendered even more truculent and intolerant by Lenin's interpretation, became a perfect vehicle for sense of insecurity with which Bolsheviks, even more than previous Russian rulers, were afflicted. In this dogma, with its basic altruism of purpose, they found justification for their instinctive fear of outside world, for the dictatorship without which they did not know how to rule, for cruelties they did not dare not to inflict, for sacrifice they felt bound to demand. In the name of Marxism they sacrificed every single ethical value in their methods and tactics. Today they cannot dispense with it. It is fig leaf of their moral and intellectual respectability. Without it they would stand before history, at best, as only the last of that long succession of cruel and wasteful Russian rulers who have relentlessly forced country on to ever new heights of military power in order to guarantee external security of their internally weak regimes. This is why Soviet purposes most always be solemnly clothed in trappings of Marxism, and why no one should underrate importance of dogma in Soviet affairs. Thus Soviet leaders are driven [by?] necessities of their own past and present position to put forward which [apparent omission] outside world as evil, hostile and menacing, but as bearing within itself germs of creeping disease and destined to be wracked with growing internal convulsions until it is given final Coup de grace by rising power of socialism and yields to new and better world. This thesis provides justification for that increase of military and police power of Russian state, for that isolation of Russian population from outside world, and for that fluid and constant pressure to extend limits of Russian police power which are together the natural and instinctive urges of Russian rulers. Basically this is only the steady advance of uneasy Russian nationalism, a centuries old movement in which conceptions of offense and defense are inextricably confused. But in new guise of international Marxism, with its honeyed promises to a desperate and war torn outside world, it is more dangerous and insidious than ever before.

It should not be thought from above that Soviet party line is necessarily disingenuous and insincere on part of all those who put it forward. Many of them are too ignorant of outside world and mentally too dependent to question [apparent omission] self-hypnotism, and who have no difficulty making themselves believe what they find it comforting and convenient to believe. Finally we have the unsolved mystery as to who, if anyone, in this great land actually receives accurate and unbiased information about outside world. In atmosphere of oriental secretiveness and conspiracy which pervades this Government, possibilities for distorting or poisoning sources and currents of information are infinite. The very disrespect of Russians for objective truth--indeed, their disbelief in its existence--leads them to view all stated facts as instruments for furtherance of one ulterior purpose or another. There is good reason to suspect that this Government is actually a conspiracy within a conspiracy; and I for one am reluctant to believe that Stalin himself receives anything like an objective picture of outside world. Here there is ample scope for the type of subtle intrigue at which Russians are past masters. Inability of foreign governments to place their case squarely before Russian policy makers--extent to which they are delivered up in their relations with Russia to good graces of obscure and unknown advisors whom they never see and cannot influence--this to my mind is most disquieting feature of diplomacy in Moscow, and one which Western statesmen would do well to keep in mind if they would understand nature of difficulties encountered here.

Part 3: Projection of Soviet Outlook in Practical Policy on Official Level

We have now seen nature and background of Soviet program. What may we expect by way of its practical implementation?

Soviet policy, as Department implies in its query under reference, is conducted on two planes: (1) official plane represented by actions undertaken officially in name of Soviet Government; and (2) subterranean plane of actions undertaken by agencies for which Soviet Government does not admit responsibility.

Policy promulgated on both planes will be calculated to serve basic policies (a) to (d) outlined in part 1. Actions taken on different planes will differ considerably, but will dovetail into each other in purpose, timing and effect.

On official plane we must look for following:

(a) Internal policy devoted to increasing in every way strength and prestige of Soviet state: intensive military-industrialization; maximum development of armed forces; great displays to impress outsiders; continued secretiveness about internal matters, designed to conceal weaknesses and to keep opponents in dark.

(b) Wherever it is considered timely and promising, efforts will be made to advance official limits of Soviet power. For the moment, these efforts are restricted to certain neighboring points conceived of here as being of immediate strategic necessity, such as Northern Iran, Turkey, possibly Bornholm However, other points may at any time come into question, if and as concealed Soviet political power is extended to new areas. Thus a "friendly Persian Government might be asked to grant Russia a port on Persian Gulf. Should Spain fall under Communist control, question of Soviet base at Gibraltar Strait might be activated. But such claims will appear on official level only when unofficial preparation is complete.

(c) Russians will participate officially in international organizations where they see opportunity of extending Soviet power or of inhibiting or diluting power of others. Moscow sees in UNO not the mechanism for a permanent and stable world society founded on mutual interest and aims of all nations, but an arena in which aims just mentioned can be favorably pursued. As long as UNO is considered here to serve this purpose, Soviets will remain with it. But if at any time they come to conclusion that it is serving to embarrass or frustrate their aims for power expansion and if they see better prospects for pursuit of these aims along other lines, they will not hesitate to abandon UNO. This would imply, however, that they felt themselves strong enough to split unity of other nations by their withdrawal to render UNO ineffective as a threat to their aims or security, replace it with an international weapon more effective from their viewpoint. Thus Soviet attitude toward UNO will depend largely on loyalty of other nations to it, and on degree of vigor, decisiveness and cohesion with which those nations defend in UNO the peaceful and hopeful concept of international life, which that organization represents to our way of thinking. I reiterate, Moscow has no abstract devotion to UNO ideals. Its attitude to that organization will remain essentially pragmatic and tactical.

(d) Toward colonial areas and backward or dependent peoples, Soviet policy, even on official plane, will be directed toward weakening of power and influence and contacts of advanced Western nations, on theory that in so far as this policy is successful, there will be created a vacuum which will favor Communist-Soviet penetration. Soviet pressure for participation in trusteeship arrangements thus represents, in my opinion, a desire to be in a position to complicate and inhibit exertion of Western influence at such points rather than to provide major channel for exerting of Soviet power. Latter motive is not lacking, but for this Soviets prefer to rely on other channels than official trusteeship arrangements. Thus we may expect to find Soviets asking for admission everywhere to trusteeship or similar arrangements and using levers thus acquired to weaken Western influence among such peoples.

(e) Russians will strive energetically to develop Soviet representation in, and official ties with, countries in which they sense Strong possibilities of opposition to Western centers of power. This applies to such widely separated points as Germany, Argentina, Middle Eastern countries, etc.

(f) In international economic matters, Soviet policy will really be dominated by pursuit of autarchy for Soviet Union and Soviet-dominated adjacent areas taken together. That, however, will be underlying policy. As far as official line is concerned, position is not yet clear. Soviet Government has shown strange reticence since termination hostilities on subject foreign trade. If large scale long term credits should be forthcoming, I believe Soviet Government may eventually again do lip service, as it did in 1930's to desirability of building up international economic exchanges in general. Otherwise I think it possible Soviet foreign trade may be restricted largely to Soviet's own security sphere, including occupied areas in Germany, and that a cold official shoulder may be turned to principle of general economic collaboration among nations.

(g) With respect to cultural collaboration, lip service will likewise be rendered to desirability of deepening cultural contacts between peoples, but this will not in practice be interpreted in any way which could weaken security position of Soviet peoples. Actual manifestations of Soviet policy in this respect will be restricted to arid channels of closely shepherded official visits and functions, with superabundance of vodka and speeches and dearth of permanent effects.

(h) Beyond this, Soviet official relations will take what might be called "correct" course with individual foreign governments, with great stress being laid on prestige of Soviet Union and its representatives and with punctilious attention to protocol as distinct from good manners.

Part 4: Following May Be Said as to What We May Expect by Way of Implementation of Basic Soviet Policies on Unofficial, or Subterranean Plane, i.e. on Plane for Which Soviet Government Accepts no Responsibility

Agencies utilized for promulgation of policies on this plane are following:

1. Inner central core of Communist Parties in other countries. While many of persons who compose this category may also appear and act in unrelated public capacities, they are in reality working closely together as an underground operating directorate of world communism, a concealed Comintern tightly coordinated and directed by Moscow. It is important to remember that this inner core is actually working on underground lines, despite legality of parties with which it is associated.

2. Rank and file of Communist Parties. Note distinction is drawn between those and persons defined in paragraph 1. This distinction has become much sharper in recent years. Whereas formerly foreign Communist Parties represented a curious (and from Moscow's standpoint often inconvenient) mixture of conspiracy and legitimate activity, now the conspiratorial element has been neatly concentrated in inner circle and ordered underground, while rank and file--no longer even taken into confidence about realities of movement--are thrust forward as bona fide internal partisans of certain political tendencies within their respective countries, genuinely innocent of conspiratorial connection with foreign states. Only in certain countries where communists are numerically strong do they now regularly appear and act as a body. As a rule they are used to penetrate, and to influence or dominate, as case may be, other organizations less likely to be suspected of being tools of Soviet Government, with a view to accomplishing their purposes through [apparent omission] organizations, rather than by direct action as a separate political party.

3. A wide variety of national associations or bodies which can be dominated or influenced by such penetration. These include: labor unions, youth leagues, women's organizations, racial societies, religious societies, social organizations, cultural groups, liberal magazines, publishing houses, etc.

4. International organizations which can be similarly penetrated through influence over various national components. Labor, youth and women's organizations are prominent among them. Particular, almost vital importance is attached in this connection to international labor movement. In this, Moscow sees possibility of sidetracking western governments in world affairs and building up international lobby capable of compelling governments to take actions favorable to Soviet interests in various countries and of paralyzing actions disagreeable to USSR

5. Russian Orthodox Church, with its foreign branches, and through it the Eastern Orthodox Church in general.

6. Pan-Slav movement and other movements (Azerbaijan, Armenian, Turcoman, etc.) based on racial groups within Soviet Union.

7. Governments or governing groups willing to lend themselves to Soviet purposes in one degree or another, such as present Bulgarian and Yugoslav Governments, North Persian regime, Chinese Communists, etc. Not only propaganda machines but actual policies of these regimes can be placed extensively at disposal of USSR

It may be expected that component parts of this far-flung apparatus will be utilized in accordance with their individual suitability, as follows:

(a) To undermine general political and strategic potential of major western powers. Efforts will be made in such countries to disrupt national self confidence, to hamstring measures of national defense, to increase social and industrial unrest, to stimulate all forms of disunity. All persons with grievances, whether economic or racial, will be urged to spelt redress not in mediation and compromise, but in defiant violent struggle for destruction of other elements of society. Here poor will be set against rich, black against white, young against old, newcomers against established residents, etc.

(b) On unofficial plane particularly violent efforts will be made to weaken power and influence of Western Powers of [on] colonial backward, or dependent peoples. On this level, no holds will be barred. Mistakes and weaknesses of western colonial administration will be mercilessly exposed and exploited. Liberal opinion in Western countries will be mobilized to weaken colonial policies. Resentment among dependent peoples will be stimulated. And while latter are being encouraged to seek independence of Western Powers, Soviet dominated puppet political machines will be undergoing preparation to take over domestic power in respective colonial areas when independence is achieved.

(c) Where individual governments stand in path of Soviet purposes pressure will be brought for their removal from office. This can happen where governments directly oppose Soviet foreign policy aims (Turkey, Iran), where they seal their territories off against Communist penetration (Switzerland, Portugal), or where they compete too strongly, like Labor Government in England, for moral domination among elements which it is important for Communists to dominate. (Sometimes, two of these elements are present in a single case. Then Communist opposition becomes particularly shrill and savage. [)]

(d) In foreign countries Communists will, as a rule, work toward destruction of all forms of personal independence, economic, political or moral. Their system can handle only individuals who have been brought into complete dependence on higher power. Thus, persons who are financially independent--such as individual businessmen, estate owners, successful farmers, artisans and all those who exercise local leadership or have local prestige, such as popular local clergymen or political figures, are anathema. It is not by chance that even in USSR local officials are kept constantly on move from one job to another, to prevent their taking root.

(e) Everything possible will be done to set major Western Powers against each other. Anti-British talk will be plugged among Americans, anti-American talk among British. Continentals, including Germans, will be taught to abhor both Anglo-Saxon powers. Where suspicions exist, they will be fanned; where not, ignited. No effort will be spared to discredit and combat all efforts which threaten to lead to any sort of unity or cohesion among other [apparent omission] from which Russia might be excluded. Thus, all forms of international organization not amenable to Communist penetration and control, whether it be the Catholic [apparent omission] international economic concerns, or the international fraternity of royalty and aristocracy, must expect to find themselves under fire from many, and often [apparent omission].

(f) In general, all Soviet efforts on unofficial international plane will be negative and destructive in character, designed to tear down sources of strength beyond reach of Soviet control. This is only in line with basic Soviet instinct that there can be no compromise with rival power and that constructive work can start only when Communist power is doming But behind all this will be applied insistent, unceasing pressure for penetration and command of key positions in administration and especially in police apparatus of foreign countries. The Soviet regime is a police regime par excellence, reared in the dim half world of Tsarist police intrigue, accustomed to think primarily in terms of police power. This should never be lost sight of in ganging Soviet motives.

Part 5: [Practical Deductions From Standpoint of US Policy]

In summary, we have here a political force committed fanatically to the belief that with US there can be no permanent modus vivendi that it is desirable and necessary that the internal harmony of our society be disrupted, our traditional way of life be destroyed, the international authority of our state be broken, if Soviet power is to be secure. This political force has complete power of disposition over energies of one of world's greatest peoples and resources of world's richest national territory, and is borne along by deep and powerful currents of Russian nationalism. In addition, it has an elaborate and far flung apparatus for exertion of its influence in other countries, an apparatus of amazing flexibility and versatility, managed by people whose experience and skill in underground methods are presumably without parallel in history. Finally, it is seemingly inaccessible to considerations of reality in its basic reactions. For it, the vast fund of objective fact about human society is not, as with us, the measure against which outlook is constantly being tested and re-formed, but a grab bag from which individual items are selected arbitrarily and tendenciously to bolster an outlook already preconceived. This is admittedly not a pleasant picture. Problem of how to cope with this force in [is] undoubtedly greatest task our diplomacy has ever faced and probably greatest it will ever have to face. It should be point of departure from which our political general staff work at present juncture should proceed. It should be approached with same thoroughness and care as solution of major strategic problem in war, and if necessary, with no smaller outlay in planning effort. I cannot attempt to suggest all answers here. But I would like to record my conviction that problem is within our power to solve--and that without recourse to any general military conflict.. And in support of this conviction there are certain observations of a more encouraging nature I should like to make:

(1) Soviet power, unlike that of Hitlerite Germany, is neither schematic nor adventunstic. It does not work by fixed plans. It does not take unnecessary risks. Impervious to logic of reason, and it is highly sensitive to logic of force. For this reason it can easily withdraw--and usually does when strong resistance is encountered at any point. Thus, if the adversary has sufficient force and makes clear his readiness to use it, he rarely has to do so. If situations are properly handled there need be no prestige-engaging showdowns.

(2) Gauged against Western World as a whole, Soviets are still by far the weaker force. Thus, their success will really depend on degree of cohesion, firmness and vigor which Western World can muster. And this is factor which it is within our power to influence.

(3) Success of Soviet system, as form of internal power, is not yet finally proven. It has yet to be demonstrated that it can survive supreme test of successive transfer of power from one individual or group to another. Lenin's death was first such transfer, and its effects wracked Soviet state for 15 years. After Stalin's death or retirement will be second. But even this will not be final test. Soviet internal system will now be subjected, by virtue of recent territorial expansions, to series of additional strains which once proved severe tax on Tsardom. We here are convinced that never since termination of civil war have mass of Russian people been emotionally farther removed from doctrines of Communist Party than they are today. In Russia, party has now become a great and--for the moment--highly successful apparatus of dictatorial administration, but it has ceased to be a source of emotional inspiration. Thus, internal soundness and permanence of movement need not yet be regarded as assured.

(4) All Soviet propaganda beyond Soviet security sphere is basically negative and destructive. It should therefore be relatively easy to combat it by any intelligent and really constructive program.

For those reasons I think we may approach calmly and with good heart problem of how to deal with Russia. As to how this approach should be made, I only wish to advance, by way of conclusion, following comments:

(1) Our first step must be to apprehend, and recognize for what it is, the nature of the movement with which we are dealing. We must study it with same courage, detachment, objectivity, and same determination not to be emotionally provoked or unseated by it, with which doctor studies unruly and unreasonable individual.

(2) We must see that our public is educated to realities of Russian situation. I cannot over-emphasize importance of this. Press cannot do this alone. It must be done mainly by Government, which is necessarily more experienced and better informed on practical problems involved. In this we need not be deterred by [ugliness?] of picture. I am convinced that there would be far less hysterical anti-Sovietism in our country today if realities of this situation were better understood by our people. There is nothing as dangerous or as terrifying as the unknown. It may also be argued that to reveal more information on our difficulties with Russia would reflect unfavorably on Russian-American relations. I feel that if there is any real risk here involved, it is one which we should have courage to face, and sooner the better. But I cannot see what we would be risking. Our stake in this country, even coming on heels of tremendous demonstrations of our friendship for Russian people, is remarkably small. We have here no investments to guard, no actual trade to lose, virtually no citizens to protect, few cultural contacts to preserve. Our only stake lies in what we hope rather than what we have; and I am convinced we have better chance of realizing those hopes if our public is enlightened and if our dealings with Russians are placed entirely on realistic and matter-of-fact basis.

(3) Much depends on health and vigor of our own society. World communism is like malignant parasite which feeds only on diseased tissue. This is point at which domestic and foreign policies meets Every courageous and incisive measure to solve internal problems of our own society, to improve self-confidence, discipline, morale and community spirit of our own people, is a diplomatic victory over Moscow worth a thousand diplomatic notes and joint communiqués. If we cannot abandon fatalism and indifference in face of deficiencies of our own society, Moscow will profit--Moscow cannot help profiting by them in its foreign policies.

(4) We must formulate and put forward for other nations a much more positive and constructive picture of sort of world we would like to see than we have put forward in past. It is not enough to urge people to develop political processes similar to our own. Many foreign peoples, in Europe at least, are tired and frightened by experiences of past, and are less interested in abstract freedom than in security. They are seeking guidance rather than responsibilities. We should be better able than Russians to give them this. And unless we do, Russians certainly will. 

(5) Finally we must have courage and self-confidence to cling to our own methods and conceptions of human society. After Al, the greatest danger that can befall us in coping with this problem of Soviet communism, is that we shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we are coping.

KENNAN
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Volume 1, Chapter 5, "Origins of the Insurgency in South Vietnam, 1954-1960"
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1971)



Section 2, pp. 270-82



MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE 1954 GENEVA ACCORDS
Three Agreements on the Cessation of Hostilities for Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia

		Provisions

		Vietnam

		Laos

		Cambodia



		
A. Disengagement, Partition, and Military Regroupment

		

		

		



		Disengagement of combatants, including concentration of forces into provisional assembly areas (and provisional withdrawal of other party's forces from such areas in Vietnam) 

		To be completed 15 days after effective date of cease-fire in each area

Provisional assembly areas for French Union forces; perimeter of Hanoi, perimeter of Haiduong, perimeter of Haiphong

Provisional assembly areas for Vietnam People's Army: Quang Ngai-Binh Dinh perimeter (Central Vietnam), Xuyen-Moc, Ham Tan perimeter (South Vietnam), Plaine des Jones perimeter, and Cape Camau perimeter (both South Vietnam)
[Art. 15]

		To be completed 15
days after effective date
of cease-fire (Aug. 22,
1954) [Art. 11]

Provisional assembly areas: 5 areas for reception Vietnamese People's Volunteer forces; 5 areas for reception French forces, 12 areas, one per province, for reception "fighting units Pathet Lao" [Art. 12]

		No provision



		
Withdrawals of forces, supplies and equipment

		French Union forces to withdraw from provisional assembly areas to regrouping zones south of demarcation line within 300 days (May 19, 1955), according to following schedule:
From Hanoi perimeter-80 days (October 11, 1954)
From Haiduong perimeter-100 days (November 1, 1954)
From Haiphong perimeter-300 days (May 19, 1955

People's Army of Vietnam to withdraw from provisional assembly areas to regrouping zone north of demarcation line within 300 days (May 19, 1955), according to following schedule:
From Xuyen-Moc, Ham Tan-80 days (October 11, 1954)
From Central Vietnam I-80 days (October 11, 1954)
From Plaine des Jones-100 days (November 1, 1954)
From Central Vietnam 11-100 days (November 1, 1954)
From Cape Camau-200 days (February 8, 1955)
From Central Vietnam 111-300 days (May 19, 1955) [Art. 15]

		French forces to withdraw, except from bases at Seno and in MeKong Valley near or downstream from Vientiane, in 120 days (Nov. 20, 1954) [Art. 4, 12] Vietnames People's Volunteers, except those settled in Laos before hostilities (specia1 convention), to withdraw by provinces in 120 days (Nov. 20, 1954 [Art. 4, 13]

		French armed forces and military combatant personnel, combatant formations of all types which have entered Cambodia from other countries or regions, and non-native Cambodians holding supervisory functions in bodies connected with Vietnamese (DRV) activities in Cambodia to withdraw within 90 days (Oct. 21, 1954) [Art. 4]



		Plans for movements into regrouping zones

		To be communicated between the parties within 25 days August 17,
1954) [Art. 11]

		No provision

		No provision



		Provisional military demarcation line

		Vicinity of 17° N latitude from the mouth of the Song Ben Hat (Cua Tung River) and the course of that river (known as the Rao Tkanh in the mountain) to the village of Bo Ho Su, then the parallel of Bo Ho Su to the Laos-Viet-Nam frontier
[Art. 1-4, Annex]

		No provision

		No provision



		Demilitarized zone

		On either side of demarcation line to width of not more than 5 kms. to act as a buffer zone [Art. 1]

		No provision 

		No provision



		Withdraw of all forces, supplies, and equipment from demilitarized zone 

		To be completed within 25 days (August 14, 1954) [Art. 5]

		No provision

		No provision



		Withdrawal for assembly or regrouping through territory of the other party

		Forces of the other party to withdraw provisionally 3 kms. on each side of route of withdrawal [Art. 12]

		No provision

		No provision



		On-the-spot demobilization

		No provision

		Any military personnel of the fighting units of "Pathet Lao," who so wish, may be demobilized on the spot [Art. 14]

		Khmer Resistance Forces to be demobilized on the spot within 30 days (August 22, 19540 [Art. 5]



		Concentration areas

		No provision

		Pending political setllement, fighting units of "Pathet Lao" to move into provinces of Phong Saly and Sam-Neus and to move between these two provinces in defined corridor along Laos-Vietnam border.

Concentration to be completed within 120 days (Nov. 20, 1954) [Art. 14]

		No provision



		B. Civil Regroupment and Administration

		

		

		



		Movement across demarcation line or into demilitarized zones

		Prohibited except by specific permission of the Joint Commission; fully authorized for the Joint Commission, its organs, the International Supervisory Commission and its organs [Art. 6,7,9]

		No provision

		No provision



		Civil administration and relief in demilitarized zones

		Responsibility of the Commanders in Chief of the two parties in their respective zones on either side of the demarcation line [Art. 14]

		No provision

		No provision



		Civil and administrative measures pending general elections

		In each regrouping zone, a) civil administration to be in hands of party whose forces to be regrouped in that zone, b) civil administration in a territory to be transferred to continue in hands of present controlling force until the withdrawing troops have completely left, c) from July 25 through completion of troop regroupment (May 19, 1955) any civilians so desiring may be permitted and helped to move to other zone, d) from July 23 through completion of troop regroupment, any civilians so desiring may be permitted and helped to move to other zone [Art. 14]

		Each party to refrain from any reprisals or discrimination against persons or organizations for their activities during hostilities and to guarantee their democratic freedoms [Art. 15]

		No reprisals to be taken against any nationals or their familieis, each being entitled, without any discrimination, to all constitutional guarantees concerning protection of person and property and democratic freedoms [Art. 5, 6]



		Liberation and repatriation of POW's and civilan internees

		All POW's and civilian internees (latter term covering all persons who have been detained by reason of contributing in any way to the "political and armed struggle" between the parties) held by both sides after the cease-fire in each theater and to be surrendered to appropriate authorities of other party who shall assist them in proceeding to their country of origin, place of habitual residence, or zone of their choice [Art. 21]

		Same as for Vietnam, except that only foreign POW's captured by either party are to be surrendered to appropriate authorities of other party [Art. 16]

		Same as for Vietnam except that no time period is given, and that only foreign POW's captured are to be surrendered to appropriate authorities of other party [Art. 8]



		C. Arms Control

		

		

		



		Introduction of troop reinforcements and additional military personnel, including instructors

		Prohibited from July 23, 1954, except for: rotation of units, admittance of individual personnel on a temporary duty basis, and return to Vietnam of individual personnel from leave or temporary duty abroad, which are allowed under defined and controlled conditions [Art. 16]

		Prohibited after proclamation of cease-fire, but French may leave maximum of 1,500 officers and NCO's to train Laotian National Army [Art. 6]

		Prohibited after date of cease-fire in Vietnam and until final political settlement in Vietnam, except for purpose of "effective defense of its territory" [Art. 7]



		Introduction of all types of arms, munitions, and other war materiels, including aircraft

		Prohibited from July 23, 1954, except for piece-for-piece replacement of war materiel, arms, munitions destroyed, damaged, worn out, or used up after cessation hostilities (exception does not apply to French Union forces north of demarcation during 300 day withdrawal period)

Admission of any materials on excepted basis to be under defined and controlled conditions [Art. 17]

		Prohibited after July 23, except for specified quantities of arms in categories defined as neceesary for defense of Laos [Art. 9]

		Prohibited after date of cease-fire in Vietnam and until final political settlement in Vietnam, except for purpose of "effective defense of its territory" [Art. 7]



		Specified points of entry for excepted personnel and replacement material 

		1) North of Line: Laokay, Langson, Tien-Yen, Haiphong, Vinh, Dong-Hoi, Muong-Sen

2) South of Line: Tourane, Quinhon, Nhatrang, Bangoi, Saigon, Cap St. Jacques, Tranchau [Art. 20]

		Luang-Prabang, Xieng-Khouang, Vientiane, Seno, Pakse, Savannakhet, Tchepone [Art. 10]

		No provision



		Establishment of new military bases in Vietnam and Laos and military bases of foreign powers in Vietnam, Laso, Cambodia

		Prohibited after July 23, 1954 throughout Vietnam [Art. 18, 19] 

		Prohibited after July 23, except for 1) French base at Seno, 2) French base in Mekong Valley, either in Vientiane Province or downstream from Vietiane. Effectives in these two French bases may not exceed 3,500 men. Bases of foreign powers prohibited "so long as its security is not threatened" [Art. 7, 8]

		Military bases of foreign powers prohibited after July 23 "so long as its security is not threatened" [Art. 7]



		Adherence to military alliances

		Prohibited for both sides from July 23, 1954 [Art. 19]

		No provision

		May not join agreements carrying the obligation to enter into military alliance "not in conformity with the principles of the Charter of the UN or with the principles of the agreement on the cessation of hostilities or, so long as its security is not threatened, to establish bases on Cambodian territory for the military forces of foreign powers" [Art. 7]



		Use of zones to resume hostilities or to further aggressive policy 

		Prohibited from July 23, 1954 [Art. 19]

		No provision

		No provision



		D. International Supervision and Control

		

		

		



		Responsibility for ensuring observance and enforcement of terms and provisions of the agreements

		Rests with the French and People's Army Commanders [Art. 22]

		Rests with the parties [Art. 24]

		Rest with the parties {Art. 10]



		International Control Commission

		To be composed of India, Canada, Poland, with India as chairman, and to be set up at time of cessation of hostilities "to ensure control and supervision." Headquarters not given [Art. 29, 34, 36]

		Same as for Vietnam: Headquarters, Vientiane [Art. 25]

		Same as for Vietnam: Headquarters, Phnom-Penh [Art. 12]



		Fixed inspection teams (of International Control Commission)

		At Laokay, Langson, Tien-Yen, Haiphong, Vinh, Dong-Hoi, Muong-Sen, Tourane, Quinhon, Nhatrang, Bangoi, Saigon, Cap St Jacques, Tranchau [Art. 35] 

		At Pakse, Seno, Tchepone, Vientiane, Xieng-Khouang, Phong-Saly, Sophao (Sam-Neua) [Art. 26]

		At Phnom Penh, Kompong-Cham, Kratie, Svay-Rieng, Kampot [Art. 12] 



		Mobile inspection teams (of International Control Commission)

		Zones of action: Regions bordering land and sea frontiers of Vietnam, demarcation lines between regrouping zones, and demilitarized zones [Art. 35]

		Zones of action: Land frontiers of Laos [Art. 26]

		Zones of action: Land and sea frontiers of Cambodia [Art. 12] 



		Joint Commission of the parties

		Established by the parties to facilitate execution of provisions concerning joint actions by the two parties (equal number of representatives of the commands of both parties) [Art. 33]

		Set up to facilitate implementation of the agreement (equal number of representatives of commands of parties concerned [Art. 28]

		Set up to facilitate implementation of the agreement (equal number of representatives of commands of parties concerned [Art. 14]



		Joint Commission teams or groups

		To be set up by Joint Commission and governed by the parties [Art. 32]

		Formed by Joint Commission [Art. 28]

		Formed by Joint Commission [Art. 14]



		International Control Commission recommendations

		1) Adopted by majority, except when dealing with questions concerning violations, threats of violations, or problems which might lead to resumption of hostilities, in which cases unanmity applies; 2) Sent directly to the parties and Joint Commission is notified; 3) Recommendation concerning amendments and additions to provisions of the Agreement may be formulated with unanimous participation [Art. 40, 41]

		1) Adopted by majority, except when dealing with questions concerning violations, threats of violations, or problems which might lead to resumption of hostilities, in which cases unanmity applies; 2) Sent directly to the parties and Joint Commission is notified; 3) Recommendation concerning amendments and additions to provisions of the Agreement may be formulated with unanimous participation [Art. 34, 35]

		1) Adopted by majority, except when dealing with questions concerning violations, threats of violations, or problems which might lead to resumption of hostilities, in which cases unanmity applies; 2) Sent directly to the parties and Joint Commission is notified; 3) Recommendation concerning amendments and additions to provisions of the Agreement may be formulated with unanimous participation [Art. 19, 20]



		Appeal to members of the Geneva Conference

		If one party refuses to put into effect a recommendation of the International Control Commission the parties concerned or the Commission itself shall infrom thee members of the Geneva Conference. If unanimity is not reached by the Commission in cases where it applies, a majority and one or more minority reports shall be submitted. The Commission shall inform members of the conference in all cases where its activity is being hindered. [Art. 43]

		If one party refuses to put into effect a recommendation of the International Control Commission the parties concerned or the Commission itself shall infrom thee members of the Geneva Conference. If unanimity is not reached by the Commission in cases where it applies, a majority and one or more minority reports shall be submitted. The Commission shall inform members of the conference in all cases where its activity is being hindered. [Art. 36]

		If one party refuses to put into effect a recommendation of the International Control Commission the parties concerned or the Commission itself shall infrom thee members of the Geneva Conference. If unanimity is not reached by the Commission in cases where it applies, a majority and one or more minority reports shall be submitted. Te Commission shall inform members of the conference in all cases where its activity is being hindered. [Art. 22]



		E. Procedural Matters

		

		

		



		Parties and signatories to agreements

		For the Commander in Chief of the People's Army of Vietnam, Ta-Quang Buu, Vice-Minister of National Defense of the DRV; For the Commander in Chief of the French Union Forces in Indochina, Brig. Gen. Delteil [Art. 47] 

		For the Commander in Chief of the fighting units of "Pathet Lao" and for the Commander in Chief of the People's Army of Vietnam, Ta-Quang Buu; For the Commander in Chief of the French Union Forces in Indochina, Brig. Gen. Delteil [Art. 41]

		For the Commander of the units of the Khmer Resistance Forces and for the Commander in Chief of the Vietnamese (DRV) military units, Ta-Quang Buu; For the Commander in Chief of the Khmer National armed forces, General Nhiek Tioulong [Art. 33]



		Entry into force of agreements

		Except as provided, 2400 hours, July 22, 1954 (Geneva time) [Art. 47]

		Except as provided, 2400 hours, July 22, 1954 (Geneva time) [Art. 40]

		00 hours, July 23, 1954 (Geneva time) [Art. 33]



		Effective date of cessation of hostilities

		North Vietnam:0800 (local), July 27, 1954
Central Vietnam: 0800 (local), August 1, 1954
Southern Vietnam: 0800 (local), August 11, 1954 [Art. 11]

		0800 (local), August 6, 1954 [Art. 40]

		0800 (local), August 7, 1954 [Art. 2]





MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE 1954 GENEVA ACCORDS

Conference Final Declaration (CFD)
and
Unilateral Declarations (UD) 
(Laos, Cambodia, and France each made two unilateral declarations referring to the CFD)

		Provisions

		Vietnam

		Laos

		Cambodia



		Principles of political settlement

		Respect for "independence, unity, territorial integrity," and enjoyment of "fundamental freedoms guaranteed by democratic institutions established as a reult of free general elections by secret ballot" [CFD Art. 7] 

		All citizens of Laos and Cambodia to be integrated without discrimination into the national community and to be guaranteed enjoyment of rights and freedoms provided by the constitution [UD Laos and Cambodia; CFD Art. 3]

		All citizens of Laos and Cambodia to be integrated without discrimination into the national community and to be guaranteed enjoyment of rights and freedoms provided by the constitution [UD Laos and Cambodia; CFD Art. 3]



		Method of political settlement

		"General elections to be held in July 1956, under supervision of an international commission composed of representatives of the Member States of the International Supervisory Commission referred to in the agreement on cessation of hostilities. Consultations will be held on this subject between the competent, representative authorities of the two zones from 20 July 1955 onwards." [CFD Art. 7]

		All Laotian and Cambodian citizens to participate freely as electors or candidates in general elections by secret ballot; in conformity with the constitution, next general elections to take place in the course of 1955 by secret ballot and in conditions of respect for fundamental freedoms [UD Laos and Cambodia Art. 3]

		All Laotian and Cambodian citizens to participate freely as electors or candidates in general elections by secret ballot; in conformity with the constitution, next general elections to take place in the course of 1955 by secret ballot and in conditions of respect for fundamental freedoms [UD Laos and Cambodia Art. 3]



		Reprisals against persons who have collaborated with one of parties during war, or their families

		Must not be permitted [CFD Art. 9]

		Must not be permitted [CFD Art. 9]

		Must not be permitted [CFD Art. 9]



		Protection of individuals and property

		Provisions of agreements on cessation hostilities must be strictly applied [CFD Art. 8]

		Provisions of agreements on cessation hostilities must be strictly applied [CFD Art. 8]

		Provisions of agreements on cessation hostilities must be strictly applied [CFD Art. 8]



		Free choice of zone of residence

		Everyone must be allowed to decide freely in which zone he wishes to live [CFD Art. 8]

		No provision

		No provision



		Principle of relations with Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia

		The French Government and each memeber of the Geneva Conference undertakes to respect the independence, sovereignty, unity, and territorial integrity of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia and to refrain from any interference in their internal affaris [UD France; CFD Art. 11, 12]

		The French Government and each memeber of the Geneva Conference undertakes to respect the independence, sovereignty, unity, and territorial integrity of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia and to refrain from any interference in their internal affaris [UD France; CFD Art. 11, 12]

		The French Government and each memeber of the Geneva Conference undertakes to respect the independence, sovereignty, unity, and territorial integrity of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia and to refrain from any interference in their internal affaris [UD France; CFD Art. 11, 12]



		Special representation for dissident elements

		No provision

		Government of Laos will promulgate measures to provide for special representation, in the Royal Administration of Phong-Saly and Sam-Neua Provinces during interval between cesation hostilities and general elections, of the interests of Laotian Nationals who did not support royal forces during hostilities [UD Laos]

		No provision



		Introduction of arms and force, adherence to military alliances, or establishment of foreign bases

		Clauses in Agreement on Cessation of Hostitlities Vietnam noted [CFD Art. 4, 5]

		Government of Laos will not join in any agreement with other states if it includes the obligation to participate in a military alliance not in conformity with the principles of the UN Charter or with the principles of the agreement on the cessation of hostilities or, unless its security is threatened, the obligation to establish bases on Laotian territory for military forces of foreign powers [UD Laos; CFD Art. 4, 5]

		"The Royal Government of Cambodia will not join in any agreement with other States, if this agreement carries for Cambodia the obligation to enter a military alliance not in conformity with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, or, as long as its security is not threatened, the obligation to establish bases on Cambodian territory for the military forces of foreign powers" [UD Cambodia; CFD Art. 4, 5]



		Use of territory to further aggression

		Clauses in Agreement on Cessation of Hostilities in Vietnam noted [CFD Art. 5]

		The Government of Laos undertook "never to permit the territory of Laos to be used in furtherance of a policy of aggression." [UD Laos]

		The Government of Cambodia "resolved never to take part in an aggressive policy and never to permit the territory of Cambodia to be utilized in service of such a policy." [UD Cambodia]
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Students for a Democratic Society (SDS)
Port Huron Statement
(June 15, 1962)
Excerpts from the Original Electronic Text at the web site of the Sixties Project.

[image: C:\Users\Jack Todd\Pictures\SDS Port Huron Statement, 1962_files\aqua_thin.gif]

The Port Huron Statement was written in Port Huron, Michigan, at a meeting of Students for a Democratic Society. Tom Hayden, the driving force behind the manifesto, was a student at the University of Michigan and came from a working-class family. The Port Huron Statement reflects the dissatisfaction and disillusionment many young people were feeling in the 1960s. College enrollments were booming in the 1950s and 1960s, and many students objected to the way college administrators attempted to control their personal lives. Others students were beginning to be involved in the civil rights movement and were disappointed that the mainstream liberals were not supporting those efforts. (We refer to the student radicals of the 1960s as the "New Left" to distinguish them from the more mainstream Left of the Democratic party.) 

After 1962 the student movement increasingly focused on opposition to the Vietnam War, though it built on the basic principles outlined in this manifesto. -smv 
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Introduction: Agenda for a Generation

{1} We are people of this generation, bred in at least modest comfort, housed now in universities, looking uncomfortably to the world we inherit. 

{2} When we were kids the United States was the wealthiest and strongest country in the world; the only one with the atom bomb, the least scarred by modern war, an initiator of the United Nations that we thought would distribute Western influence throughout the world. Freedom and equality for each individual, government of, by, and for the people--these American values we found go0d, principles by which we could live as men. Many of us began maturing in complacency. 

{3} As we grew, however, our comfort was penetrated by events too troubling to dismiss. First, the permeating and victimizing fact of human degradation, symbolized by the Southern struggle against racial bigotry, compelled most of us from silence to activism. Second, the enclosing fact of the Cold War, symbolized by the presence of the Bomb, brought awareness that we ourselves, and our friends, and millions of abstract "others" we knew more directly because of our common peril, might die at any time. We might deliberately ignore, or avoid, or fail to feel all other human problems, but not these two, for these were too immediate and crushing in their impact, too challenging in the demand that we as individuals take the responsibility for encounter and resolution. 

{4} While these and other problems either directly oppressed us or rankled our consciences and became our own subjective concerns, we began to see complicated and disturbing paradoxes in our surrounding America. The declaration "all men are created equal..." rang hollow before the facts of Negro life in the South and the big cities of the North. The proclaimed peaceful intentions of the United States contradicted its economic and military investments in the Cold War status quo. 

{5} We witnessed, and continue to witness, other paradoxes. With nuclear energy whole cities can easily be powered, yet the dominant nation-states seem more likely to unleash destruction greater than that incurred in all wars of human history. Although our own technology is destroying old and creating new forms of social organization, men still tolerate meaningless work and idleness. While two-thirds of mankind suffers under nourishment, our own upper classes revel amidst superfluous abundance. Although world population is expected to double in forty years, the nations still tolerate anarchy as a major principle of international conduct and uncontrolled exploitation governs the sapping of the earth's physical resources. Although mankind desperately needs revolutionary leadership, America rests in national stalemate, its goals ambiguous and tradition-bound instead of informed and clear, its democratic system apathetic and manipulated rather than "of, by, and for the people." 

{6} Not only did tarnish appear on our image of American virtue, not only did disillusion occur when the hypocrisy of American ideals was discovered, but we began to sense that what we had originally seen as the American Golden Age was actually the decline of an era. The worldwide outbreak of revolution against colonialism and imperialism, the entrenchment of totalitarian states, the menace of war, overpopulation, international disorder, supertechnology--these trends were testing the tenacity of our own commitment to democracy and freedom and our abilities to visualize their application to a world in upheaval. 

{7} Our work is guided by the sense that we may be the last generation in the experiment with living. But we are a minority--the vast majority of our people regard the temporary equilibriums of our society and world as eternally functional parts. In this is perhaps the outstanding paradox; we ourselves are imbued with urgency, yet the message of our society is that there is no viable alternative to the present. Beneath the reassuring tones of the politicians, beneath the common opinion that America will "muddle through," beneath the stagnation of those who have closed their minds to the future, is the pervading feeling that there simply are no alternatives, that our times have witnessed the exhaustion not only of Utopias, but of any new departures as well. Feeling the press of complexity upon the emptiness of life, people are fearful of the thought that at any moment things might be thrust out of control. They fear change itself, since change might smash whatever invisible framework seems to hold back chaos for them now. For most Americans, all crusades are suspect, threatening. The fact that each individual sees apathy in his fellows perpetuates the common reluctance to organize for change. The dominant institutions are complex enough to blunt the minds of their potential critics, and entrenched enough to swiftly dissipate or entirely repel the energies of protest and reform, thus limiting human expectancies. Then, too, we are a materially improved society, and by our own improvements we seem to have weakened the case for further change. 

{8} Some would have us believe that Americans feel contentment amidst prosperity--but might it not better be called a glaze above deeply felt anxieties about their role in the new world? And if these anxieties produce a developed indifference to human affairs, do they not as well produce a yearning to believe that there is an alternative to the present, that something can be done to change circumstances in the school, the workplaces, the bureaucracies, the government? It is to this latter yearning, at once the spark and engine of change, that we direct our present appeal. The search for truly democratic alternatives to the present, and a commitment to social experimentation with them, is a worthy and fulfilling human enterprise, one which moves us and, we hope, others today. On such a basis do we offer this document of our convictions and analysis: as an effort in understanding and changing the conditions of humanity in the late twentieth century, an effort rooted in the ancient, still unfulfilled conception of man attaining determining influence over his circumstances of life.

Values

{9} Making values explicit--an initial task in establishing alternatives--is an activity that has been devalued and corrupted. The conventional moral terms of the age, the politician moralities--"free world," "people's democracies"--reflect realities poorly, if at all, and seem to function more as ruling myths than as descriptive principles. But neither has our experience in the universities brought us moral enlightenment. Our professors and administrators sacrifice controversy to public relations; their curriculums change more slowly than the living events of the world; their skills and silence are purchased by investors in the arms race; passion is called unscholastic. The questions we might want raised--what is really important? can we live in a different and better way? if we wanted to change society, how would we do it?--are not thought to be questions of a "fruitful, empirical nature," and thus are brushed aside. 

{10} Unlike youth in other countries we are used to moral leadership being exercised and moral dimensions being clarified by our elders. But today, for us, not even the liberal and socialist preachments of the past seem adequate to the forms of the present. Consider the old slogans: Capitalism Cannot Reform Itself, United Front Against Fascism, General Strike, All Out on May Day. Or, more recently, No Cooperation with Commies and Fellow Travelers, Ideologies Are Exhausted, Bipartisanship, No Utopias. These are incomplete, and there are few new prophets. It has been said that our liberal and socialist predecessors were plagued by vision without program, while our own generation is plagued by program without vision. All around us there is astute grasp of method, technique--the committee, the ad hoc group, the lobbyist, the hard and soft sell, the make, the projected image--but, if pressed critically, such expertise is incompetent to explain its implicit ideals. It is highly fashionable to identify oneself by old categories, or by naming a respected political figure, or by explaining "how we would vote" on various issues. 

{11} Theoretic chaos has replaced the idealistic thinking of old--and, unable to reconstitute theoretic order, men have condemned idealism itself. Doubt has replaced hopefulness--and men act out a defeatism that is labeled realistic. The decline of utopia and hope is in fact one of the defining features of social life today. The reasons are various: the dreams of the older left were perverted by Stalinism and never re-created; the congressional stalemate makes men narrow their view of the possible; the specialization of human activity leaves little room for sweeping thought; the horrors of the twentieth century symbolized in the gas ovens and concentration camps and atom bombs, have blasted hopefulness. To be idealistic is to be considered apocalyptic, deluded. To have no serious aspirations, on the contrary, is to be "tough-minded." 

{12} In suggesting social goals and values, therefore, we are aware of entering a sphere of some disrepute. Perhaps matured by the past, we have no formulas, no closed theories--but that does not mean values are beyond discussion and tentative determination. A first task of any social movement is to convince people that the search for orienting theories and the creation of human values is complex but worthwhile. We are aware that to avoid platitudes we must analyze the concrete conditions of social order. But to direct such an analysis we must use the guideposts of basic principles. Our own social values involve conceptions of human beings, human relationships, and social systems. 

{13} We regard men as infinitely precious and possessed of unfulfilled capacities for reason, freedom, and love. In affirming these principles we are aware of countering perhaps the dominant conceptions of man in the twentieth century: that he is a thing to be manipulated, and that he is inherently incapable of directing his own affairs. We oppose the depersonalization that reduces human being to the status of things--if anything, the brutalities of the twentieth century teach that means and ends are intimately related, that vague appeals to "posterity" cannot justify the mutilations of the present. We oppose, too, the doctrine of human incompetence because it rests essentially on the modern fact that men have been "competently" manipulated into incompetence--we see little reason why men cannot meet with increasing the skill the complexities and responsibilities of their situation, if society is organized not for minority, but for majority, participation in decision-making. 

{14} Men have unrealized potential for self-cultivation, self-direction, self-understanding, and creativity. It is this potential that we regard as crucial and to which we appeal, not to the human potentiality for violence, unreason, and submission to authority. The goal of man and society should be human independence: a concern not with image of popularity but with finding a meaning in life that is personally authentic; a quality of mind not compulsively driven by a sense of powerlessness, nor one which unthinkingly adopts status values, nor one which represses all threats to its habits, but one which has full, spontaneous access to present and past experiences, one which easily unites the fragmented parts of personal history, one which openly faces problems which are troubling and unresolved; one with an intuitive awareness of possibilities, an active sense of curiosity, an ability and willingness to learn. 

{15} This kind of independence does not mean egotistic individualism--the object is not to have one's way so much as it is to have a way that is one's own. Nor do we deify man--we merely have faith in his potential. 

{16} Human relationships should involve fraternity and honesty. Human interdependence is contemporary fact; human brotherhood must be willed, however, as a condition of future survival and as the most appropriate form of social relations. Personal links between man and man are needed, especially to go beyond the partial and fragmentary bonds of function that bind men only as worker to worker, employer to employee, teacher to student, American to Russian. 

{17} Loneliness, estrangement, isolation describe the vast distance between man and man today. These dominant tendencies cannot be overcome by better personnel management, nor by improved gadgets, but only when a love of man overcomes the idolatrous worship of things by man. As the individualism we affirm is not egoism, the selflessness we affirm is not self-elimination. On the contrary, we believe in generosity of a kind that imprints one's unique individual qualities in the relation to other men, and to all human activity. Further, to dislike isolation is not to favor the abolition of privacy; the latter differs from isolation in that it occurs or is abolished according to individual will. 

{18} We would replace power rooted in possession, privilege, or circumstance by power and uniqueness rooted in love, reflectiveness, reason, and creativity. As a social system we seek the establishment of a democracy of individual participation, governed by two central aims: that the individual share in those social decisions determining the quality and direction of his life; that society be organized to encourage independence in men and provide the media for their common participation. 

{19} In a participatory democracy, the political life would be based in several root principles:

that decision-making of basic social consequence be carried on by public groupings; 

that politics be seen positively, as the art of collectively creating an acceptable pattern of social relations; 

that politics has the function of bringing people out of isolation and into community, thus being a necessary, though not sufficient, means of finding meaning in personal life; 

that the political order should serve to clarify problems in a way instrumental to their solution; it should provide outlets for the expression of personal grievance and aspiration; opposing views should be organized so as to illuminate choices and facilitate the attainment of goals; channels should be commonly available to relate men to knowledge and to power so that private problems--from bad recreation facilities to personal alienation--are formulated as general issues.

{20} The economic sphere would have as its basis the principles: 

that work should involve incentives worthier than money or survival. It should be educative, not stultifying; creative, not mechanical; self-directed, not manipulated, encouraging independence, a respect for others, a sense of dignity, and a willingness to accept social responsibility, since it is this experience that has crucial influence on habits, perceptions and individual ethics; 

that the economic experience is so personally decisive that the individual must share in its full determination; 

that the economy itself is of such social importance that its major resources and means of production should be open to democratic participation and subject to democratic social regulation.

{21} Like the political and economic ones, major social institutions--cultural, educational, rehabilitative, and others--should be generally organized with the well-being and dignity of man as the essential measure of success. 

{22} In social change or interchange, we find violence to be abhorrent because it requires generally the transformation of the target, be it a human being or a community of people, into a depersonalized object of hate. It is imperative that the means of violence be abolished and the institutions--local, national, international--that encourage non-violence as a condition of conflict be developed. 

{23} These are our central values, in skeletal form. It remains vital to understand their denial or attainment in the context of the modern world. 

*****

1. Any new left in America must be, in large measure, a left with real intellectual skills, committed to deliberativeness, honesty, reflection as working tools. The university permits the political life to be an adjunct to the academic one, and action to be informed by reason. 

2. A new left must be distributed in significant social roles throughout the country. The universities are distributed in such a manner. 

3. A new left must consist of younger people who matured in the postwar world, and partially be directed to the recruitment of younger people. The university is an obvious beginning point. 

4. A new left must include liberals and socialists, the former for their relevance, the latter for their sense of thoroughgoing reforms in the system. The university is a more sensible place than a political party for these two traditions to begin to discuss their differences and look for political synthesis. 

5. A new left must start controversy across the land, if national policies and national apathy are to be reversed. The ideal university is a community of controversy, within itself and in its effects on communities beyond. 

6. A new left must transform modern complexity into issues that can be understood and felt close up by every human being. It must give form to the feelings of helplessness and indifference, so that people may see the political, social, and economic sources of their private troubles, and organize to change society. In a time of supposed prosperity, moral complacency, and political manipulation, a new left cannot rely on only aching stomachs to be the engine force of social reform. The case for change, for alternatives that will involve uncomfortable personal efforts, must be argued as never before. The university is a relevant place for all of these activities. 

{24} But we need not indulge in illusions: the university system cannot complete a movement of ordinary people making demands for a better life. From its schools and colleges across the nation, a militant left might awaken its allies, and by beginning the process towards peace, civil rights, and labor struggles, reinsert theory and idealism where too often reign confusion and political barter. The power of students and faculty united is not only potential; it has shown its actuality in the South, and in the reform movements of the North. 

{25} The bridge to political power, though, will be build through genuine cooperation, locally, nationally, and internationally, between a new left of young people and an awakening community of allies. In each community we must look within the university and act with confidence that we can be powerful, but we must look outwards to the less exotic but more lasting struggles for justice. 

{26} To turn these mythic possibilities into realities will involve national efforts at university reform by an alliance of students and faculty. They must wrest control of the educational process from the administrative bureaucracy. They must make fraternal and functional contact with allies in labor, civil rights, and other liberal forces outside the campus. They must import major public issues into the curriculum--research and teaching on problems of war and peace is an outstanding example. They must make debate and controversy, not dull pedantic cant, the common style for educational life. They must consciously build a base for their assault upon the loci of power. 

{27} As students for a democratic society, we are committed to stimulating this kind of social movement, this kind of vision and program in campus and community across the country. If we appear to seek the unattainable, as it has been said, then let it be known that we do so to avoid the unimaginable. 
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		QUESTION



		Did the attitudes and policies of the United States government regarding the war in Viet Nam (1965-1975) reflect the attitudes of the American people during the time of the war? Why or why not? Include present-day opinions and facts about the war in assessing this question as well as the documents.







		DOCUMENT A
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		DOCUMENT B



		“Prior to the defeat in Vietnam, most Americans had been content to think of themselves as honorable people, unerringly drawn to the side of what was true and noble and right, not the kind of people to push women and children away from the last helicopter out of town. If the war proved them wrong in this judgment, it was because the war was never honestly declared and because, at the end of it, nobody, certainly none of its official sponsors, could say why 58,000 American soldiers were dead and another 300,000 wounded. What could be said was that America had lost not only a war but also the belief in its virtue.”



		Source: Lewis H. Lapham, Harper's Magazine, May, 1989.







		DOCUMENT C
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		Source: Political cartoon, 1971.



		







		DOCUMENT D



		“I want to say that these advocates of retreat, defeat, surrender, and national dishonor have not been doing the country any good when they went before a television network suggesting that this Nation was not committed to fighting aggression in this area. The Senate voted for the resolution in 1965, and Senators voted that this country would help that country resist aggression, and specifically authorized the President to take whatever steps he felt necessary to resist further aggression. We are committed. We have more than 200,000 men there. We have at stake our national honor. We are committed to resisting Communist aggression. That is what this is all about.”



		Source: Russell Long, Congressional Record, February 16, 1966.







		DOCUMENT E



		“Our waging the war, not our losing of it, disgraced us in men’s eyes. . . . Our national effort was squalid in concept and execution. We tried to bend an ancient and civilized people to our will, and we failed, but not before we used our overwhelming power and technology to the full. We cratered vast stretches of Vietnam with our bombs. We destroyed villages without number and herded their inhabitants into stockades. We poisoned the wells, the forests and the farms with Agent Orange. We bulldozed millions of acres of forest and jungle. All in all we killed over two million of them, mostly civilians. We napalmed women and children. Many of our soldiers disintegrated and did terrible things which haunt them today."



		Source: Charles Owen Rice, The Catholic Bulletin, January 13, 1982.







		DOCUMENT F



		"In this, as in most of the reproaches with which our children shower us, there is of course an element of justification. There is a point somewhere along the way in most of our adult lives, when enthusiasms flag, when idealism becomes tempered, when responsibility to others, and even affection for others, compels greater attention to the mundane demands of private life. There is a point when we are even impelled to place the needs of children ahead of the dictates of deviant idealism, and to devote ourselves, pusillanimously, if you will, to the support and rearing of these same children, precisely in order that at some future date they may have the privilege of turning upon us and despising us for the materialistic faintheartedness that made their maturity possible. This, no doubt, is the nature of the compromise that millions of us make with the imperfections of government and society in our time. Many of us could wish that it might have been otherwise, that the idealistic pursuit of public causes might have remained our elusive dedication down into later life. . . .”



		Source: George F. Kennan, speech at Swarthmore College on Dec. 11, 1967.







		DOCUMENT G



				Feelings about U. S. Involvement in Vietnam by Veteran Status



		

		Supported

		Confused

		Opposed

		N



		Vietnam Veteran: 

		46

		10

		45

		(227)



		Vietnam Era Veteran: 

		32

		19

		49

		(260)



		Non-Veteran: 

		19

		14

		67

		(472)









		Source: Ellen Frey-Wouters and Robert S. Laufer, Legacy of a War. Reprinted by permission of 
M.E. Sharpe, Inc., Armonk, New York, 10504.







		DOCUMENT H



		“It is time we recognized that ours was, in truth, a noble cause. A small country newly free from colonial rule sought our help in establishing self-rule and the means of self-defense against a totalitarian neighbor bent on conquest. We dishonor the memory of 50,000 young Americans who died in that cause when we give way to feelings of guilt as if we were doing something shameful, and we have been shabby in our treatment of those who returned. They fought as well and as bravely as any Americans have ever fought in any war. They deserve our gratitude, our respect and our continuing concern.”



		Source: Ronald Reagan in a 1980 speech.







		DOCUMENT I



		"No responsible world leader suggests that we should withdraw our support from Vietnam. To do so would unhinge a vast and vital area, thereby committing to Communist domination its resources and its people. This we cannot do. Therefore, we need the dedication and the courage to face some hard and unpleasant facts. We are at war in Vietnam and we must have the will to win that war. . . 

This nation must back up its resolve with whatever manpower, equipment, and weaponry it may take, first to stem the Communist advance in Laos and Vietnam, and then to help these countries, along with their neighbors in Thailand, to create conditions of stability and freedom in Southeast Asia. The security of all Asia hinges on this crucial battle.”



		Source: Barry Goldwater, Where I Stand, 1964.
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		DOCUMENT J



		“The assertion that the Vietnam War was an immoral war was heard more and more often as the years dragged on. This said less about the war than about the construction that critics were putting on the idea of morality. Like all wars, Vietnam was brutal, ugly, dangerous, painful, and sometimes inhumane. This was driven home to those who stayed home perhaps more forcefully than ever before because the war lasted so long and because they saw so much of it on television in living, and dying, color. Many who were seeing war for the first time were so shocked at what they saw that they said this war was immoral when they really meant that all war was terrible. They were right in saying that peace was better than war. But they were wrong in failing to ask themselves whether what was happening in Vietnam was substantively different from what had happened in other wars. Their horror at the fact of war prevented them from considering whether the facts of the war in Vietnam added up to a cause that was worth fighting for. Instead, many of these naive:, well-meaning, instinctual opponents of the war raised their voices in protest."



		Source: Richard Nixon, No More Viet Nams, 1985.







		DOCUMENT K



		“The debate over Vietnam has changed surprisingly little from the early '70s. Great division still exists over whether we should have been involved in that war. A majority of Americans remains sharply critical of the way the war was conducted. The Washington Post and ABC News asked a national sample of adults whether, in hindsight, the United States should have avoided sending troops to Vietnam, or should have sent troops but "gone all out to win the war." About half-54 percent-said the United States should not have sent troops. Another 36 percent said the United States was right to have entered the war and should have 'gone all out to win'. The rest were undecided."



		Source: The Washington Post National Weekly Edition, April 29-May 6, 1990.







		DOCUMENT L



		“The President, in his April 16, 1953, address, and I myself in an address of Sept. 2, 1953, made clear that the United States would take a grave view of any future overt military Chinese Communist aggression in relation to the Pacific or Southeast Asia area. Such an aggression would threaten island and peninsular positions which secure the United States and its allies. If such overt military aggression occurred, that would be a deliberate threat to the United States itself. The United States would, of course, invoke the processes of the United Nations and consult with its allies. But we could not escape ultimate responsibility for decisions closely touching our own security and self-defense.”



		Source: John Foster Dulles, speech, June 11, 1954.







		DOCUMENT M



		"The reason for the loss of public support for the Vietnam War was that the United States never had a very convincing case for intervention in the first place; and whatever moral and strategic reasons it did have for intervention were far outweighed by the costs of the war. So it is a gross over-simplification to say that American public opinion turned against the Vietnam War simply because they could watch it, unlike earlier wars, on television. Public opinion turned against the war because the costs of the war were in plain sight while the benefits to be gained by continuing the war were quite elusive."



		Source: Ernest Evans, Wars Without Splendor, 1987.







		DOCUMENT N



		“Nor has the Rolling Thunder program of bombing the North either significantly affected infiltration or cracked the morale of Hanoi. There is agreement in the intelligence community on these facts. . . . In essence, we find ourselves . . . . no better, and if anything, worse off. This important war must be fought and won by the Vietnamese themselves. We have known this from the beginning. But the discouraging truth is that, as was the case in 1961 and 1963 and 1965, we have not found the formula, the catalyst, for training and inspiring them into effective action."



		Source: Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, Report to President Lyndon Johnson, 1966.







		DOCUMENT O



		"Dear Mom, . . . 

	Yesterday I witnessed something that would make any American realize why we are in this war. At least it did me. I was on daylight patrol. We were on a hill overlooking a bridge that was out of our sector. I saw a platoon of Vietcong stopping traffic from going over the bridge. They were beating women and children over the head with rifles, clubs, and fists. They even shot one woman and her child. They were taking rice, coconuts, fish, and other assorted foods from these people. The ones that didn't give they either beat or shot. . . . Those slobs have to be stopped, even if it takes every last believer in a democracy and a free way of life to do it. I know after seeing their brave tactics I'm going to try my best. So please don't knock [President] Johnson's policy in Vietnam. There is a good reason for it. I'm not too sure what it is myself, but I'm beginning to realize, especially after yesterday. . . . 

	How are the people taking to the war in Portland? I've read too much . . . . about the way some of those cowardly students are acting on campuses. They sure don't show me much as far as being American citizens. 

	. . . . A few weeks ago, I had the chance to talk with some Marines . What they had to say would have had an impact on the people back home. . . . From what they said, the Vietcong aren't the only ruthless ones. We have to be, too. Have to. You'd be surprised to know that a guy you went to school with is right now shooting a nine-year-old girl and her mother. He did it because if they got the chance they would kill him. Or throwing a Vietcong out of a helicopter because he wouldn't talk.

	One guy (who had broke down and cried) said that his one desire is to get enough leave to go home and kick three of those demonstrators in a well-suited place and bring him back. I tell you, it's horrible to read a paper and see our own people aren't backing you up."



		Source: Excepts from several letters Glenn Munson, ed., Letters from Viet Nam (New York: Parallax Publishing Co., 1966), pp. 104, 118.







		DOCUMENT P
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President Lyndon B. Johnson's Address to the Nation 

Announcing Steps To Limit the War in Vietnam and 

Reporting His Decision Not To Seek Reelection 

March 31, 1968 

Good evening, my fellow Americans:

Tonight I want to speak to you of peace in Vietnam and Southeast Asia.

No other question so preoccupies our people. No other dream so absorbs the 250 million human beings who live in that part of the world. No other goal motivates American policy in Southeast Asia.

For years, representatives of our Government and others have traveled the world--seeking to find a basis for peace talks.

Since last September, they have carried the offer that I made public at San Antonio. That offer was this:

That the United States would stop its bombardment of North Vietnam when that would lead promptly to productive discussions--and that we would assume that North Vietnam would not take military advantage of our restraint.

Hanoi denounced this offer, both privately and publicly. Even while the search for peace was going on, North Vietnam rushed their preparations for a savage assault on the people, the government, and the allies of South Vietnam.

Their attack--during the Tet holidays--failed to achieve its principal objectives.

It did not collapse the elected government of South Vietnam or shatter its army--as the Communists had hoped.

It did not produce a "general uprising" among the people of the cities as they had predicted.

The Communists were unable to maintain control of any of the more than 30 cities that they attacked. And they took very heavy casualties.

But they did compel the South Vietnamese and their allies to move certain forces from the countryside into the cities.

They caused widespread disruption and suffering. Their attacks, and the battles that followed, made refugees of half a million human beings.

The Communists may renew their attack any day.

They are, it appears, trying to make 1968 the year of decision in South Vietnam--the year that brings, if not final victory or defeat, at least a turning point in the struggle.

This much is clear:

If they do mount another round of heavy attacks, they will not succeed in destroying the fighting power of South Vietnam and its allies.

But tragically, this is also clear: Many men--on both sides of the struggle--will be lost. A nation that has already suffered 20 years of warfare will suffer once again. Armies on both sides will take new casualties. And the war will go on.

There is no need for this to be so.

There is no need to delay the talks that could bring an end to this long and this bloody war.

Tonight, I renew the offer I made last August--to stop the bombardment of North Vietnam. We ask that talks begin promptly, that they be serious talks on the substance of peace. We assume that during those talks Hanoi will not take advantage of our restraint.

We are prepared to move immediately toward peace through negotiations.

So, tonight, in the hope that this action will lead to early talks, I am taking the first step to deescalate the conflict. We are reducing--substantially reducing--the present level of hostilities.

And we are doing so unilaterally, and at once.

Tonight, I have ordered our aircraft and our naval vessels to make no attacks on North Vietnam, except in the area north of the demilitarized zone where the continuing enemy buildup directly threatens allied forward positions and where the movements of their troops and supplies are clearly related to that threat.

The area in which we are stopping our attacks includes almost 90 percent of North Vietnam's population, and most of its territory. Thus there will be no attacks around the principal populated areas, or in the food-producing areas of North Vietnam.

Even this very limited bombing of the North could come to an early end--if our restraint is matched by restraint in Hanoi. But I cannot in good conscience stop all bombing so long as to do so would immediately and directly endanger the lives of our men and our allies. Whether a complete bombing halt becomes possible in the future will be determined by events.

Our purpose in this action is to bring about a reduction in the level of violence that now exists.

It is to save the lives of brave men--and to save the lives of innocent women and children. It is to permit the contending forces to move closer to a political settlement.

And tonight, I call upon the United Kingdom and I call upon the Soviet Union--as cochairmen of the Geneva Conferences, and as permanent members of the United Nations Security Council--to do all they can to move from the unilateral act of deescalation that I have just announced toward genuine peace in Southeast Asia.

Now, as in the past, the United States is ready to send its representatives to any forum, at any time, to discuss the means of bringing this ugly war to an end.

I am designating one of our most distinguished Americans, Ambassador Averell Harriman, as my personal representative for such talks. In addition, I have asked Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson, who returned from Moscow for consultation, to be available to join Ambassador Harriman at Geneva or any other suitable place--just as soon as Hanoi agrees to a conference.

I call upon President Ho Chi Minh to respond positively, and favorably, to this new step toward peace.

But if peace does not come now through negotiations, it will come when Hanoi understands that our common resolve is unshakable, and our common strength is invincible.

Tonight, we and the other allied nations are contributing 600,000 fighting men to assist 700,000 South Vietnamese troops in defending their little country.

Our presence there has always rested on this basic belief: The main burden of preserving their freedom must be carried out by them--by the South Vietnamese themselves.

We and our allies can only help to provide a shield behind which the people of South Vietnam can survive and can grow and develop. On their efforts--on their determination and resourcefulness--the outcome will ultimately depend.

That small, beleaguered nation has suffered terrible punishment for more than 20 years.

I pay tribute once again tonight to the great courage and endurance of its people. South Vietnam supports armed forces tonight of almost 700,000 men--and I call your attention to the fact that this is the equivalent of more than 10 million in our own population. Its people maintain their firm determination to be free of domination by the North.

There has been substantial progress, I think, in building a durable government during these last 3 years. The South Vietnam of 1965 could not have survived the enemy's Tet offensive of 1968. The elected government of South Vietnam survived that attack--and is rapidly repairing the devastation that it wrought.

The South Vietnamese know that further efforts are going to be required:

· --to expand their own armed forces, 

· --to move back into the countryside as quickly as possible, 

· --to increase their taxes, 

· --to select the very best men that they have for civil and military responsibility, 

· --to achieve a new unity within their constitutional government, and 

· --to include in the national effort all those groups who wish to preserve South Vietnam's control over its own destiny.

Last week President Thieu ordered the mobilization of 135,000 additional South Vietnamese. He plans to reach--as soon as possible--a total military strength of more than 800,000 men.

To achieve this, the Government of South Vietnam started the drafting of 19-year-olds on March 1st. On May 1st, the Government will begin the drafting of 18-year-olds.

Last month, 10,000 men volunteered for military service--that was two and a half times the number of volunteers during the same month last year. Since the middle of January, more than 48,000 South Vietnamese have joined the armed forces--and nearly half of them volunteered to do so.

All men in the South Vietnamese armed forces have had their tours of duty extended for the duration of the war, and reserves are now being called up for immediate active duty.

President Thieu told his people last week:

"We must make greater efforts and accept more sacrifices because, as I have said many times, this is our country. The existence of our nation is at stake, and this is mainly a Vietnamese responsibility."

He warned his people that a major national effort is required to root out corruption and incompetence at all levels of government.

We applaud this evidence of determination on the part of South Vietnam. Our first priority will be to support their effort.

We shall accelerate the reequipment of South Vietnam's armed forces--in order to meet the enemy's increased firepower. This will enable them progressively to undertake a larger share of combat operations against the Communist invaders.

On many occasions I have told the American people that we would send to Vietnam those forces that are required to accomplish our mission there. So, with that as our guide, we have previously authorized a force level of approximately 525,000.

Some weeks ago--to help meet the enemy's new offensive--we sent to Vietnam about 11,000 additional Marine and airborne troops. They were deployed by air in 48 hours, on an emergency basis. But the artillery, tank, aircraft, medical, and other units that were needed to work with and to support these infantry troops in combat could not then accompany them by air on that short notice.

In order that these forces may reach maximum combat effectiveness, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended to me that we should prepare to send--during the next 5 months--support troops totaling approximately 13,500 men.

A portion of these men will be made available from our active forces. The balance will come from reserve component units which will be called up for service.

The actions that we have taken since the beginning of the year:

· --to reequip the South Vietnamese forces, 

· --to meet our responsibilities in Korea, as well as our responsibilities in Vietnam, 

· --to meet price increases and the cost of activating and deploying reserve forces, 

· --to replace helicopters and provide the other military supplies we need, all of these actions are going to require additional expenditures.

The tentative estimate of those additional expenditures is $2.5 billion in this fiscal year, and $2.6 billion in the next fiscal year.

These projected increases in expenditures for our national security will bring into sharper focus the Nation's need for immediate action: action to protect the prosperity of the American people and to protect the strength and the stability of our American dollar.

On many occasions I have pointed out that, without a tax bill or decreased expenditures, next year's deficit would again be around $20 billion. I have emphasized the need to set strict priorities in our spending. I have stressed that failure to act and to act promptly and decisively would raise very strong doubts throughout the world about America's willingness to keep its financial house in order.

Yet Congress has not acted. And tonight we face the sharpest financial threat in the postwar era--a threat to the dollar's role as the keystone of international trade and finance in the world.

Last week, at the monetary conference in Stockholm, the major industrial countries decided to take a big step toward creating a new international monetary asset that will strengthen the international monetary system. I am very proud of the very able work done by Secretary Fowler and Chairman Martin of the Federal Reserve Board.

But to make this system work the United States just must bring its balance of payments to--or very close to--equilibrium. We must have a responsible fiscal policy in this country. The passage of a tax bill now, together with expenditure control that the Congress may desire and dictate, is absolutely necessary to protect this Nation's security, to continue our prosperity, and to meet the needs of our people.

What is at stake is 7 years of unparalleled prosperity. In those 7 years, the real income of the average American, after taxes, rose by almost 30 percent--a gain as large as that of the entire preceding 19 years.

So the steps that we must take to convince the world are exactly the steps we must take to sustain our own economic strength here at home. In the past 8 months, prices and interest rates have risen because of our inaction.

We must, therefore, now do everything we can to move from debate to action--from talking to voting. There is, I believe--I hope there is--in both Houses of the Congress--a growing sense of urgency that this situation just must be acted upon and must be corrected.

My budget in January was, we thought, a tight one. It fully reflected our evaluation of most of the demanding needs of this Nation.

But in these budgetary matters, the President does not decide alone. The Congress has the power and the duty to determine appropriations and taxes.

The Congress is now considering our proposals and they are considering reductions in the budget that we submitted.

As part of a program of fiscal restraint that includes the tax surcharge, I shall approve appropriate reductions in the January budget when and if Congress so decides that that should be done.

One thing is unmistakably clear, however: Our deficit just must be reduced. Failure to act could bring on conditions that would strike hardest at those people that all of us are trying so hard to help.

These times call for prudence in this land of plenty. I believe that we have the character to provide it, and tonight I plead with the Congress and with the people to act promptly to serve the national interest, and thereby serve all of our people.

Now let me give you my estimate of the chances for peace:

· --the peace that will one day stop the bloodshed in South Vietnam, 

· --that will permit all the Vietnamese people to rebuild and develop their land, 

· --that will permit us to turn more fully to our own tasks here at home.

I cannot promise that the initiative that I have announced tonight will be completely successful in achieving peace any more than the 30 others that we have undertaken and agreed to in recent years.

But it is our fervent hope that North Vietnam, after years of fighting that have left the issue unresolved, will now cease its efforts to achieve a military victory and will join with us in moving toward the peace table.

And there may come a time when South Vietnamese--on both sides--are able to work out a way to settle their own differences by free political choice rather than by war.

As Hanoi considers its course, it should be in no doubt of our intentions. It must not miscalculate the pressures within our democracy in this election year.

We have no intention of widening this war.

But the United States will never accept a fake solution to this long and arduous struggle and call it peace.

No one can foretell the precise terms of an eventual settlement.

Our objective in South Vietnam has never been the annihilation of the enemy. It has been to bring about a recognition in Hanoi that its objective--taking over the South by force--could not be achieved.

We think that peace can be based on the Geneva Accords of 1954--under political conditions that permit the South Vietnamese--all the South Vietnamese--to chart their course free of any outside domination or interference, from us or from anyone else.

So tonight I reaffirm the pledge that we made at Manila--that we are prepared to withdraw our forces from South Vietnam as the other side withdraws its forces to the north, stops the infiltration, and the level of violence thus subsides.

Our goal of peace and self-determination in Vietnam is directly related to the future of all of Southeast Asia--where much has happened to inspire confidence during the past 10 years. We have done all that we knew how to do to contribute and to help build that confidence.

A number of its nations have shown what can be accomplished under conditions of security. Since 1966, Indonesia, the fifth largest nation in all the world, with a population of more than 100 million people, has had a government that is dedicated to peace with its neighbors and improved conditions for its own people. Political and economic cooperation between nations has grown rapidly.

I think every American can take a great deal of pride in the role that we have played in bringing this about in Southeast Asia. We can rightly judge--as responsible Southeast Asians themselves do--that the progress of the past 3 years would have been far less likely--if not completely impossible--if America's sons and others had not made their stand in Vietnam.

At Johns Hopkins University, about 3 years ago, I announced that the United States would take part in the great work of developing Southeast Asia, including the Mekong Valley, for all the people of that region. Our determination to help build a better land--a better land for men on both sides of the present conflict--has not diminished in the least. Indeed, the ravages of war, I think, have made it more urgent than ever.

So, I repeat on behalf of the United States again tonight what I said at Johns Hopkins--that North Vietnam could take its place in this common effort just as soon as peace comes.

Over time, a wider framework of peace and security in Southeast Asia may become possible. The new cooperation of the nations of the area could be a foundation-stone. Certainly friendship with the nations of such a Southeast Asia is what the United States seeks--and that is all that the United States seeks.

One day, my fellow citizens, there will be peace in Southeast Asia.

It will come because the people of Southeast Asia want it--those whose armies are at war tonight, and those who, though threatened, have thus far been spared.

Peace will come because Asians were willing to work for it--andto sacrifice for it--and to die by the thousands for it.

But let it never be forgotten: Peace will come also because America sent her sons to help secure it.

It has not been easy--far from it. During the past 4½ years, it has been my fate and my responsibility to be Commander in Chief. I have lived---daily and nightly--with the cost of this war. I know the pain that it has inflicted. I know, perhaps better than anyone, the misgivings that it has aroused.

Throughout this entire, long period, I have been sustained by a single principle: that what we are doing now, in Vietnam, is vital not only to the security of Southeast Asia, but it is vital to the security of every American.

Surely we have treaties which we must respect. Surely we have commitments that we are going to keep. Resolutions of the Congress testify to the need to resist aggression in the world and in Southeast Asia.

But the heart of our involvement in South Vietnam--under three different presidents, three separate administrations--has always been America's own security.

And the larger purpose of our involvement has always been to help the nations of Southeast Asia become independent and stand alone, self-sustaining, as members of a great world community--at peace with themselves, and at peace with all others.

With such an Asia, our country--and the world--will be far more secure than it is tonight.

I believe that a peaceful Asia is far nearer to reality because of what America has done in Vietnam. I believe that the men who endure the dangers of battle--fighting there for us tonight--are helping the entire world avoid far greater conflicts, far wider wars, far more destruction, than this one.

The peace that will bring them home someday will come. Tonight I have offered the first in what I hope will be a series of mutual moves toward peace.

I pray that it will not be rejected by the leaders of North Vietnam. I pray that they will accept it as a means by which the sacrifices of their own people may be ended. And I ask your help and your support, my fellow citizens, for this effort to reach across the battlefield toward an early peace.

Finally, my fellow Americans, let me say this:

Of those to whom much is given, much is asked. I cannot say and no man could say that no more will be asked of us.

Yet, I believe that now, no less than when the decade began, this generation of Americans is willing to "pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure the survival and the success of liberty."

Since those words were spoken by John F. Kennedy, the people of America have kept that compact with mankind's noblest cause.

And we shall continue to keep it.

Yet, I believe that we must always be mindful of this one thing, whatever the trials and the tests ahead. The ultimate strength of our country and our cause will lie not in powerful weapons or infinite resources or boundless wealth, but will lie in the unity of our people.

This I believe very deeply.

Throughout my entire public career I have followed the personal philosophy that I am a free man, an American, a public servant, and a member of my party, in that order always and only.

For 37 years in the service of our Nation, first as a Congressman, as a Senator, and as Vice President, and now as your President, I have put the unity of the people first. I have put it ahead of any divisive partisanship.

And in these times as in times before, it is true that a house divided against itself by the spirit of faction, of party, of region, of religion, of race, is a house that cannot stand.

There is division in the American house now. There is divisiveness among us all tonight. And holding the trust that is mine, as President of all the people, I cannot disregard the peril to the progress of the American people and the hope and the prospect of peace for all peoples.

So, I would ask all Americans, whatever their personal interests or concern, to guard against divisiveness and all its ugly consequences.

Fifty-two months and 10 days ago, in a moment of tragedy and trauma, the duties of this office fell upon me. I asked then for your help and God's, that we might continue America on its course, binding up our wounds, healing our history, moving forward in new unity, to clear the American agenda and to keep the American commitment for all of our people.

United we have kept that commitment. United we have enlarged that commitment.

Through all time to come, I think America will be a stronger nation, a more just society, and a land of greater opportunity and fulfillment because of what we have all done together in these years of unparalleled achievement.

Our reward will come in the life of freedom, peace, and hope that our children will enjoy through ages ahead.

What we won when all of our people united just must not now be lost in suspicion, distrust, selfishness, and politics among any of our people.

Believing this as I do, I have concluded that I should not permit the Presidency to become involved in the partisan divisions that are developing in this political year.

With America's sons in the fields far away, with America'sfuture under challenge right here at home, with our hopes and the world's hopes for peace in the balance every day, I do not believe that I should devote an hour or a day of my time to any personal partisan causes or to any duties other than the awesome duties of this office--the Presidency of your country.

Accordingly, I shall not seek, and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as your President.

But let men everywhere know, however, that a strong, a confident, and a vigilant America stands ready tonight to seek an honorable peace--and stands ready tonight to defend an honored cause--whatever the price, whatever the burden, whatever the sacrifice that duty may require.

Thank you for listening.

Good night and God bless all of you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 9 p.m. in his office at the White House. The address was broadcast nationally.

Source: Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1968-69. Volume I, entry 170, pp. 469-476. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1970.
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The Domino Theory and the Vietnam War





Vietnam

French Indo-China







Focus on Partition Line 1954 splitting Vietnam, and the Ho Chi Minh Trail into Laos and Cambodia.
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Background to War

World War I – the peace conference-Colonialism

Woodrow Wilson – end colonialism?

Ho Chi Minh – Vietnamese look for help to end French rule. ICP formed.

Struggles for Freedom in French Indo-China against the Japanese during WWII. Viet Minh is formed under Ho’s leadership.

First Indochina War 1945-54 







Ho Chi Minh
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America gets Involved

French move back in when WWII ends.

Viet Minh demand independence and land.

U. S. begins to supply French “allies” with military equipment and intelligence support.

OSS officers worked with Viet Minh during WWII

Ho and other leaders like Giap told that US would support them after war

France demanded US support in Vietnam if they were to support us in Europe against the Soviets.













Rolling hills of North Vietnam near Dien Bien Phu.
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Direct American Involvement

Dien Bien Phu – 1954

French  defeated in Indochina.

Political efforts to stop “loss” of Vietnam

Geneva Accords – split of Vietnam into a North and a South along the 17th parallel.

Containment – Vietnam becomes part of the world wide effort to contain the spread of Communism after World War II.







Review NSC68 primary documents. French Mobile 100 and Paratroops receiving supplies via parachute around Dien Bien Phu 1954.
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Containment

George Kennan and his Long Telegram.

Policy of Containment – the spread of communism outside a “buffer zone” around the Soviet Union, even if it happened via democratic elections was unacceptable and a threat to U. S. national security.

Truman Doctrine – help any country threatened by communism.

Marshall Plan – rebuild Europe 

Efforts to stop the spread of communist governments in Europe and the rest of the world. http://www.historyguide.org/europe/kennan.html







Read portions of Kennan Long Telegram to State Department. George Kennan – Ambassador and Government official/Professor of International Relations and History - Princeton
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Domino Theory

1949 – Communist Chinese moving to control China against Nationalist.

1950 – Korea, attack on the South by North and then aided by Comm. Chinese “volunteer’s”.

1954 – Vietnam taken from French.

April 7, 1954 – President Eisenhower is the first to refer to the domino’s of Asia falling to the Communist. French Indo-China has become independent countries of North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos. The U. S. can’t let another fall to communism.

Heavy political pressure in the United States.







Domino’s Falling
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Second Indochina War 1954-1975

Military vs. Civilian opinions in the United States. “Pouring money down a rat hole.” General Hoyt Vandenberg – Air Force Chief of Staff.

Civilian’s only see Vietnam as part of the Cold War.

Europe more important than Asia, policy was to support French ally.

Loss of China and war in Korea made defense of Vietnam imperative.





U. S. in Vietnam

U. S. military commanders have dim view of prospects in Vietnam due to popularity of Ho Chi Minh and his nationalist.

Chief of Staff General Matt Ridgeway explained:

No vital American interest in Vietnam.

American forces not organized to fight guerrilla warfare in the jungles.

Vietnam would be a costly war.

Vietnam did not have the logistical capacity to fight a mechanized war.

Casualties would be over 25,000 per month.







Generals Ridgeway and Gavin (Commanders of 18th Airborne Corp)
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U. S. in Vietnam

Geneva Accords split country at 17th parallel. Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRVN) in the North.

Election in 1956 would decide the fate of the nation.

United States actions:

Established the nation of The Republic of Vietnam (RVN) in the south.

Create a regional anti-communist body, ‘SEATO’ to fight communism in Southeast Asia.

Cancelled elections in 1956.

Established Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) to help train the RVN army to defeat the DRVN.





Read portions of Geneva Accords - 1954
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U. S. in Vietnam

Ngo Dinh Diem appointed Prime Minister of RVN. It became a family government with his brother, sister in law (Madame Nhu), father in law and other family members running the government.

It became a capitol offence to be a ‘communist’.

Diem refused to grant land to peasants and moved to take control of more land himself.

Military advisors, about 200, sent to RVN.

Money and assets begin to flow to RVN - $350M in 1955. 







Ngo Dinh Diem meets President Eisenhower 1955.
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U. S. in Vietnam

1960 – Viet Cong formed in the South, begins to take action against Diem regime.

IKE warns about the military-industrial complex.

JFK becomes President, “pay any price, we will bare any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe, to assure the survival and success of liberty.” As a Senator, Kennedy had strongly support Diem and Vietnam as “the cornerstone of the free world in Asia.” He would not abandon the RVN.







Viet Cong in Chu Chi Tunnel
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U. S. in Vietnam

JFK takes charge:

He was the driving force behind the intervention in Vietnam.

After Laos, the Bay of Pigs, and Soviet Unions call for wars of liberation; Vietnam became crucial to America’s and his credibility.







JFK news conference, March 22, 1961.
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Vietnam 1962

ARVN troops not doing well in training or against VC (Viet Cong)

Advisors raised from 800 in 1961 to 11,000 by the end of 1962.

Helicopters, fixed wing aircraft, tanks, napalm, navy destroyers sent to Vietnam.







Napalm attack, near Tong Be, SVN
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Vietnam 1962

Air Operations -









UH1 Huey – workhorse and mobility in Vietnam
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Vietnam 1963

Ap Bac – ARVN defeated even with 4 to 1 superiority by VC. (3 Americans KIA and 5 helicopters shot down – first loses in combat of U. S. troops in full scale action.)

Quang Duc – Buddhist protest against Diem government.







Buddhist protest against Diem regime.
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Vietnam 1963

Madame Nhu calls the immolation a “Buddhist barbecue” and offers to supply the gasoline for the next one.

Diem removed in Coup. No longer could the U. S. government back this unpopular despot.

Between November 1963 and February 1965 over 12 governments were formed.

By November 22, 1963 over 16,000 advisors were in country and billions of dollars had been spent. JFK never said he was pulling out of Vietnam.









Madame Nhu
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Vietnam 1964

A new President takes over the war.









Presidents and their advisors. DOD Secretary McNamara and General Taylor.
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Vietnam 1964

Echo’s – Truman had ‘lost’ China and the McCarthy era had begun…LBJ was not going to lose Vietnam.

August 1964 – USS Maddox and C. Turner Joy in the Gulf of Tonkin. Did it really happen?

TONKIN GULF RESOLUTION – gave the President the authority to “take all necessary measures” to defend the RVN.

House of Representative: 416-0

Senate: 88-2







Read portions of Tonkin Gulf Resolution – emphasis on blank check given the President. Vietnamese says these are torpedo tubes that launched the attack.
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Vietnam 1965

ARVN failing to protect country, desertion rates very high.

VC control 40% of country.

February – Pleiku; VC mortared U. S. base, kill 9 and wound 109 Americans.

President orders:

Operation Rolling Thunder – the most massive air campaign in history. But, what do you bomb, the jungle? Who’s there, what can you hit?

Marines arrive in Da Nang.

Air Cav Division sent to Viet Nam









B52 strikes, called Arc Light.
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Vietnam 1965

Troop level – 175,000 by year end.







Air Cav has arrived.
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Vietnam 1965

Lt. Colonel John Paul Vann – leaked to New York Times that ARVN was avoiding battles and US airstrikes were killing a large number of village civilians, who we were not sure were VC, and those were the people we were supposed to be helping. He called the Vietnam situation, “it’s a mess”.

Military officers warned this was a quagmire and we need to get out now!

LBJ was committed to victory in Vietnam.







Lt. Colonel John Paul Vann reviewing operations.
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Vietnam 1965

By late 1965 it looked like the VC/NLF would win in the south.

Generals Nguyen Cao Ky and Nguyen Van Thieu took charge in Saigon and would lead Vietnam until the end of the war in 1975. They stabilized the government.

But Vietnam had many factions, it had never been an independent country, it was not a nation.

MLK comes out against Vietnam.







MLK giving a speech in New York against the Vietnam War.
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Vietnam 1966

At this point in the war, what would you have done?

Politically

Militarily

Economically



Please write at least two pages laying out your resolution of the Vietnam War.





Vietnam 1966

Ia Drang Battles – Nov. 65 to Feb. 66

Westmorland’s strategy – attrition!

Search and destroy missions begin – kill the enemy in large numbers.











Shells that have been shot – 105-155 mm, on patrol, AH1G Cobra on alert.
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Vietnam 1967

470,000 troops in country.

Tying down the US in Vietnam, troops, planes, ships…what if?

Military discussion on how to fight the war –

Marines – pacification, win there hearts and minds, help them build their villages and protect them.

Army – split decisions (Westmorland wanted search and destroy, others agreed with the Marines)

Navy – anything to get us out of here.

Air Force – we can bomb em if we can find um.













What if? Could the U.S. face other threats elsewhere in the world? How did Vietnam limit us in other areas? Berlin, Middle East
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Vietnam 1968

General Westmorland says, “ We believe that we can see the light at the end of the tunnel.” It would prove that the light was a train headed directly for the General in that tunnel.

TET 1968 – the turning point of the Vietnam War. January 1968 all over Vietnam.

VC and PAVN attacked virtually every military and political center of importance, even US embassy grounds.

Within 60 days, Tet would bring down the president, finally force a reassessment of the war at the highest levels, and bring to a climax one of the gravest contemporary crises in US history.







General William Westmorland – Commander US Forces Vietnam
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Vietnam 1968







Read SDS Manifesto against the war and government. Play video of President Johnson’s refusal to run for re-election 1968.
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Vietnam 1968











Medic tries to save a life, exhausted in the field, battleground.
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Vietnam 1968

Even Cronkite says the war is unwinnable.

TET was a military victory for the US, over 30,000 enemy troops were killed or captured. Yet, the result was that morale of American and RVN troops was weakened and desertion of RVN troops rapidly accelerated.

Strategic victory went to the PAVN.

Psychological victor was the North.







Walter Cronkite – CBS News Executive Editor and News Anchor.
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Vietnam 1968

Pictures that shocked the nation:

















VC spy executed, KIA in field, Hamburger Hill battleground, napalm burns child, My Lai massacre by 9th Division soldiers.
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Vietnam 69-70

New President – Richard Nixon takes charge.

Protest become common place, can Nixon change things?











Students mock YOTC  students, student protest the war, soldiers still dying in Vietnam.
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Vietnam 69-70

Cambodia Invaded 1970 – Vietnamization begins.

Kent State Protest leads to students being shot down on campus.

Protest get violent – people demand a pull out from Vietnam.











US invades Cambodia to stop flow of supplies along Ho Chi Minh trail, Students killed during protest at Kent State, Helicopter shot down and soldiers die in Cambodia.
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Vietnam 1971-72

Vietnamization – U.S. troops pulled out beginning in 1969, by end of 1972 only 50,000 troops left in Vietnam.

Christmas Bombings 1972 – NVN had begin to slow negotiations to end the war. Nixon gets mad and bombs the North heavily. We also lose over 30 bombers. 

POW numbers go up.















POW pilot, another plane is shot down, war goes on, Arc Light strike damage, troops going home.
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Vietnam 1972-75

Pentagon Papers released 1971.

Last American combat troops leave Vietnam in 1973.

Paris negotiations ends American Involvement in Vietnam. 1973

POW’s come home.  1973

Casualties: KIA

US – 58,000

North Vietnam – 450,000

South Vietnam – 157,000 (all approximate)











Negotiations in Paris, POW comes home to his family, John McCain release from North Vietnamese prison – McCain was POW for over 5 years.

35



War Ends 1975

Saigon Falls – 30 April 1975

Vietnam War Ends!













Trying to escape the North Vietnamese, mother who is missing two of her children, NVA tanks enter the capitol of South Vietnam, got to get out.
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Effects of Vietnam War

Congress refuses to fund aid to newly created Socialist Republic of Vietnam (SRV).

POW-MIA issues.

Over 100,000 Vietnamese sent to re-education camps by SRV government.

Vietnam caused anguish at home. Political divisions and generational divisions had become disruptive within our society.

Hollywood begins to rewrite the history of the war: Rambo, Red Dawn, Uncommon Valor etc.







Sylvester Stallone as Rambo
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Effects of Vietnam

Re-evaluation of American policy – yet the U. S. does not withdraw from international involvement.

American prestige reduced around the world, yet the United States remains a world policeman.

Economic cost was very high – $111 B ($738B today)

Human cost – Vietnamese 2 million killed, 3 million wounded. American 58,000 killed, over 550,000 wounded.







Vietnam Memorial in Washington, D.C.
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Special Issues

Media – first war televised daily via satellite, war brought into our homes nightly.

Silent majority – those who didn’t demonstrate, they went to work, school, served and supported the men and women in Vietnam.

Draft – how you were selected to serve in the Army, Navy, Marine Corp., or Air Force. What’s your draft number?

26th Amendment – if they can draft you, why can’t you vote? This will solve that issue.





The 1960’s

Vietnam did not occur in a vacuum, a lot was going on in America.

Civil Rights Movement/Voting Rights

Women’s Rights Movement/Sexual Revolution

Student Protest – the war, the draft, politics.

Economic – gold standard issues.

Counter Culture – hippies, music, drugs etc.

Politics – JFK, LBJ, RFK, MLK…exciting and crushing, Camelot ends! Pax Americana on wane.

Space Race – who will get to the moon first?

War on Poverty by LBJ. (Head Start, Lunch Program, Food Stamps)

Great Society program by LBJ. (Medicare, Medicaid)
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Title of Lesson:


 


Domino Theory and the Vietnam War


 


Grade 


Level:


 


11


 


Time Frame:


 


3


 


–


 


55 minute lessons


 


 


Description


 


–


 


This lesson covers the events and political issues leading to the Vietnam War. Areas covered are 


the realpolitik of the post


-


World War 


II world. The influence of the Cold W


ar on what happened in Southeast 


Asia, alignment of American allies in the area, the effects of Containment and the Domino Theory on 


developments in French Indo


-


China. 


The lesson covers American p


olitical deci


sions taken 


due to


 


the French 


defeat at Dien Bien Phu and the resultant Geneva Accords in 1954. 


Particular emphasis covers 


American 


actions taken after the French defeat to create a South Vietnam. 


The lesson then proceeds to focus on the s


teps 


that the Eis


enhower, Kennedy and Johnson administrations took to ‘save’ Vietnam from the Communist sphere.


 


 


TEKS 


Objectives 


-


 


(8) History: The student understands the impact of significant national and 


international decisions and conflicts in the Cold War on the Unit


ed States. The student is expected to:


 


 


 


(D) explain reasons and outcomes for U. S. involvement in foreign countries and their 


relationship to the Domino Theory, including the Vietnam War;


 


 


(E) analyze the major issues and events of the Vietnam War such as


 


the Tet Offensive, the 


escalation of forces, Vietnamization, and the fall of Saigon; and


 


 


(F) describe the responses to the Vietnam War such as the draft, the 26


th


 


amendment, the role of 


media, the credibility gap, the silent majority, and the anti


-


war mo


vement.


 


 


 


 


 


Teacher to Teacher Notes


 


–


 


1.


 


The ba


se for this lesson is the 


power point


 


attached. It moves quickly through the time frame 


covering the TEKS listed above. Note that pictures are references in the notes section of the 


power point.


 


2.


 


Pr


imary and 


secondary materials are


 


noted on each sl


ide of the power point and are


 


attached for 


your use. Each is list


ed


 


below


 


in sequence of use.


 


3.


 


Start the lesson with an overview of the globe, then moving to the map identifying the area 


known in 1946 as French Indo


-


China.


 


4.


 


Film clips 


–


 


I have listed three


 


for your use, please determine how many or few you wish to use in 


your classroom.


 


5.


 


Pictures cover a wide range of events during the period 1945


-


75; emphasis must be placed on the 


effects of the Vietnam War on America 


as it corresponded to the many changes going on within 


our culture in the 1960’s. The War is not occurring in a vacuum…a lot is happening in the 


United States in the 1960’s (see the last slide).


 


6.


 


Be sure to use 


the DBQ on the Vietnam 


War


.
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TEKS  Objectives  -   (8) History: The student understands the impact of significant national and  international decisions and conflicts in the Cold War on the Unit ed States. The student is expected to:       (D) explain reasons and outcomes for U. S. involvement in foreign countries and their  relationship to the Domino Theory, including the Vietnam War;     (E) analyze the major issues and events of the Vietnam War such as   the Tet Offensive, the  escalation of forces, Vietnamization, and the fall of Saigon; and     (F) describe the responses to the Vietnam War such as the draft, the 26 th   amendment, the role of  media, the credibility gap, the silent majority, and the anti - war mo vement.          

Teacher to Teacher Notes   –   1.   The ba se for this lesson is the  power point   attached. It moves quickly through the time frame  covering the TEKS listed above. Note that pictures are references in the notes section of the  power point.   2.   Pr imary and  secondary materials are   noted on each sl ide of the power point and are   attached for  your use. Each is list ed   below   in sequence of use.   3.   Start the lesson with an overview of the globe, then moving to the map identifying the area  known in 1946 as French Indo - China.   4.   Film clips  –   I have listed three   for your use, please determine how many or few you wish to use in  your classroom.   5.   Pictures cover a wide range of events during the period 1945 - 75; emphasis must be placed on the  effects of the Vietnam War on America  as it corresponded to the many changes going on within  our culture in the 1960’s. The War is not occurring in a vacuum…a lot is happening in the  United States in the 1960’s (see the last slide).   6.   Be sure to use  the DBQ on the Vietnam  War .        

 

