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4L Art (Read me):
Over the last few weeks we have prac�ced how to draw the human form in propor�on. First, I had you lay out 
the bones of a propor�onal s�ck skeleton, then add thickness or muscle to that skeleton, and eventually turn 
it into a person or a mannequin. This week I want you to expand on what you have learned and draw the 
human form in a pose or a gesture. Below there are four gesture drawing op�ons.  Pick one to draw and follow 
the steps to make your own gesture drawing. (Remember, all art assignments have a video to go with them and 
you can find them in the distance learning sec�on of the parnassusteachers.com website with password Pegasus.)

A-The Kicker B- The Conqueror

C- The Runner D-The Li�er.
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Step 1:  The first step, just like the previous assignments, is to break the image into simple shapes. Since we are 
are drawing the human form, sketch out the “S�ck Skeleton” first. Remember to draw lightly in the first steps 
since we will erase some of this later. Also, don’t forget to draw circles for your joints like I have done in the 
examples below.

A-The Kicker B- The Conqueror

C- The Runner D-The Li�er.
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Step 2 : Now that you have your lightly drawn s�ck skeleton you can start to add thickness or muscle to the 
body.  Start by drawing thin oval shapes from the circle joints of each shoulder. Draw the same oval shape 
from the shoulder joint circle to the elbow joint circle, and so on. Con�nue this un�l you have outlined your 
skeleton, like I have done below.  Don't forget, we are s�ll drawing lightly in this step, as these shapes will 
serve as a guide as you con�nue with your drawing.  Once you have the muscles drawn, it is �me to erase the 
s�ck skeleton and start adding your details. Move on to Step 3a or Step 3b.  

A-The Kicker B- The Conqueror

C- The Runner D-The Li�er.
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Step 3a: If you are not drawing a sen�ent being con�nue to Step 3b. 
If you are not drawing a sen�ent being con�nue to Step 3b. In this step you will draw in your character’s face using 
the face map method and add whatever details you would like. This is your chance to really get crea�ve! You can 
draw your character as a Spartan Warrior, a Viking, a Greek/Roman God, anyone from history, or even yourself! 
Once you are done adding the defining details to your character, erase any muscle lines that do not need to be 
seen anymore.  

A-The Kicker B- The Conqueror

C- The Runner D-The Li�er.
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Step 3b: In this step you will draw in the remaining parts of the mannequin image you have selected. 
Once you are done adding the defining details to your mannequin erase any lines that 
do not need to be seen anymore. Make sure to add in any shadows you may see in the drawing, a�er that you 
are done.

A-The Kicker B- The Conqueror

C- The Runner D-The Li�er.
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Self	–	
Immolation		

TEACHER	REFERENCE	DOCUMENT:	

A	Short	Summary	of	the	Vietnam	War	

Imperialism	and	Colonialism	
The	Vietnam	War	has	roots	in	Vietnam’s	centuries	of	domination	by	imperial	
and	colonial	powers—first	China,	which	ruled	ancient	Vietnam,	and	then	
France,	which	took	control	of	Vietnam	in	the	late	1800s	and	established	
French	Indochina.	In	the	early	1900s,	nationalist	movements	emerged	in	
Vietnam,	demanding	more	self-governance	and	less	French	influence.	The	
most	prominent	of	these	was	led	by	Communist	leader	Ho	Chi	Minh,	who	
founded	a	militant	nationalist	organization	called	the	Viet	Minh.	
	
The	First	Indochina	War	
During	World	War	II,	when	France	was	occupied	by	Nazi	Germany,	it	lost	its	foothold	in	Vietnam,	and	Japan	took	control	

of	the	country.	The	Viet	Minh	resisted	these	Japanese	oppressors	and	extended	its	power	base	
throughout	Vietnam.	When	Japan	surrendered	at	the	end	of	World	War	II	in	1945,	Ho	Chi	Minh’s	forces	
took	the	capital	of	Hanoi	and	declared	Vietnam	to	be	an	independent	country,	the	Democratic	Republic	
of	Vietnam.	
France	refused	to	recognize	Ho’s	declaration	and	returned	to	Vietnam,	driving	Ho’s	Communist	forces	into	
northern	Vietnam.	Ho	appealed	for	aid	from	the	United	States,	but	because	the	United	States	was	
embroiled	in	the	escalating	Cold	War	with	the	Communist	USSR,	it	distrusted	Ho’s	Communist	leanings	

and	aided	the	French	instead.	Fighting	between	Ho’s	forces	and	the	French	continued	in	this	First	Indochina	War	until	
1954,	when	a	humiliating	defeat	at	Dien	Bien	Phu	prompted	France	to	seek	a	peace	settlement.	
	
Divided	Vietnam	
The	Geneva	Accords	of	1954	declared	a	cease-fire	and	divided	Vietnam	officially	into	North	Vietnam	(under	Ho	and	his	
Communist	forces)	and	South	Vietnam	(under	a	French-backed	emperor).	The	dividing	line	was	set	at	the	17th	parallel	
and	was	surrounded	by	a	demilitarized	zone,	or	DMZ.	The	Geneva	Accords	stipulated	that	the	divide	was	temporary	and	
that	Vietnam	was	to	be	reunified	under	free	elections	to	be	held	in	1956.	
	
The	Cold	War	and	the	Domino	Theory	
At	this	point,	the	United	States’	Cold	War	foreign	policy	began	to	play	a	major	part	in	
Vietnam.	U.S.	policy	at	the	time	was	dominated	by	the	domino	theory,	which	believed	
that	the	“fall”	of	North	Vietnam	to	Communism	might	trigger	all	of	Southeast	Asia	to	fall,	
setting	off	a	sort	of	Communist	chain	reaction.	Within	a	year	of	the	Geneva	Accords,	the	
United	States	therefore	began	to	offer	support	to	the	anti-Communist	politician	Ngo	Dinh	
Diem.	With	U.S.	assistance,	Diem	took	control	of	the	South	Vietnamese	government	in	
1955	and	declared	the	Republic	of	Vietnam.		Due	to	the	popularity	of	Ho	Chi	Minh	
throughout	Vietnam,	Diem	promptly	canceled	the	elections	that	had	been	scheduled	for	
1956.	
	
The	Diem	Regime	
Diem’s	regime	proved	corrupt,	oppressive,	and	extremely	unpopular.		He	was	so	
unpopular	that	some	Buddhist	monks	protested	his	regime	using	self-immolation	–	setting	

oneself	on	fire.	Nonetheless,	the	United	States	continued	to	prop	Diem	up,	
fearful	of	the	increasing	Communist	resistance	activity	in	South	Vietnam.	
This	resistance	against	Diem’s	regime	was	organized	by	the	Ho	Chi	Minh–backed	National	Liberation	
Front,	which	became	more	commonly	known	as	the	Viet	Cong.	
In	1962,	U.S.	president	John	F.	Kennedy	sent	American	“military	advisors”	to	Vietnam	to	help	train	the	
South	Vietnamese	army,	the	ARVN,	but	quickly	realized	that	the	Diem	regime	was	unsalvageable.	
Therefore,	in	1963,	the	United	States	backed	a	coup	that	overthrew	Diem	and	installed	a	new	leader.	
The	new	U.S.-backed	leaders	proved	just	as	corrupt	and	ineffective.	
	
Johnson	and	U.S.	Escalation	
Kennedy’s	successor,	Lyndon	B.	Johnson,	pledged	to	honor	Kennedy’s	commitments	but	hoped	to	

keep	U.S.	involvement	in	Vietnam	to	a	minimum.		He	kept	Kennedy’s	Secretary	of	Defense,	Robert	McNamara,	but	

Ho	Chi	Minh	
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replaced	the	previous	American	military	commander	with	William	C. Westmoreland	–	a	U.S.	general	who	advocated	
aggressive	strategies	against	Viet	Cong	and	NVA	using	large	numbers	of	U.S.	forces.		After	North	Vietnamese	forces	
allegedly	attacked	U.S.	Navy	ships	during	the	Gulf	of	Tonkin	Incident	in	1964,	Johnson	was	given	carte	blanche	in	the	form	
of	the	Gulf	of	Tonkin	Resolution.		This	resolution	allowed	Johnson	“to	take	all	necessary	measure	to	
repel	any	armed	attack	against	the	forces	of	United	States	and	to	prevent	further	aggression;”	this	
greatly	expanded	his	presidential	power.		With	the	free	hand	recently	provided	by	Congress,	Johnson	
ordered	the	U.S.	Air	Force	and	U.S.	Navy	to	begin	an	intense	series	of	air	strikes	called	Operation	
Rolling	Thunder.	He	hoped	that	the	bombing	campaign	would	demonstrate	to	the	South	Vietnamese	
the	U.S.	commitment	to	their	cause	and	its	resolve	to	halt	the	spread	of	Communism.	Ironically,	the	
air	raids	seemed	only	to	increase	the	number	of	Viet	Cong	and	NVA	(North	Vietnamese	Army)	attacks.	
Johnson’s	“Americanization”	of	the	war	led	to	a	presence	of	nearly	400,000	U.S.	troops	in	Vietnam	by	

the	end	of	1966.	
	
Quagmire	and	Attrition	
In	1965,	Westmoreland	began	to	implement	a	search-and-destroy	strategy	that	sent	U.S.	troops	out	
into	the	field	to	find	and	kill	Viet	Cong	members.	Westmoreland	was	confident	that	American	technology	would	succeed	
in	slowly	wearing	down	the	Viet	Cong	through	a	war	of	attrition—a	strategy	of	extended	combat	meant	to	inflict	so	many	
casualties	on	the	enemy	that	it	could	no	longer	continue.	U.S.	leaders	agreed,	believing	that	North	Vietnam’s	economy	
could	not	sustain	a	prolonged	war	effort.	
In	light	of	this	new	strategy	of	fighting	a	war	of	attrition,	U.S.	commanders	were	instructed	to	begin	keeping	body	counts	
of	enemy	soldiers	killed.	Although	body	counts	were	indeed	tallied,	they	were	often	exaggerated	and	proved	wildly	
inaccurate,	as	the	bodies	of	Viet	Cong	soldiers	often	were	difficult	to	distinguish	from	the	bodies	of	friendly	South	
Vietnamese	soldiers.	
However,	the	Viet	Cong’s	guerrilla	tactics	frustrated	and	demoralized	U.S.	troops,	while	its	dispersed,	largely	rural	
presence	left	American	bomber	planes	with	few	targets.	The	United	States	therefore	used	unconventional	weapons	such	
as	napalm	–	a	highly	flammable	jellied	substance	--	and	the	herbicide	defoliant	Agent	Orange	but	still	managed	to	make	
little	headway.	
	
The	Ho	Chi	Minh	Trail	
Meanwhile,	U.S.	forces	continued	to	try	to	cut	off	Viet	Cong	supply	lines	through	air	power.	These	
efforts	expended	a	great	deal	of	time	and	resources,	but	the	North	Vietnamese	government	
proved	extremely	savvy	in	its	ability	to	keep	the	Viet	Cong	supplied.	Rather	than	attempt	to	send	
materials	across	the	heavily	guarded	DMZ	(the	demilitarized	zone	surrounding	the	border	between	
North	and	South	Vietnam	at	the	17th	parallel),	they	sent	supplies	via	the	Ho	Chi	Minh	Trail,	which	
ran	from	North	Vietnam	through	Laos	and	Cambodia	into	South	Vietnam	(see	map	above).	Troops	
and	supplies	streamed	into	South	Vietnam	via	the	trail	and	despite	intense	U.S.	bombing	
throughout	1965,	the	trail	never	closed	once,	not	even	temporarily.	
	
The	“Credibility	Gap”	
Despite	the	numerous	setbacks,	Johnson	and	other	U.S.	officials,	citing	increased	troop	numbers	
and	redefined	objectives,	again	claimed	to	be	making	headway	in	the	war.		Many	government	officials	reported	that	the	
North	Vietnamese	were	declining	in	strength	and	were	on	the	brink	of	defeat.		Photos	and	video	footage	of	dead	
American	soldiers	in	newspapers	and	on	evening	news	programs,	however,	indicated	otherwise.		Moreover,	U.S.	spending	
in	support	of	the	war	had	reached	record	levels,	costing	the	government	an	estimated	$3	billion	a	month.	As	a	result,	

many	people	in	the	United	States	began	to	speak	of	a	“credibility	gap”	between	what	Johnson	and	the	U.S.	
government	was	telling	the	American	people	and	what	actually	was	transpiring	on	the	ground.	
	
The	Tet	Offensive	
In	1968,	the	North	Vietnamese	Army	and	the	Viet	Cong	launched	a	massive	campaign	called	the	Tet	
Offensive,	attacking	nearly	thirty	U.S.	targets	and	dozens	of	other	cities	in	South	Vietnam	at	once.	Although	
the	United	States	pushed	back	the	offensive	and	won	a	tactical	victory,	American	media	coverage	
characterized	the	conflict	as	a	defeat,	and	U.S.	public	support	for	the	war	plummeted.	Morale	among	U.S.	

troops	also	hit	an	all-time	low,	manifesting	itself	tragically	in	the	1968	My	Lai	Massacre,	in	which	frustrated	U.S.	soldiers	
killed	hundreds	of	unarmed	Vietnamese	civilians	in	a	small	village.	
	
The	Antiwar	Movement	

“General	Nguyen	Ngoc	
Loan	executing	a	Viet	
Cong	prisoner	in 

Saigon”	
Famous	Tet	Offensive	
Photo	

Vietnam	takes	its	toll	
on	President	
Johnson	
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Meanwhile,	the	antiwar	movement	within	the	United	States	gained	momentum	as	student	protesters,	countercultural	
hippies,	and	even	many	mainstream	Americans	denounced	the	war.	Protests	against	the	war	and	the	selective	service	
system	--	military	draft	--		grew	increasingly	violent,	resulting	in	police	brutality	outside	the	Democratic	National	
Convention	in	1968	and	the	deaths	of	four	students	at	Kent	State	University	in	1970	when	Ohio	National	Guardsmen	
fired	on	a	crowd.	Despite	the	protests,	Johnson’s	successor	elected	in	1968,	President	Richard	M.	Nixon,	declared	that	a	
“silent	majority”	of	Americans	still	supported	the	war.	
	
Vietnamization	and	U.S.	Withdrawal	
Nonetheless,	Nixon	promoted	a	policy	of	Vietnamization	of	the	war,	promising	to	withdraw	U.S.	troops	gradually	and	
hand	over	management	of	the	war	effort	to	the	South	Vietnamese.	Although	Nixon	made	good	on	his	promise,	he	also	
illegally	expanded	the	geographic	scope	of	the	war	by	authorizing	the	bombing	of	Viet	Cong	sites	in	the	neutral	nations	of	
Cambodia	and	Laos,	all	without	the	knowledge	or	consent	of	the	U.S.	Congress.	The	revelation	of	these	illegal	actions,	
along	with	the	publication	of	the	secret	Pentagon	Papers	in	US	newspapers	in	1971,	caused	an	enormous	scandal	in	the	
United	States	and	forced	Nixon	to	push	for	a	peace	settlement.		These	papers	revealed	that	the	U.S.	Army,	as	well	as	
presidents	Truman,	Eisenhower,	Kennedy,	and	Johnson,	had	authorized	a	number	of	covert	actions	that	increased	U.S.	
involvement	in	Vietnam	unbeknownst	to	the	American	public.			The	government	tried	to	block	the	publication	of	these	
papers	under	the	guise	of	“national	security”,	but	the	Supreme	Court	ruled	in	New	York	Times	v.	US	that	the	government	
must	prove	an	immediate	threat	to	national	security	to	censure	the	papers.	
	
Congress’s	Response	
Outraged	by	the	unauthorized	invasion	of	Cambodia	and	by	the	double	scandal	from	the	My	Lai	Massacre	and	the	

Pentagon	Papers,	many	in	Congress	took	steps	to	exert	more	control	over	the	war	and	to	appease	
the	equally	angry	public.	The	Senate	voted	to	repeal	the	Gulf	of	Tonkin	Resolution	to	reduce	the	
military’s	unchecked	spending	power	(although	the	House	of	Representatives	did	not	follow	suit).	
Congress	also	reduced	the	number	of	years	drafted	soldiers	needed	to	serve	in	the	army.	Finally,	the	
Twenty-Sixth	Amendment	was	ratified	in	1971	to	lower	the	U.S.	voting	age	from	twenty-one	to	
eighteen,	on	the	grounds	that	the	young	men	serving	in	Vietnam	should	have	a	say	in	which	
politicians	were	running	the	war.		
	
The	War	Powers	Resolution	
In	July	1973,	Congress	and	the	American	public	learned	the	full	extent	of	the	secret	U.S.	military	

campaigns	in	Cambodia.	Testimony	in	congressional	hearings	revealed	that	Nixon	and	the	military	had	been	secretly	
bombing	Cambodia	heavily	since	1969,	even	though	the	president	and	Joint	Chiefs	of	Staff	had	repeatedly	denied	the	
charge.	When	the	news	broke,	Nixon	switched	tactics	and	began	bombing	Cambodia	openly	despite	extreme	public	
disproval.	
	
Angry,	Congress	mustered	enough	votes	to	pass	the	November	1973	War	Powers	Resolution	over	Nixon’s	veto.	The	
resolution	restricted	presidential	powers	during	wartime	by	requiring	the	president	to	notify	Congress	upon	launching	any	
U.S.	military	action	abroad.	If	Congress	did	not	approve	of	the	action,	it	would	have	to	conclude	within	sixty	to	ninety	
days.	In	effect,	this	act	made	the	president	accountable	to	Congress	for	his	actions	abroad.	Congress	also	ended	the	draft	
in	1973	and	stipulated	that	the	military	henceforth	consist	solely	of	paid	volunteers.	Both	the	War	Powers	Resolution	and	
the	conversion	to	an	all-volunteer	army	helped	quiet	antiwar	protesters.		
	
The	Cease-fire	and	the	Fall	of	Saigon	
After	secret	negotiations	between	U.S.	emissary	Henry	A.	Kissinger	and	North	Vietnamese	representative	Le	Duc	Tho	in	
1972,	Nixon	engaged	in	diplomatic	maneuvering	with	China	and	the	USSR—and	stepped	up	bombing	of	North	Vietnam—
to	pressure	the	North	Vietnamese	into	a	settlement.	The	Paris	Peace	Accords	were	finally	signed	in	January	1973,	and	the	
last	U.S.	military	personnel	left	Vietnam	in	March	1973.	
	
Under	the	terms	of	the	agreement,	Nixon	pledged	to	withdraw	all	remaining	military	personnel	from	Vietnam	and	allow	
the	tens	of	thousands	of	NVA	troops	in	South	Vietnam	to	remain	there,	despite	the	fact	that	they	controlled	a	quarter	of	
South	Vietnamese	territory.	However,	Nixon	promised	to	intervene	if	North	Vietnam	moved	against	the	South.	In	
exchange,	North	Vietnam	promised	that	elections	would	be	held	to	determine	the	fate	of	the	entire	country.	Although	
Nixon	insisted	that	the	agreement	brought	“peace	with	honor,”	South	Vietnamese	leaders	complained	that	the	terms	
amounted	to	little	more	than	a	surrender	for	South	Vietnam.	

Nixon	and	
Kissinger	
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The	U.S.	government	continued	to	fund	the	South	Vietnamese	army,	but	this	funding	quickly	dwindled.	Meanwhile,	as	
President	Nixon	became	embroiled	in	the	Watergate	scandal	that	led	to	his	resignation	in	August	1974,	North	
Vietnamese	forces	stepped	up	their	attacks	on	the	South	and	finally	launched	an	all-out	offensive	in	the	spring	of	1975.	
On	April	30,	1975,	the	South	Vietnamese	capital	of	Saigon	fell	to	the	North	Vietnamese,	who	reunited	the	country	under	
Communist	rule	as	the	Socialist	Republic	of	Vietnam,	ending	the	Vietnam	War.	

Adapted	and	Edited	by	the	Carolina	K-12	
Sources:	
http://www.sparknotes.com/history/american/vietnamwar/summary.html	
http://www.vn-tours.com/images/tour/map/vietnam-asia-map.gif	
http://img.timeinc.net/time/time100/images/main_hochiminh.jpg	
http://scrapetv.com/News/News%20Pages/usa/images-3/vietnam-war-monk-self-
immolation.jpg	
http://news.bbc.co.uk/nol/shared/spl/hi/asia_pac/05/vietnam_war/img/maps/2.gif	

http://lefteyeonthemedia.files.wordpress.com/2008/12/lbj_regretting_vnw.jpg	
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/f/f9/Nguyen.jpg	
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/Depts/History/Sixties/Feminism/1968_files/image001.gif	
http://www.uiowa.edu/~policult/assets/VietNam/KentState.jpg	
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Photograph taken from USS Maddox (DD-731) during her
engagement with three North Vietnamese motor torpedo
boats in the Gulf of Tonkin, 2 August 1964.

Oil on canvas by Commander E.J. Fitzgerald, January 1965.
It depicts the engagement between USS Maddox (DD-731)
and three North Vietnamese motor torpedo boats on 2
August 1964.

Essay: 40th Anniversary of
the

Gulf of Tonkin Incident
by John Prados
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Order this book

On this 40th anniversary of the Tonkin Gulf incident it is
appropriate to recall an affair that has much history wound around it,
a watershed in the U.S. move toward full-scale war in Vietnam. At
the time, in August 1964, the administration of President Lyndon B.
Johnson used the incident as a pretext to seek from Congress a joint
resolution approving the use of force in Southeast Asia, which it
then relied upon as legal justification for all-out war. The episode
opened the way for an American military commitment that
ultimately peaked in March 1969 with 548,000 U.S. troops in South
Vietnam plus additional supporting forces in Thailand. Some 59,000
Americans and several million Vietnamese died in the conflict.
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More recently, the Tonkin Gulf incident has regularly been invoked
in connection with the lead-up to the war in Iraq, where the
administration of President George W. Bush also cited threats to the
United States to obtain congressional approval for the use of force.
Those claims, too, proved to be based largely on seriously flawed
intelligence and possibly, according to some critics, manipulated.
The parallels to Tonkin make it all the more worthwhile to re-
examine the events of 40 years ago on the basis of newly acquired
evidence.

Background

The particulars of the incidents of early August 1964, as reported by
the Johnson administration, were crucial to gaining the legislative
authority President Johnson sought, which came in the form of the
Tonkin Gulf Resolution. At the time and for some years afterward,
the United States government took the position that it had done
nothing to provoke a naval engagement in the Tonkin Gulf between
North Vietnamese and U.S. warships. The Johnson administration
also maintained that it had acted with restraint, refusing to respond
to an initial North Vietnamese attack on August 2, 1964, and
reacting only after North Vietnam made a second naval attack two
nights later. Both of these assertions turned out to be misleading.

In fact the United States at the time was carrying out a program of
covert naval commando attacks against North Vietnam and had
been engaged in this effort since its approval by Johnson in January
1964. (For documentation of this program, carried out under
Operations Plan (OPLAN) 34-A, see the Tonkin Gulf subset of the
National Security Archive's microfiche collection, U.S. Policy in the
Vietnam War, I: 1954-1968.) A fresh addition to the declassified
record is the intelligence estimate included in this briefing book,
Special National Intelligence Estimate 50-2-64. Published in May
1964, the estimate again demonstrates that the United States
purposefully directed OPLAN 34-A to pressure North Vietnam, to
the extent of attempting to anticipate Hanoi's reaction. It wrongly
concluded that North Vietnam, while taking precautionary
measures, "might reduce the level of the insurrections for the
moment." (Note 1) In fact Hanoi decided instead to commit its
regular army forces to the fighting in South Vietnam.

The Johnson administration's characterization of the specifics of the
Tonkin Gulf incident has proven to be inaccurate. Administration
officials contended that the U.S. warship simply happened to be
cruising in the Gulf to exert a U.S. presence -- engaged in "innocent
passage" under international law. The naval battle between the
destroyer USS Maddox and several North Vietnamese torpedo boats
occurred on August 2, 1964, in the immediate aftermath of a series
of 34-A maritime raids on North Vietnamese coastal targets. Among
the targets were two offshore islands, Hon Me and Hon Ngu, which
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were closely approached by the Maddox prior to the August 2
engagement. The American destroyer was in international waters
when the battle itself took place but the North Vietnamese made the
logical connection that the 34-A raids and the destroyer's
appearance were related. In fact the mission of the Maddox was
specifically to record North Vietnamese radar and other electronic
emissions which could be expected to spike after a 34-A raid.

Senior administration officials were well aware of the connection
between the 34-A raids and the destroyer's intelligence cruise, called
a "DeSoto Patrol." Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, in
his very first telephone conversation with President Johnson about
the battle, at 10:30 a.m. Washington time on August 3, raised the
issue. LBJ wanted McNamara to hold a private briefing for
congressional leaders on Capitol Hill. McNamara replied, "I think I
should also, or we should also at that time, Mr. President, explain
this OPLAN 34-A. There's no question but what that had bearing
on." (Note 2) McNamara went on to describe the 34-A mission,
including mention of the two islands, the number of attack boats
participating, their ammunition expenditures, and other details.

Appearing before the legislators, Secretary McNamara did mention
the 34-A raids but asserted they were South Vietnamese naval
missions and had nothing to do with the United States. In fact the
34-A missions were unilaterally controlled by the U.S., using boats
procured and maintained by the U.S. Navy, attacking targets
selected by the CIA, in an operation paid for by the United States.
The only South Vietnamese aspect of 34-A was the administrative
responsibility borne by that government's special forces for their
nationals recruited as the commandos for the missions, commandos
who were nevertheless led by Americans. Some accounts by
Americans who participated in such missions actually maintain that
Americans were present aboard the attack boats during the raids of
August 2. (Note 3)

Secretary McNamara not only advanced the fiction of 34-A as a
South Vietnamese enterprise in a private meeting with congressmen,
he repeated it at congressional hearings on the administration's
requested use of force resolution. At an executive session hearing
held on August 6, McNamara declared, "Our Navy played
absolutely no part in, was not associated with, was not aware of,
any South Vietnamese actions, if there were any." (Note 4)
Controversy over Johnson administration claims regarding the Gulf
of Tonkin incident began not long after the events themselves and
grew over time, leading to an unusual review of the events in a new
set of hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
February 1968. Secretary McNamara again served as the
administration's lead witness and claimed that the issue of
provocation had been "fully explored" at the 1964 hearings.
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Specifically, McNamara declared that Congress had investigated
whether the attacks "were in any way provoked by or related to
certain South Vietnamese naval activity." McNamara later reasserted
that the 34-A missions were "countermeasures being taken by the
South Vietnamese in response to North Vietnamese aggression."
(Note 5) These administration assertions were highly misleading as
the declassified documentary record of OPLAN 34-A makes
abundantly clear.

The leading edge of doubt which ultimately forced the February
1968 review of the Gulf of Tonkin incident arose over whether a
second attack on U.S. warships had occurred on the night of August
4. Following the initial naval battle of August 2, President Johnson
ordered a second U.S. destroyer, the USS C. Turner Joy, to join the
Maddox, after which both ships sailed back up the Gulf of Tonkin.
On the night of August 4, both ships thought they had come under
attack again and sent messages reporting enemy contacts, torpedoes
in the water, and so on, while directing a good deal of fire at the
supposed adversary. Following this supposed repeat challenge to
"innocent passage," President Johnson ordered retaliatory bombing
against North Vietnam and asked for the congressional resolution
with which he prosecuted the Vietnam war.

But the certainty of the "second attack" would never be so clear as
the first. The initial battle took place in daylight. There were
photographs of the North Vietnamese torpedo boats engaged in a
fire-fight with the Maddox, Admiral Thomas H. Moorer retained a
dud shell from one of the Vietnamese vessels as a souvenir, and
numerous Maddox sailors confirmed sighting at least three
torpedoes. However, there was no physical evidence at all for the
August 4 attack claims. The supposed surface action took place at
night and in poor weather. The skipper and four seamen aboard the
C. Turner Joy variously claimed having seen a searchlight, boat
cockpit lights, smoke at a location where they claimed their gunfire
had hit a Vietnamese vessel in the water, and one, or perhaps two,
torpedo wakes. The Navy further claimed their vessels had sunk
two attacking torpedo boats. But there was no wreckage, nor bodies
of dead sailors. No photographs or other physical evidence existed.
Radar and sonar sightings provided an exceedingly confusing set of
data at best. (Note 6)

American pilots from the carrier USS Ticonderoga sent to help
defend the destroyers from their supposed attackers told the same
story. Commander James B. Stockdale, who led this flight of jets,
spotted no enemy, and at one point saw the Turner Joy pointing her
guns at the Maddox. As Stockdale, who retired an admiral after a
distinguished career that included being shot down and imprisoned
by the North Vietnamese, later wrote: "There was absolutely no
gunfire except our own, no PT boat wakes, not a candle light let
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alone a burning ship. None could have been there and not have
been seen on such a black night." (Note 7) In his memoir, Stockdale
also remarked on the situation: "I had the best seat in the house from
which to detect boats-if there were any. I didn't have to look through
surface haze and spray like the destroyers did, and yet I could see
the destroyers' every move vividly." (Note 8) These comments
reinforce the dispatches from the Navy's on-scene commander,
Captain John Herrick, who after filing various reports of attacks sent
a cable that questioned them all. A Top Secret August 28, 1964
chronology prepared for President Johnson summarized Herrick's
report, sent at 1:27 p.m. Washington time on August 4, as follows:
"a review of the action makes many reported contacts and torpedoes
fired 'appear doubtful'. 'Freak weather effects' on radar, and 'over-
eager' sonarmen may have accounted for many reports. 'No visual
sightings' have been reported by the Maddox, and the Commander
suggests that a 'complete evaluation' be undertaken before any
further action." But Washington had already decided to strike North
Vietnam.

Stockdale's commentaries came after America's Vietnam war had
ended, but questions regarding the "second attack" were already
strong enough by 1968 to force renewed congressional attention.
Secretary McNamara pulled out a trump card during the 1968
hearings to silence doubters. The trump was a set of
communications intercepts made by the Naval Security Group
detachment on the destroyer Maddox, the very unit whose presence
defined this cruise as a DeSoto Patrol. As McNamara described the
intercepts in his testimony: "Intelligence reports from a highly
classified and unimpeachable source reported that North Vietnam
was making preparations to attack our destroyers with two Swatow
[patrol] boats and one PT boat if the PT could be made ready in
time. The same source reported, while the engagement was in
progress on August 4, that the attack was underway. Immediately
after the attack ended, the source reported that the North Vietnamese
lost two ships in the engagement." (Note 9)

Secretary McNamara played the intercepts very close to his chest.
Describing them only in general terms, he refused to leave copies
with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Staff member J.
Norvill Jones later recalled that McNamara cited the staff's lack of
proper clearances as a reason, but also notes that McNamara's
Pentagon had stalled the Committee's investigation of Tonkin Gulf
since 1965, and had furnished some requested documents only after
the intercession of Senator Richard Russell of Georgia, the powerful
chairman of the Armed Services Committee and a close friend of
Lyndon Johnson's. Years later, Foreign Relations Committee
Chairman J. William Fulbright was finally able to arrange with the
Nixon administration for Jones and staff director Carl Marcy to
actually view the intercepts. Jones' reaction is important to record:
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Of the several messages we were allowed to scan, only
one was from August 4. The others clearly related to
the incident on August 2.

My reading of the Aug. 4 intercept was that it was a
boastful summary of the attack on August 2. Even the
NSA [National Security Agency] officials could not
say that it definitely related to the Aug. 4 action. In
addition the time sequence of the intercept and the
reported action from the U.S. destroyers did not jibe.
Curiously, NSA could not find the original of the Aug.
4 intercept, although it did have originals of the others.
(Note 10)

A 1980s investigation of these events by reporters for U.S. News
and World Report found intelligence officers who agreed with
Jones' reading of the Tonkin Gulf intercepts. They quoted Ray S.
Cline, who at the time headed the CIA's Intelligence Directorate and
would later become chief of the State Department's Bureau of
Intelligence and Research: "I began to see that the [intercepts] which
were being received at the time of the second attack almost certainly
could not have referred to the second attack because of the time
differences involved. Things were being referred to which, although
they might have been taking place at that time, could not have been
reported back so quickly." (Note 11) Also suspect was the fact that
intercepts from August 2 had been recorded widely by NSA stations
as well as the Maddox while those of the 4th reportedly were
recorded only by a listening post at Phu Bai in South Vietnam.
Louis Tordella, long-serving deputy director of the National
Security Agency, was among those intelligence officers who
discount the validity of the August 4 intercepts.

New Evidence

Now, forty years later, Americans for the first time have the
opportunity to make up their own minds on the Tonkin Gulf
intercepts. After repeated requests using the Mandatory
Declassification Review process, this analyst was able to get them
declassified in March 2003.

The cables included here are the relevant NSA intercepts. In the
immediate aftermath of the "crisis," the White House asked for the
intercepted radio traffic and it was sent over. A cover note for
National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy on August 8 reads:
"Last night the White House Situation Room relayed a request from
Mr. Bundy for all intercepts which preceded and related to the
second attack on the Maddox and Turner Joy. The attached
messages were selected by CIA and NSA." (Note 12) The note
covered a list that contained the exact items reproduced here,
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including the five (out of eight) which have been declassified as of
this writing.

A review of the documents will make clear that the cables were not
raw intercepts of North Vietnamese radio traffic but rather reports
from the intercepting units on the Maddox and elsewhere which
summarize the contents of the raw intercepts. This point is important
because it means that the infamous intercepts could not have been
simultaneously passed along to the Hawaii headquarters of the
Commander-in-Chief Pacific or to Washington. Radio intelligence
units had to perform three activities before the information could be
passed up the chain of command: the intercepts themselves had to
be recorded, the North Vietnamese communications had to be
decoded and translated, and a message had to be assembled using
the new information. Of course, those messages themselves had
then to be coded and encrypted in U.S. systems before being
transmitted on American radio nets. All this is crucial to bear in
mind because claims as to the unimpeachability of the intelligence
advanced by the Johnson administration turn on comparisons of the
time these messages were sent versus the times that Captain Herrick
and his destroyers reported various actions supposedly taking place
in the Tonkin Gulf.

Since time is literally of the essence here, the reader should
understand how to interpret the times printed on these messages. All
United States military traffic is sent using "Zulu" time, or
Greenwich Mean Time (GMT), and each message contains a
"date/time group" that identifies the time of transmission. Messages
are frequently referred to by their date/time groups in official
commentaries and in references in subsequent message traffic. A
date/time group is composed first of two numbers identifying a day,
then of four numbers that show the hour and minute (using a
twenty-four hour clock). Sometimes messages also list the month
and the year, the latter indicated by two final numbers. Thus
"03/1211Z Aug" refers to 12:11 p.m. GMT on August 3, 1964.
Local time in the Tonkin Gulf is seven hours ahead of GMT, and
twelve hours ahead of Washington, DC. The date/time above
therefore equates to 7:11 p.m. on August 3 in the Tonkin Gulf, and
7:11 a.m. on August 3 in Washington. Keep these time differences
in mind when examining the message traffic below.

Not mentioned thus far in regard to possible U.S. provocation is the
fact that 34-A forces carried out another raid on North Vietnam
during the night of August 3/4, when the U.S. destroyers were
beginning their run back up the Tonkin Gulf. If Hanoi was
responding to the first raid, a second one furnished an equivalent
reason to act against the reinforced DeSoto Patrol. Yet, it appears
Hanoi decided not to act. North Vietnamese officials, including
Defense Minister General Vo Nguyen Giap, explained at a
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retrospective international conference in 1997 that their August 2
response had been ordered by a local naval command, not the Hanoi
leadership. (Note 13) The Vietnamese said they had mounted no
naval sortie on the 4th. This is consistent. Concerned at the severity
of the U.S. reaction to the August 2 engagement, the Hanoi
leadership could very well have made sure not to mount a
subsequent operation, even in the face of a second 34-A coastal
raid.

Congressional staffer Jones and others are quite right to observe that
a number of the intercepts describe the naval action of August 2. In
that battle there were shootouts between North Vietnamese torpedo
boats and U.S. aircraft, and two of the North Vietnamese boats were
sunk, as described in one of the messages. Another message
describes a sighting of "two enemy assault vessels" east of the island
of Hon Me. The time of day reported in the message, 8:28 p.m.
local (message 03/1328Z), actually corresponds very closely to the
time, 9:35 p.m., when the Maddox had been in this position on
August 1, prior to the initial naval engagement. That time is
recorded on track charts of the Maddox's position in the official U.S.
Navy history for this period of the Vietnam war. (Note 14) The two
destroyers traveling together were near Hon Me only in mid-
afternoon of August 4. Hon Me had been one of the targets of the
initial 34-A maritime operation, which had hit at half past midnight,
July 31 -- a rather close connection. The North Vietnamese message
had included orders to naval officers to shadow the Americans.

The next message in the series (04/1140Z) reports a preparatory
order to two North Vietnamese patrol boats to prepare for operations
and informs them that a torpedo boat, the T-333, may join them if it
can be made ready in time. Three minutes later there was a sighting
report for a U.S. destroyer. This sounds like possible support for the
hypothesis that the North Vietnamese fought Americans again on
August 4, but only until the American side is also examined.
Captain Herrick's destroyers first reported radar sightings in a
message with the date/time group 04/1240Z. The base for the North
Vietnamese Swatow patrol vessels referenced in these messages was
at Quang Khe, near Dong Hoi, roughly 110 nautical miles from
Hon Me. Not even a well-maintained and fully fuelled Swatow able
to sustain its maximum speed of over 40 knots could cover that
distance from Quang Khe in the time interval between the intercepts
and the U.S. message.

Meanwhile, in Washington, at 9:43 a.m. on August 4, Secretary
McNamara had another conversation with President Johnson. Their
discussion reflects McNamara's knowledge of the intercepts where
he says, referring to the U.S. destroyer (McNamara uses the
singular), "this ship is allegedly, uh, to be attacked tonight." (Note
15) McNamara and the president went on to discuss what retaliation

Page 36



5/5/2020 Essay: 40th Anniversary of the Gulf of Tonkin Incident

https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu//NSAEBB/NSAEBB132/essay.htm 9/12

they could carry out for the attack (that had not happened),
including bombing targets in North Vietnam or undertaking more
34-A maritime assaults. An hour later, when McNamara called in
the first report that the alleged attack had begun, he was already
prepared with a list of options.

Much of the supposed action of August 4 occurred between the
U.S. message just mentioned and another from Captain Herrick at
04/1602Z, in which the destroyers reported having evaded
torpedoes and to having "sunk" at least one attacking surface craft.
It was during this time that the wild melee of radar and sonar
observations and heavy gunfire occurred, and that Commander
Stockdale's aircraft saw nothing. The next of the NSA intercepts is
recorded at 04/1630Z. It summarized the North Vietnamese
reporting about having shot at aircraft and observing one fall into the
sea, with "an enemy vessel perhaps wounded." An amplification
message followed at 04/1644Z admitting "we sacrificed two
comrades," and specifying they had fired at two aircraft. That
matched the events of August 2, when there had been exchanges
between the Vietnamese torpedo boats and U.S. planes, and when
the Maddox had been hit by at least some small-caliber cannon
shells from the North Vietnamese torpedo boats. The reports did not
match the facts of August 4, when no boats had passed beneath the
U.S. planes to shoot at them. The history of U.S. destroyers carried
on the Navy's official website no longer contains any reference to a
naval engagement having occurred on August 4.

The last two messages in this set (05/0438Z, 05/0627Z) show the
North Vietnamese Swatow boats to have regrouped at Hon Me
island with a couple of torpedo boats and to have received orders for
some action to be carried out in the northern Gulf of Tonkin in the
afternoon of August 5. By that time Captain Herrick's DeSoto Patrol
had cleared the Gulf and was no longer a factor.

An equally plausible construction of the events pictured in these
intercepts is that the North Vietnamese, in the face of the 34-A
maritime raids and sudden appearance of a heavy U.S. warship,
ordered their Swatow patrol boats to rendezvous at Hon Me with
surviving torpedo boats in preparation for defensive action against
the U.S. destroyers, by then gone. It is not probable that the North
Vietnamese, who knew from official U.S. statements that Captain
Herrick had been reinforced, would have sent their Swatow boats,
with no armament capable of sinking a destroyer (machineguns and
light cannon only, no torpedoes), against the strengthened U.S.
destroyer force. The intercepts themselves confirm that the torpedo
boat T-333, the only survivor of the August 2 battle, was not ready
to sail at the critical moment on August 4, when Hanoi could have
set up a battle for that day.
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Among the most prophetic and disturbing statements in the
declassified record are those by national security adviser McGeorge
Bundy, at the White House staff meeting at 8 a.m. on August 5,
1964. Bundy told the staff, according to the memorandum for the
record drafted by military aide William Y. Smith: "On the first
attack, the evidence would be pretty good. On the second one the
amount of evidence we have today is less than we had yesterday.
This resulted primarily from correlating bits and pieces of
information eliminating double counting and mistaken signals. This
much seemed certain: There was an attack. How many PT boats
were involved, how many torpedoes were fired, etc. - all this was
still somewhat uncertain. This matter may be of some importance
since Hanoi has denied making the second attack." We now know
this denial was accurate and Washington's claims were not, and that
senior officials knew of the "double counting and mistaken signals."
But when new staffer Douglass Cater - attending his first morning
meeting on August 5, 1964 - questioned the need for a
Congressional resolution, "Bundy, in reply, jokingly told him
perhaps the matter should not be thought through too far. For his
own part, he welcomed the recent events as justification for a
resolution the Administration had wanted for some time."

Change a few of the words in these quotes - perhaps substitute
"weapons of mass destruction" for "PT boats" and "torpedoes," and
"Baghdad" for "Hanoi" - and the parallels with today become all
too apt.

This new evidence permits us to view more accurately the internal
deliberations of the Johnson administration. Especially in
combination with LBJ's telephone conversations with McNamara,
recently made available to the public with transcriptions, the material
clearly shows Washington rushing to a judgment on events in the
Tonkin Gulf, which it seized upon as evidence in support of its
predetermined intention to escalate the conflict in Vietnam. Those
who questioned the veracity of the Johnson administration's
description of the Gulf of Tonkin incident at the time were right to
do so. The manipulation of this international situation for the
administration's political purpose of obtaining a congressional
authorization for the use of force bears considerable similarity to the
manner in which the Bush administration manipulated intelligence
regarding the possibility that Iraq possessed weapons of mass
destruction to gain its own legislative approval for war against that
country. (Note 16) In both cases, truth became the first casualty. In
both cases, the consequences far outweighed anything anticipated
by the presidents involved.
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name and class (hour) in the top right, and translate

#1-5 to turn in. For optional/ enrichment, transform

each sentence, and then re-translate!

As always, please reach out to me with any questions you 

have (including the “enrichment” work)!  

Who says 

latin can’t 

be punny? 
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Chapter 38 Grammar Notes I 

Relative Clauses of Characteristic 

Review Rel. Clauses:  When an indicative is used in a relative clause, it provides some factual 
description of the antecedent. 

haec est discipula quae Latīnam amat. 

This is the student who loves Latin. 

Definition: When the relative clause describes some general quality of an antecedent that is 
itself general, indefinite, interrogative, or negative, the verb will be subjunctive. 

haec est discipula quae Latinam amet. 
This is a student (the sort of student) who would love Latin. 

Recognition: a relative pronoun with a sbjn. verb and a general, negative, etc. antecedent: 

sunt quī… there are people/those who… 

quis est quī…  who is there who… 

nēmō est quī… there is no one who… 

Translation: “would” is sometimes used for the subjunctive; also can be translated as an indic.; 

in addition, a phrase like “the sort of” or “the kind of” is used in the main clause 

Examples: 

quis est quī huic crēdat? Who is there who trusts this man? 

Who is of such a sort that he would trust this man? 

nēmō erat quī hoc scīret.  There was no one who knew this. 

sunt quī hoc faciant.   There are some who do this. 

They are of such a sort as to do this. 

is nōn est quī hoc faciat.  He is not a person who does (would do) this. 

hic est liber quem omnēs legant. This is the kind of book that all read (a book that all 

would read). 

Compare the above sentence to the one below: 

hic est liber quem omnēs legunt. This is the book that all are reading (= a fact). 
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BONUS GRAMMAR
Relative Clauses of Purpose 

 Purpose clauses may be introduced by a relative pronoun when the antecedent, usually
not the subject of the main verb, is expressed in the main clause.

nuntium mittit quī (ut is) dē mōribus incolārum roget. 

He sends a messenger who may ask about the customs of the inhabitants.  

He sends a messenger to ask about the customs of the inhabitants. 

scrībēbat librōs quōs (ut eōs) aliī legerent.  

He wrote books which others might read.   

He wrote books so that others might read them. 

 quō introduces a purpose clause that contains a comparative.

properātis quō (ut eō) celerius adveniātis. 

You hurry by which you may arrive more quickly. 

You hasten in order that you may arrive/to arrive more quickly. 

 Purpose clauses may also be introduced by adverbs.

domum cucurrī ubi (ut ibi) mē cēlārem. 

I ran home where I might hide.   

I ran home so that I might hide there. 

Relative Clauses of Result 
 There is a blending of a Relative Clause of Characteristic and a Result Clause.

nihil est tam malum quod (ut id) mūtārī nōn possit.  

There is nothing so bad that it cannot be changed.   

nēmō est tam caecus quī (ut is) haec nōn videat. 

No one is so blind that he does not see these things.  
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      Beethoven’s Musical Revolution 

Last week we discussed three composers of the Classical era 

(1750-1828). Of these, Ludwig van Beethoven (1770-1827) had 

the greatest influence on how later composers, performers, 

and audiences thought about music’s power to express 

profound feelings and ideas. 

For Beethoven, music was more than just beautiful, well-ordered sounds. His own 

compositions often trace a dramatic and turbulent journey from struggle and self-doubt 

to restored confidence and triumphant affirmation of life.  

Beethoven’s personal struggle was very real. In the 1790s, he became very 

depressed about his increasing deafness. His loss of hearing worsened to the point that 

he had to give up playing the piano in public, and he became more and more isolated 

from society. His late music became very difficult for audiences to understand, but he 

was still considered the greatest composer of his time. By continuing to compose music, 

Beethoven was able to overcome his pessimistic feelings and keep going. The path from 

depression to renewed hope and optimism is an important idea in Beethoven’s life and 

music.  

Beethoven was also greatly invested in the social and 

political messages of the French Revolution, particularly  

its struggle toward social equality and freedom for all  

people. These revolutionary ideas were threatening the  

existing social order in Beethoven’s home of Vienna,  

where the emperor used spies and censors to suppress 

them. Part of Beethoven’s success was due to his use of  

instrumental music to convey these ideas. His music was  

not banned because there were no words in it to “prove”  French Revolution slogan: “Liberty, 

that he was encouraging resistance to oppression or  Equality, Fraternity, or Death”

demanding bold changes to society.  
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Especially in his nine symphonies, Beethoven “translates” his personal journey 

and revolutionary beliefs into a universal message of perseverance and unity among 

people. While there are moments of incredible beauty in his music, Beethoven’s 

expanded musical vocabulary allows him to also express resistance, discontent, and 

almost violent aggression. The epic scale of Beethoven’s musical journeys are matched 

by this wide range of expression. 

Listen to the beginning of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony. The opening rhythm 

(short-short-short-long) has a defiant quality that has been described as Beethoven 

shaking his clenched fist at the world. This same music would become a symbol of 

international resistance to Naxism during World War II. Now listen to the opening of the 

fourth, final movement of Beethoven’s Fifth, and you will hear the complete change of 

mood: this is a jubilant brass fanfare, and is widely considered to be a musical message 

that triumph over hardships is possible. But these are just two key moments in the 

journey – listen to the whole symphony to hear how this transformation takes place. 

Listening: Beethoven Symphony No. 5. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=agtMrVRr34s 

In the last movement of his Ninth Symphony, the “Choral Symphony,” Beethoven 

does use a text, from Schiller’s “Ode to Joy,” to reinforce the idea of moving toward the 

equal status and participation of all people. Opening with clashing sounds and confused 

fragments of other melodies, the very simple Ode to Joy melody shows us the possibility 

of “more joyous sounds.” Again Beethoven follows a path of transformation and 

development in this movement, mirroring how we as human beings can improve 

ourselves through education and meaningful experiences. In 1989, the European Union 

chose the “Ode to Joy” as its musical hymn. 

The “Ode to Joy” also expresses a hope for improved relations among people 

through tolerance and compassion. This vision of real and lasting “justice for all” 

resonated with the distinguished American Civil Rights leader, Martin Luther King, Jr. 

King even refers to the words of the “Ode to Joy” in his famous “I Have a Dream” speech 

of 1963.   
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From the “Ode to Joy” (by Friedrich Schiller and Ludwig van Beethoven): 

Oh friends, not these tones! 

Rather let us sing more 

Cheerful and more joyful ones. 

Joy! Joy! 

Your sweet magic frees all others… 

All men on earth become brothers. 

From the “I Have a Dream” speech by Martin Luther King, Jr., August 28, 1963: 

We will be able to transform the 

jangling discords of our nation  

into a beautiful symphony of  

brotherhood.  

Listening: Beethoven Ninth Symphony (Ode to Joy movement starts at 52:14; Ode to Joy 

melody first heard at 55:26; vocal section starts at 59:22). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rOjHhS5MtvA 

For Further Exploration 

More on Beethoven’s life and music: 

https://www.gramophone.co.uk/composers/ludwig-van-beethoven-33808 

Can you listen without being able to hear? This famous musician says you can: 

https://www.ted.com/talks/evelyn_glennie_how_to_truly_listen 
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Ms Twedt 4L Science  -          Reading 

This week we will begin a unit on natural selection.  You will read a short section and then 

complete the worksheets.  It is so nice to look over your work and see the effort you are putting 

in. Keep up the hard work! 

Natural selection occurs only if there is both (1) variation in the genetic information between 
organisms in the population and (2) variation in the expression of that genetic information – 
that is, trait variation – that leads to differences in performance among individuals. The traits 
that positively affect survival are more likely to be reproduced, and thus are more common in 
the population. 

Adaptation. "Natural selection leads to adaptation, that is, to a population dominated by 
organisms that are anatomically, behaviorally, and physiologically well suited to survive and 
reproduce in a specific environment. That is, the differential survival and reproduction of 
organisms in a population that have an advantageous heritable trait leads to an increase in the 
proportion of individuals in future generations that have the trait and to a decrease in the 
proportion of individuals that do not. Adaptation also means that the distribution of traits in a 
population can change when conditions change." 

Specific Learning Goals 

• Fitness is the ability to survive and reproduce.

• A characteristic which is influenced by genes and can be inherited by a parent’s offspring is called a
heritable trait.

• A heritable trait that increases fitness is an adaptation.

• An adaptation tends to become more common in a population.  Because the adaptation increases
fitness, individuals with this trait generally produce more offspring. Because the trait is heritable,
offspring generally have the same trait as their parents. Therefore, the adaptation tends to become
more common in the population. This process is called natural selection.

• Another way to describe the process of natural selection is as follows. Since (1) individuals with an
adaptation are more likely to survive and reproduce and (2) parents pass their alleles to their
offspring, the allele(s) that result in an adaptation tend to become common in the population.

• Natural selection results in changes in the frequency in a population of an adaptation and the
allele(s) that result in the adaptation. Natural selection does not cause changes in an individual.

• Evolution by natural selection only occurs if there is variation in a heritable trait which contributes
to differences in fitness.

• Which characteristics are adaptations depends on which type of environment the population is in.
The same population will evolve differently in different environments.

• If an environmental condition changes, an adaptation that increases fitness in the new environment
will become more common in the population. If the change in the environmental condition is
reversed, the effects of natural selection will be reversed, and the characteristic will become less
common in the population.

• In biological populations, evolution by natural selection usually occurs slowly over multiple
generations.
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Common misconceptions about evolution1: 

• Individual organisms can evolve during a single lifespan.
• Natural selection involves organisms trying to adapt.
• The "needs" of organisms account for the changes in populations over time (goal-directed or

teleological interpretation).
• The fittest organisms in a population are those that are strongest, fastest, and/or largest.

1 by Drs. Ingrid Waldron and Jennifer Doherty, Department of Biology, University of Pennsylvania, © 

2018. 
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