
March 13,1980 

Dear Mike. 

your letter a.bout the Ma.laya book I sent you raised a 
lot of perceptive questions. Since you are interested, I will comment. 
First, Malaya became Malaysia at the time of independence. because the 
new country included plaCBs that had not been Malaya, namely Savawak 
and Sabah on the island of Borneo. The new name could include them. 
NOW" ree,ardinb YoLlr comparisons to Vietnam. ~alaya was indeed a 
political war. but so was Vietnam. That was why some civilians like 
me were always emphasizing to whoever would listen that the war should 
be run py the political t ypes, not the military. The answer always was 
(1) that the President had made the decision to put the war under ;he 
military commander , so there was nothing to do about it, and (2) in 
terms of manpower and resources, the military could always take more 
effective action. An example, USAID had had teohioal advisors helping 
the GllN to run its important port faoilities in the Saigon area. 
Eventually. however, b~oklogs inevitably occurred as the war built up 
the quantity of shipments. The US military was able to say. we oan put 
~ x transport~ion battali~s complete with trucks. trains or whatever. 
take over oomplete cOntrol of the p~rt and olear the backlogs in x days. 
All very persuasive. In faot, however. as we constantly won battles but 
never seemed to win the war, it became evident to all what I had once 
written to Gen. Dick Stilwell in 1964 _ before the buildup - that what 
Americans d id might be useful, but what Vietnamese did was cruoial, since 
one day we would be leaving V1etnam 1n any case, and the success of all 
our effatts would depend sOlely on what we left in place and whether it 
succeeded. Thus "Vietnamization" was reinvented, and it was the right 
idea _ always had been _ and might have worked 1f we had continued that 
indefinite, but limited. degree of material support that the Soviet union 
and China never failed to give to North Vietnam. Anyway. on this subject 
I shall enolose a letter I wrote to Amb. Bunker and left with him when I 
Was called in. to see him before leaving Saigon in 1969, if I can find it. 

Your point about the fact that the Br1tish were in place in 
Malaya 1B also well taken. It is impossible to cOilduct any successful 
struggle of this type w1thout two th1ngs: First. what I called "doctr1ne". 
namely a olear statement of what ones objectives and purposes are, and 
one's various str~egies for aocomplishing them. and second. tra1ned 
cadre who know what the missicn is and hav*, the skills to implement the 
prosram. The Br1tish had both aspeats in Mataya, and were enormously 
helped by the British tradition. a hundred years old, of training and 
putting in place well-trained oiv1l and securitf, servioes in their 
colonies. The British system was to admit the 'natives" to all blL the 
highest levels of the administrative serVices, giving them good pay and 
high prestige. India and Malaysia today still benefit from this legacy. 
In the French colonies suoh as Vietnam, by oontrast, the French staffed 
the administrative services"police etc. with Frenchmen down to the 
fairly low levels. paid them m1serably _ and still more so the natives 
at the still l~ier levels. Th1s left a le8acy of administrative 1ncompetenc 
and also corruption - since no one could 11ve solely on the low off1c1al 
salaries and literally had to squeeze or moonlight in some way. Thus in 
Vietnam, as some of us used to say, we would have been better advised to 
spend some years totally reform1ng and retra1ning the o1vil service, and 
only then bri~nB in the enormous resouroes which they were supposed to 
adm nister. 



Agaln~ as you perceptlvely note, the sltuatlon in Malaya was much 
easler. There were much smaller numbers lnvolved. All the lnsurgents 
were Chineee .. wlth very few eJlCeptlons, ln a country where the 
numerlcal majority were Malay, so you already had your enemy half 
ldentlfled at the very start. Again, except for the contiguous border 
wlth Thal1and. the Malay penlneula had sea on both sldes and could be 
patrolled, as ln Korea. In Vietnam, lnfl1tratore from the north came 
hap ~11y down through Laoe and Cambodla and debouch lnto South Vletnam 
anywhere along a thousand_ml1e frontler, secure ln the knowledge that 
Jane Fonda and Jerry RUbln would tle up the Amerlcan government if any­
on.e trled to stop them by "violating" the soverelgnty ot those coun:brles. 
etc. In Malaya. there was no contisuous eanctuary which provlded 
ana endles6 stream of men and materlal. backed by contiguous China and, 
further off, Russla. In. retrospect _ and th1s was a point I dld not 
clearly perceive when I was ln Vietn.am _ lt was silly to f1 6ht the war 
in South Vietnam where in fac t we had no major enemy. rather than in 
NOBth Vletnam where he lived and came from. It was a little 11ke fl ghting 
WW II only in France. leavlns Germany as a privileged sanctuary except 
for occaslonal bombl!1g. It would stlll be golng on : 

Finally, as the Brltlsh themselves admit, they could not have won 
lf they had not promised independence to ~ Malaya. to occur at the end 
of the "emergency". T ls was not a problem in South Vietnam, as lt 
already was lndependen~, but lt would have been a major conslderation in 
the French war ln VN. If the French had promlsed unconditlonal indepen_ 
dence to the Vietnameee after the defeat of the Viet Mlnh, they mlght 
well have garnered enough po)ular support - a s the Brltlsh dld ln Malaya -
to have won. But perhapSlll. after many betrayals. the V1etnamese in the 
later stages would never have belleved the French no matter what they said. 

I now fi!1d that I have located my letter to Amb. Bunker, and also a 
paper on the VN experience I wrote ln 1971. The former was never replled 
to by Bunker. who may have been mlffed at remarks which he could have 
percelved as being critlcal of hls performance. although they were really 
only crltiques of hls assisned role. The paper, I immodesply suggest. 
contains more practlcal wisdom than anythlng you have yet r ead about 
Vletnam. I hope you wll1 take the time to read lt~ as you will see 
many comparisons wlth Malaya, some of which I have noted ln th e margin. 
You can show it to anyone lnterested (not the letter to Bunker), and then 
please return as it ls one of very few coples. 

I guess I have gone on too long. I have been in 
both NH and Fla. campalgnlng for Bush by door to door and telephone bank. 
Needless to say it has been a lost, if good, cause so far. I fear for 
Bruce on the 6ame groundsl Can he. unllke Bush. establlsh some identlty 
of interest with the masses. the blue collar voter, etc. Bush is an 
ellte type. effortlessly recognized by hls own kind, but viewed as a 
man from another planet by the masses. FDR established a connection 
over the screaming bodies of the more privileged classes. Bush hasn't. 
Mayhe lt ls also Jus t a matter of personality in Bush's case. He con­
centrated too much on political technique anll "momenta" while Anderson 
h1t the iS6ues and Reagan the people. 


