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Thinking
the Unthinkable

The Bases Review and the Future of US-Philippine Relations
Stephen Bosworth

Introduction

Despite the title of this talk, I would like, in fact, to look beyond the

Fresent review of the bases arranlgememts and talk about the long-term
uture of US access to these military facilities after 1991. That iz not to say
that these discussions are not important to the overall relationship between
the United States and the Philippines,

However, T would like to examine ioday some of the factors — globai
and regional factors as well as attitudes and perceptions in the two countries
themselves — which will, in my judgment, shape the longer-term future of
the US-Philippine relationship, inciuding the status of the military bases at

- Clark and Subic. : :

In the end, I anticipate that these factors — what one might call the
“objective realities” of the present and future — will be far more important to
the future of the bases than the issues of compensation, access, etc., which
will be taken up in the negotiation process itself. '

- Strategic Realities

The US-Phulippine relationship and the issue of the bases do not, obviously,
exist in a political vacuum. Both are affected by external factors, including,
very importantly, the evolving balance of political, economic and military
power in Asia and the rest of the world. This seems 50 obviousastobea
truism, but it is a truism which is frequently ignored in the Philippines and to
some extent in the United States.

In this regard, [ would like to say at the outset that despite current specu-
lation to the contrary I do not believe the United States is preparing to
abandon its geostrategic resgg:sibilities in this part of the world. Much of
this current speculation has been prompted l;%z a widely read, recently
gubiished book by Mr Paul Kennedy.” Mr Kennedy is a learned historian,

ut as an anatyst of contemporary politics, I find him much impressive.
1 do not believe that the American peogle or the American political
leaders are prepared to contemplate a world in which the United States
‘ ceases exerasing the responsibilities for global peace and security which we
MCI (P) 200/7 /88 . have accepied since World War IL. Neither do 1 believe that the productive .
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Introductory Remarks

It is with deep concern that we
have been following recent develop-
ments in the US bases review negotia-
tions. Latest press reports indicate
that the review has entered a very
sensitive phase, with both parties not
being able to narrow the gap between
their respective positions,

There is at the heart of the issuea
basic paradox, which was summarized
in October 1986 by Raul Manglapus,
when the Foreign Secretary, thena
Senator, delivered the keynote address
at an IRC-sponsored conference: “Un-
like in Western Europe, Greece and Tur-
key, where the burden of the debate of

USbasesis on the collective shoulders
of all non-communist governments,’
in Southeast Asia the Philippines stands
alone before its own people and before
the world in defending a commitment to
the regional defense of Southeast Asia”.
Secretary Manglapus could not have
been clearer, :

We realize that in the context of post-
Vietnam developments for the last
decade, particularly in view of the
strategic breakthrough achieved by the
Soviet Union in Southeast Asia, the
issue of the US facilities in the Philip-
pines can no longer be regarded asa
bilateral matter between the Philippines
and the United States. Even Soviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev recognized
this added strategic dimension, when in
July 198% he linked the US facilities in
the Phiiippines to the Soviet bases in
Vietnam.

But the problem is that while there is
now no basic understanding on this
issue within ASEAN, the Philippines
continues to be engaged in a process of
bilateral negotiations with the United
States, at a time when the debate has
been radicalized by the Filipino Left,
which seeks to capitalize on nationalis-
tic, if not anti-American, feelings. This
constitutes the dilemma for the United -
States and ASEAN as well. Much needs
tobe done in order to promote a new
sense of strategic solidarity, not only
within ASEAN, but also amongst those
within the Pacific community who
share common pluralistic values. The
Western European nations are now
iooking towards the perspective of 1992,
a vision that the late Jean Monnet and
Konrad Adenauer, leaders who were
ahead of their times,<dared to dream.

As we approach the 21st century, it is
imperative that leaders in the Asia-
Pacific region address themselves to the
need to forge a strategic consensus on
how to promote peace and stability in
the region. To address this issueina
direct way is Stephen W Bosworth.

Stephen Bosworth shot to'promi-
nence in this part of the world in the tu-
multuous last days of the Marcos era.
As Ambassador of the United States to
the Philippines, he played a significant
role in the formulation and execution of
US policy towards Manila.

Mr Bosworth has accumulated a
wealth of experience throughout his
25-year career in the State Depart-
ment, which saw him serve in a wide
range of capacities and in various
corners of the world. He joined the
Department in 1962. For the first 11
years, apart from serving in Wash-
ington, he also received assi gnments
as economic and financial officer in
Paris, Madrid, and Panama.

Mr Bosworth’s performance in the
State Department won him several
honors and awards — Distinguished
Honor Award, Department of State,
1976, and Arthur $ Fleming Award for
being one of the 10 Outstanding
Young Officials in the Federal Govern-
ment in 1976. it was, therefore,
hardly surprising that he was
appointed Ambassador to Tunisia in
1979, when he was barely 40. After a
two-year term as Ambassador in
Tunisia he returned to the State
Department as Principal Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs. In 1983 Mr
Bosworth was made Director for
Policy Planning in the State Depart-
ment.

" A year later, in 1984, Mr Bosworth
was approached by Secretary of State
Shultz to be Ambassador to the
Philippines. Itis well known that
American policy towards the Marcos
government was one of the factors
that hastened Marcos’ departure.
And, Mr Bosworth became prominent
as the go-between for the US govern-
ment and the Philippine President.
For his distinguished Tmance
as Ambassador to the Philippines he
was given another Distinguished
Honor Award by the State Depart-
ment in 1986. In addition, his alma
mater, Dartmouth College, from
which he graduated witha BA in
1961, conferred upon him an honor-
ary Doctor of Law award in 1986,
while the American Academy for
Diplomacy conferred upon him the
Diplomat of the Year Award in 1987.

Upon completing his term as Am-
bassador in 1987 Mr Bosworth
received a six-month fellowship from
Dartmouth College. Since January
1988 Mr Bosworth has been President
of the US-Japan Foundation.

Raymond Bonner in his book,
Waltzing with a Dictator, described
Mr Bosworth as “the right man at the
right time in the right place”. He
went on to say that “Bosworth was a
diplomat’s diplomat: cautious,
careful, always keeping his options
open”.

Mr Bosworth is now a retired
diplomat. Therefore, in the interest
of clarifying important public issues
we are inviting him to be as candid
as he can. .

M.Rajaretnam
Director, IRC
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base of the American economy. has
deteriorated to the point at which
the United States is no longer able to
support a global role, Iamnot

rsuaded that the United States

s entered a period of absolute,
irreversible economic decline.
Indeed, the current performance of
the American economy offers stron
evidence to the contrary. (I woul
observe in passing that I suspect that
the readjustment of exchange rates
over the past two years may now be
leading us to a situation in which
the rest of the world begins to worry
far more about rapidgr owing
American exports and the impact of
those on their own market shares

~than about American trade deficits.)

On the other hand; it is undeni-
able that we are experiencing, in the
world at large and particularly
here in Asia, a major realignment
of relative economic and political

wer. For several decades after

orld War II, the United States was
in an unprecedented position of
world economic ' dominance. That
dominance, together with American
military power, led to a long period
of what some call the American -
imperium. :

t period has now ended. It
has ended, however, not because of
a decline of the United States in ab-
solute terms. Rather it has ended
bozause of the spectacular rise in -
economic power of Japan, Western

. Europe, and to some extent the

newly industrializing countries of
Asia. Thus, the relative weight of
the United States in the world
economy has declined as that of .
other countries has increased.

This fundamental change in the
balance of economic power in the
world is reflected, inevitably and
desirably, in a readjustment in the
balance of political power in the
world, particularly here in Asia
where economic realities have
changed most dramatically. Not
surpnsingly, Americans have begun
to speak of the need for a more
equitable sharing of the burden of
defense and security. Other coun-
tries, particularly Japan, have simul-
taneously begun to reexamine their
own political role in the region in the .
light of their greatly increased -
economic weight.

This realignment of power and
responsibilities is an on-going
process and it is difficult to forecast
its shape very far into the future.
There is clearly a need for new
models of cooperation and coordi-
nation between the United States
and Japan, on the one hand, and
among all the countries of the Asia-
Pacific region, including the US and
Japan, on the other.

These new models will probably
not emerge without some friction. In




the case of the US-Japanese relation-
ship, for example, each country
has to change its view of itself and
jts role in the region as well asits
view of the role and responsibilities
of the other.

The United States finds it
somewhat difficult to adjust to a
world in which its relative economic
power no longer causes other coun-
tries to follow its lead, for better or
for worse, more or less automati-
cally. Japan is sensitive to its own
mistakes of the still not that distant
past and conscious of the suspicions
and concerns of its neighbors in
Asia. But Japan is looking for ways
in which it can take on a greater
share of responsibility for its own
security and that of the region.

In effect, the political structure of
the Asia-Pacific region is shiftin
from one in which the Unit
States exercised a Ipreponderant
economic, political and security role
to one which more closely re-
sembles a concert of powers, seek-
ing to make decisions and manage
regional systems on the basis of
shared responsibility. This does
not, however, eliminate the need for
American leadership within the
concert of powers. e United
States and the rest of the countries
of the Asian-Pacific region recognize
that because of America’s still
unique militarg' wer and the size
and potency of the US economy, the
United States must play a key role
of leadership.

However, this evolution of
economic and political power is such
that it cannot helg but impact on the
future of the US-Philippine relation-
ship. Notwithstanding the impor-
tance and intensity of the ties with
the United States, the Philippines
must broaden its world view and its
¥olicies, particularly to give more

ocus to its relations with the other
countries of ASEAN and Japan.

One of the more troubling lega-
cies of Ferdinand Marcos’ rule in the
Philippines was that he froze the
Philippine view of the United
States and the rest of the world as it
had existed in the mid-1960s, not
allowing it to adapt to changing -
realities. He used his relationship
with the United States to legitimize
his rule in the minds of his country-
men. In so doing, he prevented a
normal, healthy evolution of the
Philippine worldview. The Phili
pine perspective of the world of the
early and mid-1980s, for example,
was still one based essentially on a
by then outdated concept of the:
American imperium.

1 believe there are encouraging
signs that this situation is changing:
under the Aquino administration.
The Philippines has begun to

‘broaden and deepen its relation-
ships with other countries in Asia.
This may be somewhat disconcerting

T

to some in the United States who
are accustomed to an almost exclu-
sive Philippine focus on the United
States. But this change in the Phil-
ippine view of the world should
not be seen by the United States as
a threat to its interests in the Philip-
pines. Rather, it isa rational, over-
due response to changing realities in
the Asian-Pacific region. Over the
longer-term, it is very much in the
interests of the United States itseif.

Simultanecus with the shift in
the balance of economic and politi-
cal weight within the Asia-Pacific
region, there is currently under-
way another change, or at least the
hint of change, in the geostrategic
situation which may well have
implications for how the United
States and the Philippines each see
their own interests in the bilat- -
eral relationship, particularly in
connection with the bases arrange-
ments. _

Iam referrieng, of course, to the
now acknowl

_ cFed failure of the
communist model of economic

development in both the USSR and
the PRC. The strategic implica-
tions of this may be particularly sig-
nificant in the case of the US55
The decision to revise resource al-
location priorities and to exgriment
with economic models which rely
heavily on the forces of the market
?ggears to bring with it a desire to
uce external distractions and
drains on resources. This raises
the possibility of a change in
Moscow’s behavior toward its neigh-
bors.

This would, of course, be a most
welcome development. However, it
is still far too early to judge
whether this change. in priorities
will, in fact, result In a long-term
change in Soviet attitudes and-
strategy toward the rest of the
world. In the meantime, it would
be imprudent for the other countries
of Asia and the Pacific, including
the Philippines and the United
States, to. make their own strategic
decisions on the basis of anything
less -than concrete indications of a
permanent change in Soviet behav-
10T,

Separating Myth from Reality

Any attempt to forecast the
future, including the future of the
US-Philippine relationship, must, of
course, take account of the past. But
in talking about the past, we
should attempt to separate myth
from reality. In the case of the
Philippines and the Filipino view of
the United States, this is no easy .
task. : -

There is, of course, the inescap-
able reality that the United States is
the former colonial power in the
Philippines. This has colored Fili-
pino attitudes toward the United

villain” of the

States in a very special fashion. On
the one hand, many Filipinos view
the United States with some suspi-
cion, regarding it as the “great .
est from whom all
evil flows. At the same time, how-
ever, many of these same Filipinos
regard the United States as some
sort of deus ex machina from
whom all solutions to Filipino
problems will eventually come.

This somewhat typical residue of
colonialism was complicated, asI
mentioned earlier, by the fact that
the Filipino view of the United
States was in some res laced in
a state of suspended animation by
Ferdinand hf:rcos. Marcos failed
to allow the Philippine view of the
world around it to change and adapt
to the realities of shifts in the
structure of power. Marcos also
interrupted what might otherwise
have been a more normal,
smoother development of a sense of
nationhood among Filipinos. He

uaded a number of Filipinos for
a number of years that they were
incapable of democratic seli-govern-
ment and that his model o
“constitutional authoritarianism”
was the ri%ht system of government.
for the Philippines.
" One of the understandable, but
unfortunate, results of all of this
was that for some Filipinos the ties
between their country and the
United States, including the ar-
rangements governing the military
bases, became more or less synony-
mous with the Marcos regime. just
as Marcos, because of the excesses
of his government and his reliance
on anti-communist rhetoric to rally
support, gave anti-communism a
bad name in the Philippines, so did
his rule tend to give anti-Ameri-
canism and anti-bases sentiment a
better reputation than would other-
wise have been the case.

But if the Philippines is now
Eoin to be able to develop a

ealthy, positive sense of its own
nationhood, it must separate myth
from reality. [ would argue strongly,
for example, that the United States
was not responsible for the excesses
of the Marcos regime. The United
States did not declare martial law in
the Philippines in 1972. Itis true
that the United States did not object
strenuously to the martial law, but
then neither did most Filipinos. In
fact, the great majority of Filipinos
welcomed the declaration of mar-
tial law which appeared to deliver
them from the deterioration of law
and order and administrative
chaos which Marcos had, in fact,
orchestrated.

On the other hand, the United
States should be modest in an
claims of responsibility for Mar-
cos’ departure and. the restoration
of democracy in the Philippines.

> > > Page 4
3




-,

> > > Page 3

Just as Filipinos should accept the

bulk of responsibility for the emer-
nce of the Marcos” phenomenon in

the first place, so should they be

- given credit for the departure of that

phenomenon in February 1986.
The United States can legiti-
mahilz say that in the last years of
the Marcos regime it acted in such a
way as to help create the political
conditions within which Filipinos
were able to bring about a restora-

tion of democracy. But it was

Filipinos who took the enormous

ggrsonal risks which made this
pe

n o
Yt is probably not surprising that
in the aIf)tern'nat;: of therrpevolu%ion
there has been a surge of nationalist
feeling and rhetoric within the
Philippines. It is g;rhaps tobe
expected as well that, given history,
this surge of nationalism contains a
certain amount of anti-American and
anti-bases sentiment.

What would be more worrying
by far would be evidence that ‘this
surge of nationalism was beginning

to have some real impact on gov-

emment policies, either in the
Philippines, or, in reaction, in the
United States.

am concerned, for example,
that both the Philippines and the
United States may be at risk of
falling into the trap of believing
their own negotiating positions.
The Filipinos may be at risk of
believing that only the United States
benefits from American access to
Clark and Subic. At the same time,
the United States maly begin to
believe that they really can-move
elsewhere those military missions
now performed in the Philippines
with no loss of effectiveness and
no damage to its other, larger
interests in the Philippines and its
overall position in the region.

In this connection, I am reminded

- of the story of the farmer in the

American middle west who was
heavily burdened by a large mort-
om the local bank. e bank
resident called him in and said he
nad concluded that he would not be
able to repay the mortgage and that
the bank might have to foreclose.
“But I have got an idea”, the banker
said. “You have a very nice mare,

- and your neighbor has a prize stal-

lion. Iam gping to start a rumor

that your neighbor’s stallion esca

from his barn one night and bred
our mare. Then we will see what
appens”.

e farmer came back a week
later and told the banker, “Your idea
worked wonderfully. I have been
getting telephone calls all week from
gggaple wanting to buy my mare

use they think she is carrying
a foal from my neighbor’s stallion.

. Why, the last caller offered me

4

tional policy

$50,000".

The banker replied, “That is
marvelous. 1assume you accepted
the offer and can now pay off your
mortgage”.

But the farmer answered with
disbelief, “Are youcrazy? I am
going to raise that colt myself”.

I only hope that neither the
United States nor the Philippines
will try to raise the colt themselves.

In the case of the Philippines, I
believe there is a need to%ase na-
both on a sense of
national responsibility for the prob-
lems of the country — and for the
solutions to those problems. They

~ cannot base their national strategy

on hopes for a discovery -of General
Yamashita’s gold or for the return
of Marcos’ billions. _

Also, 1 believe the Philippines
cannot escape the fact that it exists
within a world of complex interde-
pendence. While that interdepend-
ence brings great benefits in terms
of economic opportunities and
security, it also reduces the range of
national choices. For example, there
aglpears to be some sentiment in the
Philippines for a set of future
olptions and possibilities which
closely resembles the present,
except for the removal of the bases
arrangement with the United States.

However, in this interdependent
world, trade, financial flows, aid,
tourism, emigration and security are
all interwoven. This interdepend-
ence extends not just to Philippine
relations with the United States but
to its relations with the other coun-
tries of Asia as well. The seamless
web is such that it is virtually
impossible to change just one ele-
ment without affecting the other
elements as well.

For its part, the United States has
certain obligations as well in tryin
to assure the smooth evolution of its
relationship with the Philippines.
First, it shoyld be forbearing with
regard to the rhetoric coming out
of the Philippines. The current
discussion by Filipinos of their
country’s future is long overdue
and, it conducted with atleasta
modicumn of responsibility, should
be a positive development. (How-
ever, Filipinos should realize that
their domestic debate does not take

lace in a vacuum and that inevita-

ly rhetorical stridency in discussion
of their relations with the United
States will begin to eat into the large
reservoir of pro-Philippine senti-
ment in the I?Jnited States.)

Moreover, it seems to me that the
United States should be aware that
there is one fundamental difference
between the situation in which we
maintain access to bases in the -
PhilipFines and our arrangements
for military bases in other countries
of Asia and in Europe. In contrast
to all these other countries in which

we have military facilities, our
access to the bases in the Philip-
pines is a direct legacy of our
colonial rule in that counhg'.
Filipinos argue that they ha
never had the opportunity to
make a sovereign decision as to
whether they want the US military
facilities in their country, that
arrangements for a continuation of
military bases were in effect a
condition of the Philippines becom-
in% an independent count?z. -
have some sympathy for the
Philippine position. Iwould argue
that over the longer term, assuming
that both governments want the
bases to continue in some form, it -
would be important to ensure that
the Philippine Feople, either
through formal congressional
action or by referendum, have the
opportunity to express themselves
on the issue of the future of the
arrangements, : '

At the same time, the United
States must avoid the trap of
defining its interests in the Philip-
pines in such a way that they stand
or fall on the issue of the future of
the bases. I believe that the bases do
contribute to the security of the

'Phili]:}pines as well as to the secn-

rity of the other countries of the
Asia-Pacific region. However,
security within the Philippines itself
must seen within_a compre-
hensive framewerl. This compre-
hensive approach v security in the

- Philippines must deal with "the root -

causes of insecurity and instability
in that country. The Philippines
will not be secure unless it can
continue and strengthen its cur-
rent efforts to attack the problems
of poverty, social inf'ustice, etc.
ut it desperately needs assis-

tance in these efforts. It isincum-
bent upon the United States —as
well as other countries of the region
which arein a position to help — to
assist the Philippines not just with
more aid, "but with a systematic
effort to open new markets for
Philippine exports and to deal with
the dz- ilitating problems of the
Philippine foreign debt. :

It 1s on these parallel concepts
of interdependence - and compre-
hensive security — and our success

in following through on them —

that I believe the future of the
US-Philinine relationship will
ultimately depend. _

Roles of Other Countries

Just asthe United States and the
Philippines must act on these
concepts of interdependence and
comprehensive security, so must the
other countries of Asiaas they
contemplate their own interestsin a
stable Philippines and in the con-
tinuation of the American strategic -
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presence in this region.

1 am greatly encouraged by the
major increasés in Japanese aid to
the Philippines over the past year or
more. I am also encouraged AK]the
willingness of the other ASEAN
countries at the recent ministerial
meeting in Bangkok to pledge their
support for a multinational,
multisectoral development %-“o_—
gram for the Philippines. This
suggests that these countries recog-
nize that their own security de-
pends on security and stability in
the Philippines.

However, 1 believe it might also
be important for the other coun-
tries of the region, to the extent that
they believe that the stability and
security provided by US access to

the military bases in the Philippines
is important to them, to be prepared
tosay so. I am not suggestn
any effort to negotiate a multilat-
eral umbrella agreement for these
bases. That would not be appropri-
ate, and it is probably not necessary.
But it does seem to me that it is
important in terms of the internal
debate within the Philippines that
Filipinos be able to judge accurately
how the other countries of the
region feel about the issue. If the
security ties between the United
States and the Philippines are-an
important element in this seamless
we%oof interdependence within
Southeast Asia, the neighbors of the
Philippines should perhaps be
prepared to say so.

n conclusion, I am suggesting
that the context of the discussions

between the United States and the
Philippines over the future of the
bases arrangements be broadened.
It should be broadened to include
these twin concepts of interdepend-
ence and comprehensive security.
If this occurs, and if the other
countries of the region play the role
which their own interests and
capabilities would seem to require,
then I am confident that we will not
have to “think the unthinkable”.

This is the full text of a talk given by

Stephen W Bosworth on “Thinking the
Unthinkable: The Bases Review and the
Future of US-Philippine Relations” on
5 July 1988 at the Marina_Mandarin
Hotel, Singapore. The talk was hosted
and sponsored by the Information &
Resource Center.

Discussion

Question: Are there concrete
moves on the part of the United
States to make comprehensive the
concept of secuﬁt{:rith regard to
the relationship between the
United States and the Philip-
pines? Are there more concrete
moves in improving or easing the
tensions regarding trade, economic
-assistance and foreign debt? In a
recent Worldnet interview, Assis-

tant Secretary Gaston Sigur was

not able to refer to anything con-
crete with regard to the multilateral
mini-Mars Plan or with regard

to efforts to help resolve the Philip-
E)ine debt problem. Are we not

sing time if there are no real
moves being made by the United
States in this regard?

Answer: [have the feeling that we
may be losing a bit of time. There is
a serious effort under way within the
Enit;edusstages, led, to some _e:;ter;t,
e ongress — surprisin
id but which h%rs been strlc;?igly By
supported and which is now being
led also by the Executive to try to
put together a program of multi-
national, multi-year support for the
Philippines. "1t is proving to be very
difficult to realize, but I retain a
certain sense of optimism that it will
materialize in the end.

But the Philippines should not
be reluctant to take the initiative
itself with regard to the emergence
of a broader concept of compre-
hensive security. Itis unfortunate
that the debate in the Philippines
continues to have all of the
characteristics of the negotiation for
the purchase of a rug in a North
African bazaar. Itis all in terms of
the price and in terms of how much
aid 1s to be given. The Philippines,
too, has the responsibility for
trying to broaden the discussion
béyond the -question: of how much.
rent is to be given. ButI retain a
degree of optimism that eventually
there will result something in the
way of a multinational, multi-year
plan, which will provide some
substantial assistance to the Philip-
pines. '

Question: Regarding the negotiat-
ing rhetoric that you pointed to
earlier, an article in The Straits
Times (Singapore) of 7 July 1988
stated that three Philippine Con-
essmen had said that durihg
etary Shultz’s forthcoming visit -
to Manila {11-13 July 1988], Mrs
Agquino would demand for US§1.5
biliion in rental, or whatever you
may call it, to extend the bases
agreement for another five years.

But the rt also said that if
Secretary Shultz found this price too
high he would say the Americans
will pack up and go. Would you
care to speculate on this?

Answer: My initial reaction to the
same article was that it was based on
very little reality, and siaran_g from
someone’s mind. I would be very
amazed that that sort of discussion
was taking place.

Question: We are very privileged
to listen to you this afternoon.

We had to come all the way to
Singapore to listen to a_ very lucid
presentation from a distinguished
American intellectual. You made
ver{' solid points, both in your
analysis and in your prescription.
But thereare a few things that
deserve to be pointed out here

- when looking at the Marcos. past as

having frozen the nationalist
impulse. It is also historically
correct to say that it was in the
Marcos years that the bases a

ment, originally meant for 99 years,
was cut down to the next 25 years
from 1966. And, it was also in the
Marcos years that by mutual

. agreement the bases were to

become Philippine military bases,
T > > > Page 6
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