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Bilateralism in the Changing Asia-Pacific Environment

HERMAN JOSEPH S. KRAFT

The security structure of the Asla-Pacific during the Cold War js character-
ized by a web of interlgching bilateral alliances woven by the United States.
rhrough this '‘hub and spakes’ mechanism, American inflience in the region
was guaranteed as states dealt with one another by means of their respective
bilateral linkages with Washington, This arrangement effectively prevented
regional states and actars from challengirg the hegemony of the United
States over the conduct of regional security affairs.

The end of the Cold War, the consequent decling of American militany
Aresence in the region, and the eme rgence of new aeostrategic players have
made this nelwork of bilateral alliances inadequate, if not outdated, for the
eomplex and uncertain post-Cald War international system, This, in turn,
necessitales a rethinking of bilaterafism and its place In the new regional
SECUFitY enviranment, With Philippine-United States Relations as backdrop,
Itis argued that until muitilateral mechanisms are designed to help diffuse
criges and, in conditions of canflicl, actually enforced, the unevan distriby.
tion of pewer among states will continue to provide the reason for small
states Lo seek the assistance of stronger states through bilateral SBCUrity
arrangements, Bllateral alliances with neighbors and other regicnal actors
should, therefore, he anhanced with the view of complementing multilatera)
efforts lowards security ceoperation, In the last analysis, however, while
bilateralism remains an imporant aspect of Asia-Pacific sec urity, a collective
effort is Indispensable for BASUNNE reglonal stability,

Introduction

The end of the Cold War is today the most significant factor affecting
the state of security relations in the international system, This significance
is reflected by the paradox it created. While the collapse of the hipolar
international system brought an end to the rivalry between the United
States and the Soviet Union and, in'the process, minimized the possibility
of a glabal nuclear conflict, it led, however, to the emergence of a very
complex and unpredictahle Security environment,

The consequences of the end of the Cold War are no less significant
for the Asia-Pacific than they are for Europe. First, the th awing of the Cold
War has led to the relative decline of the influence and military presence
of both the Soviet Union and the United States in East Asia. Second, it has
contributed to the greater complexity of the region’s security situation,
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challenging the adequacy of current policies and approaches, as well as
existing institutional machineries Tor addressing the current general
uncertainty inthe system,? Finally, new geostrategic players have emearged
in the region — ASEAN and its individual member-states, China, Japan,
India and Australia. It cannot be denied that the future security of the
region will largely depend upon the interrelationships: that will develop
amorg these players.

Asia-Pacific security until 1991 had always been a palchwork of
rivalries subsumed within the global framewaork of the Cold War. Direct
involvernent in China, Korea, Vietnam and Cambaodia, and its establish-
ment of a network of bilateral alliances in the region illustrated the
United States' attempts to contain the expansion of revalutionary
socialism in East Asia. Unlike in Europe, however, no region-wide anti-
communist alllance was established under the |eadership of the United
States. Historical antecedents involving Korea and Japan, and the
unwillingness of Talwan to antagonize China at such a vulnerable
period in its existence, gave little incentive to the formation of a region-
wide security arrangement in Mortheast Asia. In Southeast Asia,
wonfrontasi and the many territorial disputes which colored relations
ameng Southeast Asian states made difficult the organization of a
regional security grouping. The only multilateral securnty arrangemenis
that inviolved Southeast Asian states were the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO) established in 1554 through the Manila Pact and
the Five Power Defense Agreement (FPDA). SEATO eventually folded up
in 1977, The heterogeneity of the membership, with the Philippines
and Thailand being tha only members from Southeast Asia, practically
ensured that it would never be a major player in the security calculus
of Southeast Asia.? Although the FPDA remains an active organization,
it has not attained a major regional status due primarily to the fact that
the United States never became a member of the alliance,

The security structure that emerged in the Asia-Pacific during the Cold
War was characterized by a network of bilateral alliances interlinked
through the United States. This structure was described as a web of
interocking alliances or, more popularly, as a "hub and spokes” pattern.
Through this mechanism, American influence in the region was guarantead
as regional states dealt with one ancther on security matters largely
through their respective linkages with Washington. This arrangement also
made it difficult for regional states to combine together and challenge the
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leadership of the United States, as in the case of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). Most importantly, bilateralism made it practically
Impossible for the Soviet Union to gain influerice over the candurt of
regional security affairs.?

For these reasons, the United States never encouraged the
emergence of a multilateral security arrangement in the Asla-Pacific
region even long before SEATO had finally been terminated as an active
alllance. Throughout the early 1950s, Washington rebuffed Au stralian,
Canadian and Soviet proposals for a new Asian security arrangerment
that would replace the system of bilateral alliances, with United States
officials arguing that proven bilateral mechanisms should be co ntinuead
to meet the specific challenges the region faced in the Erowing
uncertainty of the post-Cold War world,

By 1993, however, even the United States had to concede that the
unraveling of the Cold War structure of values, threats and allies made
the network of bilateral altances inadequate for addressing the
emerging uncertainty of the international system. Within this emerging
international and regional security calculus, the pervading question s
what kind of security structure is required to maintain the stability of
the Asta-Pacific region? Is there a role for bilateralism within this
secunty structure? How will bilateralism be accommodated in an
increasingly imerdependent world?

Security in the Asia-Pacific and Multilateralism

The post-Cold War situation in the Asia-Pacific has been described
as having “set the stage for a new phase in regional security relations
and regional security studies.”® This new phase has so far been
distinguished from the old by changes in the security ervironment
which have significant theoretical and policy implications. In particular,
two closely related developments have been central to the changes
cceurning in the region's security environment: the canceptualization
of security itself; and the expansion of multilateral channels far
regional security dialogue and cooperation.

Security in the context of the Cold War era had largaly been
construed as unidimensional, with a primary focus on military pawer
and its use in achieving political ends. Although the advent of nuclear
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deterrence had challenged the theoretical basis of this Clausewitzian
view of security, it was only in the aftermath of the Sowet Union's
collapse in 1981 that its limitations as a conceptual tool was finally
recognized, Economic and fiscal considerations — the impact of the
World Trade Organization (WTO) on national econemies, national
indebtedness and the issue of property rights — have singe been at the
top of the agenda of pelicy debates on threats to the well-being of
nations and the stability of states. Mew issues have also emerged, with
the environment, migration, drugs and AIDS infringing upon what had
forlong been the sole domain of defense and the military. Cansequently,
specialists in the field of security have been confronted by the need to
reassess the conceptual tools and methodology currently in vogue,

Within East Asia, security has always been understood in comprehensive
terms, Although their points of emphasis differ, East Asian states generally
approach security beyvond the purely military and defense orientation,
treating the political, economic and social well-being of society and the
state-as equally significant aspects thereof.®

Tha very concepl of comprehensive security, however, 15 multi-
faceted. Not only does it consider security in terms of itsend goals, it
alsoconsiders the processes by which these endgoals may be attained.
fis one scholar had put it “the purpose of considering security
comprehensively 1s to ensure that all issues receive due attention in
appropriate forums, and that disputes and problem areas can be
solved for the general benefit using the collective wisdom of all the
participants. "™ The comhbination of these three differant factors — the
broadening of the scope of securnity, the emergence of new geostrategic
players in the region, and the tradition of seeking solutions to security
issues comprehensively — has bheen responsible for the rapid growth
of multilateral dialogue and cooperation arrangemeants in the Asia-
Facific.

Muiltifateral dialogues have been one of the most startling
phenarmena associated with the end of the Cold War in the Asia-Pacific.
It has practically become a growth industry in the last five vears.’ The
idea of a multilateral dialogue on regional security issues or multiiateral
security cooperation is not a new concept. Initiatives fram the United
States to establish a trans-Pacific security dialogue mechanism went
as far back as 1925, Various efforts were also made during the Cold
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War era, ranging from broad fora for exchanges like the Non-Aligned
Movermnent (NAM) to specific intra-alliance exchanges among the
members of the now defunct SEATO and the ANZUS. What makes
current developments different is the scope of security concerns (i.e.,
it includes more than just purely military and defense issues), and the
fact that it is being initiated by many different countries and institutes
rather than an alliance leader or hegemonic powear.®

The development of dialogue mechanisms is noticeably taking place
in different layers of structures.® The first layer is bilateral, which includes
bilateral diplomatic relations and bilateral security arrangements in accor-
dance with the "hub and spokes” pattern. The second includes situation-
specific instruments for multilateral cooperation that are borne out of
existing disputes, such as the workshops on the South China Sea dispute.
A third level encompasses the many efforts to establish channels for
dialogue and consultation on a regional, such as the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF), and subregional, like the ASEAN, basis, Finally, there is the
atternpt to interconnect regional processes and global institutions, par-
ticularly in areas such as nuclear weapons proliferation, usually through
the United Nations. Even with this cursory glance at the way dialogue
mechanisms are developing, it can be seen that itis the underlying strong
bilateral base that has eased the way for the emergence of multilateralism.

The growth of multilateralism has spawned new hopes for peace and
cooperation in the Asia-Pacific region. This perspective is most strongly
argued by the school of thought referred to in academic circles as
“liberals." They argue that with the likelihood of a nuclear conflict between
the two superpowers all but gone, there will be more opportunities for
cooperation in the pursuit of common goals towards greater economic
prosperity. Economic cooperation will then pave the way for the spread of
liberal democratic ideals and, eventually, respect for liberal human values,
The emergence of multilateral mechanisms for economic and security
cooperation, and the work of international institutions like the United
Mations, it is argued, can only lead to a more peaceful and stable world,

This optimistic view of the future can be contrasted with the view
of the “realists” who argue that wars are naturally occurring phenom-
ena, They occur because states would rather defend their interests
than relinguish them to preserve harmonious relations. (Realists tend
to call this alternative course of action as appeasement — which anly
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emboldens the aggressor). In the anarchic structure of the interna-
tional system, state power largely determines whose interests will
prevail. Peace results only from a distribution of power that would deter
potential ‘aggressors.? Barry Buzan and Gerald Segal contest the
liberal argument about economic and political interdependence in the
Asia-Pacific stating that: (a) the levels of interdependence between
states in the region vary drastically; (b) the level of interdependence in
the Asia-Pacific has not kept pace with developments in Europe; (g}
economic interdependence is not necessarily a protection against
conflict; and (d} not all market economies are democracies, and
glthough it may be true that democracies do not fight each other,
countries with market economies do abide by the same rule,?

The significance of the realist perspective lies in the fact that the
multilateralismn that has been emerging in the Asia-Pacific region
consists chiefly of dialogue mechanisms intended for building confidence
and greater understanding throughout the region, and cooperative
mechanisms for purposes of preventive diplomacy, They are supposed
to provide vehicles for discussing potential problems or-cooperating in
specific |ssue-areas with the view of lessening, if not completely
preventing, the occurrence of conflict. They are not intended, however,
to resolve crises once these have broken out, much |less stop conflicts
when crisis management fails.** This is at present the strongest
argument for maintaining the structure of bilateral alliances alongside
multilateral mechanisms for security cooperation. Until multilateral
mechanisms are designed to help diffuse crises and, in conditions of
conflict, actually given teeth in the form of enforcement capabilities,
disparities in state power will continue to give small states the incentive
o seek the assistance of stronger states through bilateral security
arrangemeants.

The case of the Philippines, in the aftermath of the withdrawal of the
United States, illustrates this point well.

Philippine-United States Relations in the Post-Bases Era

On December 31, 1992 the Military Bases Agreement (MBA)
between the Philippines and the United States ended. Since its inception
in 1947, the MBA had been the centerpiece of Philippine relations with
the United States and, in general, of Philippine foreign policy as well. After
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the agreement’s termination, the bilateral relationship has been given a
new direction.

The Initial concem about the consequences of a United States
withdrawal from the Fhilippines on the economy has now been proven to
be largely without basis. A more central concern of the Philippine govern-
ment loday, Inits continuing security retations with the United States, is tha
question of national defense and the capacity of the Armed Forces of the
Philippines (AFP) to protect the country from external threats,

Under the MBA, the United States was deemed responsible for
much of the national defense needs of the Philippines. This laid the
groundwork for Philippine dependence on United States security
guarantees and, consequently, the eventual undeardevelopment of the
external defense capability of the AFP.Y The purchase of moderm
Weapons systems was given a low prionty in the budgetary appropria-
tians for the AFP. Until 1991, the Philippines consistently had one of
the -lowest defense-expenditure-to-GNP ratios among the ASEAN
states. Philippine Department of Defense officials and AFP officers
have repeatedly called attention to the weakened capacity of the AFP
to protect the country from external threats, including low-level
contingencies such as incursions by smugglers and lllegal fishermen.
This lack of capability is shown by Philippine Mavy statistics that
recorded 819 Incidents of illegal incursions involving 1,617 Taiwanese
vessels between 1986 and October 1990, of which only a few were
apprehended. In the same period, 231 Incursions into the Philippine
Air Defense ldentification Zone (PADIZ) were made by non-friendly
aircraft, The neglect of the external defense capability of the AFP has
also created political repercussions. A fact-finding commission repart

B Until multilateral méchanrsms ang
designed to help diffuse erises and, in
conditions of conflict, actually given
tecth In the form of enforcement
capabilities; disparites in state power
will continue to give small stales the
incentive to seek the assistance of
Stronger states through bilateral

securlly armangements

showed that it was one of the major
reasons for demaoralization within the
AFP and, indirectly, part of the rea-
son for the series of coup d' état that
beleaguered the Fresidency of
Corazon Agquino, 1

This dependency structure, how-
ever, had another aspect to it. The
Philippines relied on the United States
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not only for external security, but also for assistance in the develapment
of the AFP's capabilities in dealing with internal threats, Communism and
the Muslim separatist movement in Mindanago have dominated the
sountry's security discourse since 1969.%%

The Philippine government has entered into negotiations with both
the Communist Party and the MNLF to put an end to the decades-long
conflict. The nan-inciusion of the MILF in the peace talks and the
terrorist campaign of the Abu Sayaff % however, do not bode well for
lasting peace in the country, particularly in Mindanao. At present, it is
widely feared that the inability of the AFP to destroy the Abu Sayaff
could lead to the re-emergence of Christian vigilante groups and a
return to sectarian violence in Mindanao,

Even as the domestic situation continued to remain fluid, it is in
relation to the external environment that the AFP is completely weak. The
Philippine Nawvy maintains 21 patrol ships, 22 transport and service
vessels and around 54 small craft to protect the country's territorial waters
(1.28 milion square kilometers) and exclusive economic zone (1.68
million square kilometars), Averaging 4.1 years in senvice, many of these
ships have limited patrol radius and are, in fact, no longer considered
seaworthy. The termination of the MBA placed the Mavy on uncertain
footing since 28 percent of its aperational reguirermeants was provided by
United States assistance.'” The Philipgine Air Force (PAF) is in an even
worse state, having relied on the United States Tor as much as 81 percent
ofits operational needs.*® The PAF has an ageing fleet of front-line fighters
no more than five of which are serviceable, harely at that.

The plan to medernize the AFP was first brought up publicly in 1989
when there were more than equal prospects that the United States would
reduce its presence in the Philippines after the MBA expired in 1991 |t
was not until 1993, however, after the complete withdrawal of the United
States Nawy from Subic, that serious discussions took place. Still, it was
not untll & few weeks after the discovery of Chinese patrol ships in
Panganiban Reefthat the AFP Modernization Act was finally enacted by the
Philippine Congress.

When the Modernization Act was passad in its final form on
February 20, 1995, it included five components: force restructuring
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and organizational development; capability, material and technology
development; bases/support systems development; human resources
development; and doctrines development. The Act provided for P50
billion for the first five years of the projected 15-year program, with
provisions for increased appropriations commensurate to increases in
the country's GMP. The AFP was supposed to submit the details of the
Modernization Program itself a few months after the Act’s passage. The
problem, however, of where to get the funds for the program still
confronts the AFP.

With the removal of the United States bases and its effects on the
Philippine psyche and society, questions on the future of Philippine-American
security relations now-anse primarily from shared perceptions of threats
or the lack thereof. The perceptions of leading policy-makers regarding
basic security concerns and interests of the Philippines will be decisive in
molding the country's attitudes towards our bilateral security ties with the
United States.

Delense Relations and Philippine Security

With the termination of the MBA, Philippine-American security
relations is now anchored on the Mutual Defense Treaty (MDT). The
regular Mutual Defense Board (MDB) meeting in Movember 1992
affirmed that there would be no radical change in the hilateral defense
and security Jrelationship between the Philippines and the United
States.' Without the bases, bilateral security ties are expected to be
less a political problem since much of the controversy had arisen from
the extraterritoriality enjoyed by the United States inside the military
facilities. However, the MDT is still expected to face stiff opposition
from Philippine political forces.

In October 1992, Senator Wigherto Tanada filed Senate Resolu-
tion Mo, 196 which called on the Philippine Senate to study and review
the MDT and the Military Assistance Agreement (MAA} with a view
towards their abrogation. He argued that these two agreements no
longer conformed with the political and military realities that have
emerged after the end of the Cold War, He warned further that due to
the MDT, the Philippines may find itself involved in hostilities with a
third country in conflict with the United States but with whom the
Philippines itself has no quarrel.
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The mast sericus concern about the MDT, however, stems not from
Philippine fears of unwanted entanglements but its converse — the
perceived uncertainty of American security commitments to the Philippines.
The MOT is largely seen by the Philippine public as a United States
guarantee of Philippine security. Since its beginnings in 1951, the MDT
hes been criticized as being inadequate for this purpose because it
stipulates that each party “would act to meet the common dangers in
accordance with its constitutional processes.” It was feared that this
clause could allow the United States to opt out of its commitments o the
Philippines. Philippine concerns were never relieved by assurances made
by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles in the first meeting of the
Philippine-United States Council on September 4, 15954, and by the
Eisenhower-Garcia communiqué of 1958, that American response to an
attack on the Philippines would be automatic,

On August 5, 1980, discussions on security issues affecting the
Philippines sponsored by then Senate President Jovito Salonga were held
in the town of Pansol. The Secretary of Foreign Affairs at that time, Raul
Manglapus, presented issues relating to potential threats to the stability
of the region and the Philippines. He specifically noted the power potential
of both Japan and India which could be directed towards developing
formidabtle military capabilities with the continued purchase of new and
more sophisticated weapons systems and C31 capabilities. Manglapus
also pointed out that Indonesia had the "population and resources to just
wait for avacuurn in the region, and stepinto the vacuum. " While military
and naval developments in Japan and India are certainly worthy of careful
scrutiny, China and the Spratlys issue are the security concerns currently
shaping Philippine external defense policies. It has also become the litmus
test of the MDT's importance to Philippine defense needs,

Although largely uninhabitable, the Spratlys, covering some 38
percent (800,000 sguare kilometers) of the South China Sea, is rich in
marine resources, minerals and hydrocarbon depasits. The island chain is
also believed to contain sighificant oil reserves. The Philippines claims
83,000 square kilometers of the archipelage's area which it collectively
calls the Kalayaan (Freedom) Islands. The Spratlys are also claimed wholly
or partly by Brunei, China, Malaysia, Taiwan and Vietnam,

On February 25, 1992, China enacted a law which declared a major
section of the South China Sea its territorial waters, and the islands
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encompassed within, part of China. Still, China assured the Philippines
that it had no "warlike intentions”™ in the area. Yet they were willing to
support these claims with force if necessary. China has been building a
military capability which would make them the strongest conventional
military power in the region with the exception of the United States.
Chinese officials, however, explained that the February 1992 legislation
was just a reaffirmation of the long-standing position of Beljing. In February
1995, however, Chinese structures were discovered on Panganiban Reef,
a formerly unoccupied reef within the Kalayaan Group of Islands.

The incident emphasized the inadequacy of military alternatives
available to the Philippines in responding to international crises, Certainly,
this developrment should not have come as a surprise since the AFP has
been repeatedly saying that it does not have the ability to sustain a conflict
in the South China Sea should it become necessary 1o supporl Philippine
clairms to the Kalayaan Group of Islands with force. The withdrawal of the
United States Navy and Air Force from the Philippines deprived the AFP of
its mostimportant assets for lang-range patrol and sunveillance operations,
as well as its strangest instruments for deterrence.

Themain guestion being asked in the Philippines is: what obligations
does the United States have in the event of a canflict in the Spratlys?
The Philippines and the United States hald contrasting views on the
issue, The United States believes that the Spratlys and any conflict
arising from it fall outside the jurisdiction of the MDT. The United States
Embassy in the Philippines said in July 1882 that the Kalayaan |Islands
are exciuded from the scope of the treaty because they were not part
of the country's territory when the MDT was signed,® The fact that the
United States refuses to take any side on the issue nor recognize the
claim of any country on the disputed island chain is even more telling.
The United States, by not recognizing Philippine claims, feels no
obligation to come to the aid of the Philippines in the event of an armed
conflict in the area.

Philippine officials, however, believe that the United States is
beholden under the MOT to come to the defense of the Philippines in
case of an attack on the territory it clairs as its own in the South China
Sea, especially when its own armed forces cannot protect such
territory. Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, then Secretary
of Foreign Affairs Roberto Romulo said that the United States was
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treaty-bound to suppert the Philippines in the event of an attack on
Philippine-claimed territory in the South China Sea. This assertion is
based ona 1979 memorandum by the then United States Secretary
of State Cyrus Vance which states that:

[As] provided in Article W, an attack on Philippine armed forces,
public vessels or aircraft in the Pacific would not have toocour within the
metropolitan territory of the Philippines of island territories under its
lurisdiction in the Pacificin order to come within the definition of Pacific
area in Artigle %

The same memorandum defines the metropaolitan territory of the
Philippines as the area delineated by the Treaty of Paris on December 10,
1898, and the Treaty of Washington on January 2, 1930, Neither of these
documents recognize that the Spratlys {or Sabah for that matter) is part
of the sovereign territory of the Philippines. It all comes down to the
definition of the Pacific area referred to in the memorandum. Philippine
forces garrison eight of the islands claimed by the country. Regardless of
United States recognition or the lack of it, an attack on these islands
should make the MOT operative if the Pacific area denoted in the Treaty
s construed as including the South China Sea.

The American position on the issue has been severely criticized in the
Fhilippine Senate, Rather than support Senator Tanada's call for the
MOT's abrogation, however, most of the Senators feel that the situation
demands a strengthening of the security guarantees under the Trealy.
President Ramaos himself believes that strengthening the existing bilateral
securnty ties with the United States is the best means of protecting
Philippine security interests. The guestion |s: how should the Philippines
goabout in strengthening these ties?

Strengthening Bilateral Ties

From the discussion presented above of Philippine views on our
bilateral security relations with the United States, it is evident that
Philippine -attitudes make a distinction between the bilateral security
relationship and the MDT, A clear sense of the desire to maintain our
bilateral security ties with the United States is evident among Philippine
officials, even within the Senate. There are, however, misgivings about
anchoring these ties on the MDT because of the uncertainty of the
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guarantees stipulated in the Treaty. This shows that Philippine interests in
its security ties with the United States continue to be focused on what the
United States can provide in terms of protecting the Philippines from
external threats. In view of the termination of the MBA, this view is
immediately outmoded, if not one-sided,

Three things should be made clear about the MDT and the security
relationship between the Philippines and the United States. First, the
defense of what is considered to be Philippine territory is ultimately the
responsibility of the Philippines, not the United States. The MDT is there
to facilitate bilateral responses to mutual concerns, such as the safety of
navigation through the sealanes around Southeast Asia. It should not be
seen as an absolute guarantee of American protection.

Second, if creatively implemented, the MDT can provide much of
what the Philippines needs for its security. For instance, the introduc-
tion of more bilateral exercises (land, air and naval) held regularly and
more frequently would help improve the tactical capabilities of the AFP.
Eventually, such exercises could move on to multilateral ones involving
the other ASEAN states. This would not only improve the basis for
military cooperation in the region, but also form part of the confidence-
building mechanisms that are needed in Southeast Asia. There is no
stronger guarantee of American commitment than the continued active
engagement of the United States in the country and the region.

Finally, the MDT should not be viewed solely in terms of bilateral
relations but as part of a regional network of security ties. Strengthening
security tieswith the United States and establishing security ties with other
ASEAM countries is not an either-or guestion. To paraphrase the favored
Armerican analogy, they are spokes in the same wheel. As such, they are
complementary and should be considered as such.

With the termination of the MBA, permanent basing arrangements
are a thing of the past. Instead, port calls should be increased in
frequency. In the Mutual Defense Board (MDB) meeting of Novernber
1992, it was agreed that United States ships would be allowed to call
on Philippine ports. Some problems may arise over nuclear-powered
and -armed warships. In this case, the Philippine and United States
governments may agree on an arrangement which would prevent a
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confrontation over visits by nuclear-powered and -armed warships,
This may mean the use of diplomatic channels to gve prior notice (on
the part of the United States) and give or withhaold permission (on the
part of the Philippines) on particular visits. What this should not entail
Is the Philippines demanding a public confirmation from the United
States that a visiting warship does not carry nuclear arms (which the
United States will not agree to anyway). This Is only proper courlesy
between treaty-partners.

The MDT should remain the basis of security ties between the
Philippines and the United States. Having the MDT is batter in the
short-term than nothing, Given the expernience of the MBA and the
bases negotiations of 1990-91, itis unlikely that the United States will
accede to negotiations on a lreaty to replace the MDT. Should the
Philippines seek to abrogate the MDT, then it is likely that the Unitad
states will pull eut from its security relations with the Philippines
complately,

Ore important fact Philippine officials must come Lo terms with 15
that while the Philippine-United States security relationship remains
partafthe regional security network of the United States, the importance
of the Philippines as a treaty ally has heen greatly diminished by the
termination of the MBA, To offsel the loss af its Philippine facilities, the
United States has expanded its security relationships in Southeast
Asia; From the anchor of the United States security network in
Southeast Asia, the Philippines has become just ene of the compaonents,
This attitude is evident in the rebuff by American officials of Philippine
proposals to amend the MDT to include the Kalayvaan Islands within its
sCope.

Strengthening Multilateral Arrangements

In wiew of the vast challenges facing the region, multilateral
security cooperation must be seen as complementary to the axisting
network of bilateral alliances. The Philippines’ own policy (despite the
rhetoric from members of the Philippine Senate) has shown that it
adheres to a parallel track of maintaining its bilateral alliance with the
United States, while enhancing other bilateral arrangements with its
neighbars. [tis currently conducting annual joint training exercisas with
Singapore, and joint border patrols with Indonesia and Malaysia, At the
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samme time, multilateral machanisms must be strengthened to hasten
the establishment of what in ASEAN is referred to as a "community of
security interests” in the Asia-Pacific region.?* This can be done even
without the outright formation of a multilateral defense alliance,
Examples of this course of action are:

10

11

the participation of representatives from the defense establishment
in the ARF-SOM;

an intensive sharing of non-sensitive informatian, such as military
procurement of major weapons systems, doctrines and force struc
tures,

the joint publication of defense palicies of individual countries in the
region,

the enhancement of military exchanges in training and the promotion
of new venues for joint defense training;

the notification of and attendance by abservers in militany exercises
conducted by countries in the region;

the notification of other countries of exercises that are conducted in
Lheir wicinity; .

the establishment of a loint Peacekeeping Training Center, which
could eventually lead to the establishment of a regicnal peacekeep-
ing foroe,

the establishment of cooperative measures in the maintenance and
production of spare parts and components of commanly utilized
systems;

the continuance of the practice of holding Informal meetings,
workshops, studies and publications, with active involvement fram
representatives of defense establishments in their private capacity;
the organization of regular meetings to discuss security matters
concerning the Asia-Pacific with the participation of representatives
from foreign defense establishments; and

the creation of a dogumentation center on security affairs, which
would serve as the repository of publications such as an Asia-Pacific
Defense Industry Register, as well as an arms registry, (Countriesin
the ragion must produce defense white papers as their collective
contribution to increasing transparency in security affairs jn the
region. Only through these efforts will tensions be alleviated and the
possibitity of military conflict reduced.)
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While the significance of bilateralism remains an important aspect of

Asta-Pacific security, regional stability should no longer hinge on the

effarts of any one great power to guarantee it. The world has become oo

complex for that. Only through a collective effort can countries in the region
ensure harmonious relations. Gnly through security cooperation can the
region be certain about peace. o
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