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PREFACE

This Group Study Projec t  was produced under the  aeg is of the
US Army War College M i l i t ary  Studies  Program. The scope and
methodology were suggested by the f o u r - s t u d e n t  s tud y group and
approved by a f a c u l t y  advisor . The authors  chose the s tudy  top ic
on the  bas is of mutua l  interest  and experience in Paci f ic  a f f a i r s
and the  f u t u r c  of US-Ph i l i pp ine negot ia t ions  on m i l i t ary  basing
and mutua l  defense . The group a t tempt ed  to look c r i t i ca l ly at US
in teres ts  and Pac i f i c  s t r a t egy  rather  than justifying the status
quo . The f r a n k  and open discussions wi th  CINCPAC S t a f f  o f f i c e r s
and the guidance  and c r i t ic i sms of War College f a c u l t y  members were
par t i cu l a r ly hel p fu l  in comp le t ing  the st~ dy .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Republic of the Phili pp ines (RP) has served as a rnilitar~

ally and has provided a strateg ic land base for the United States

for  t h ree  q u a r t e r s  of a century . The strateg ic central location of

the Phili pp ines in the Western Pacific , in conjunction with its

la rge  s ize and popu la t ion , was a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  c o n t r i b u t i n g  to

its evolving role as an extension of American influence and power

in the region. I ts  s t r a t e gic m i l i t a r y  impor tance  to the  Un i t ed

Sta tes  was underscored b y General  MacArthur in his conduct of both

defens ive and offensive operations during WWII . Subic Bay Naval

Base and Clark Air Base subsequen t l y p layed major  log i s t i ca l  and

operationa l roles in both the Korean arid V i e tnam c o n f l i c t s , w h i l e

the Phili pp ines Government furnished both dip lomatic and manpower

support. Throti~ hout the period between armed conflicts , the United

States has used its forces and bases in the Philipp ines to maintain

a dominant military influence in the region under the Commander in

Chief , Pacific (CINCPAC). The American militar y presence has con-

tributed to the Philipp ines economy and provides a defensive

umbrella against externa l aggression .

The cha ng ing patterns of international relationshi ps and inter-

ests accruing in the post-Vietnam period , to incl ude the transition

from a bipolar (Communist versus non-Communist ) alignment of nations1



to the muLt ipolar and regiona l ali gnments of today , and the growth

of a sp irit of nationalism and independence in the RP , have now

caused both nations to question the continuing role and importance

of the US militar y presence. This assessment is demonstrated not

only in the bilateral base rights negotiations underway , but also

in the continuing reevaluation of global military strategy and

concepts being made within the US military community.

STAT EMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This stud y addresses the value and importance of the Philip-

p ines in relation to US strateg ic military operations and objectives .

The examination includes a brief review of the contribution of the

RP in both the Korean and Vietnam wars and its peacetime use for

basing for  major nava l and a ir forces and logistical support . The

most i m p o r t a n t  m i l i t a r y  q u e s t i o n  is the ex ten t  to which the  US r~eeds

the  two major  bases at Subic  Bay Naval Base and Clark  A i r  Base .

Both  ope ra t iona l  and logistical factors will be discussed in light

of p ro jec ted  peacetime as wel l  as con t ingency  war scenar ios .

Also included is an appraisa l  of the  overa l l  env i ronmen t  wh ich

exists and is projected for the future . The realignment of national

interests in the post-Vietnam period has given rise to a new set of

parameters from those which existed during the period from 1945 to

the early l970s . These include such items as the Sino-Soviet sp lit;

the emergence of Japan as a major industrial state; the worldwide

concern about petroleum supp lies ; the normalization of US-PRC

relations ; regional security pacts and the growth of ASEAN

2



(Association of Southeast As ian Nations); the rap idly develop ing

Sovie t  nava l c a p a b i l i t y ; t h e  development of new technolog ies in

industry , transportation , communicattons and defense; the proposed

US m iIit~irv withdrawals from Korea ; and the Taiwan-PRC question.

All are germane to the question of US strategy in the Pacific during

t’ie next two decades .

METHODOLO GY

This study was undertaken by four Army War College students in

~:ove nber 1976. The group gathered information from personal inter-

views with knowled geable representatives of the State Department and

t h e Department of Defense , and from written documents . A biblio~-

raphv and list of interviews is included at the end of the paper.

The intent of the stud y was to focus on the significant strateg ic

issues involved in a continued US military presence in the  P h i l i p-

p ines

ORGANIZATION OF THE PAPER

The s t u dy  begins  w i t h  a review and d e f i n i t i o n  of US i n t e re s t s

in the  P a c i f i c  ~ind a d i s cus s ion  of s t r a t e g ies . It t h e n  addresses  a

P a c i f i c  s t r at ~’~ y and d iscusses  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to r e t e n t i o n  of t h e

Phili pp ines bases . It closes with a summary and genera l conclusions

r e l a t ed  to  the  s t r a t e g ic i m p o r t a n c e  of t h e  US m i l ita ry pres ence in

the  P h i l i pp ines .
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CHAPT ER II

t~S LNT ERESTS T N  THE PACIFIC

“at j~ ) t i ~~ I Interest li mi ght be defined simp ly as——

The i n t e r e s t  at i nation as a whole .

inde p e n d e n t  f r o m  the  i n t e r e s t s  of s u b o r d i n a t e
ar e a s  or g roups  . . . and o t h e r  n i t  ions or
su p r a i - a t i o n a l  powers • 1

N a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s , so d e f i n e d , could cove r a wide range of concepts

from economic to socio-po litical considerations . If , however , we

were to confine our~ e1ves to but a sing le vital interest , it might

be--

surviva l of t h e  State , with an acceptable
degree of in dependence , t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t egr i ty ,
traditiona l life stvles ,2fundamental institutions ,
values and honor intact.

V IT AL/N ONVI TAL INTERESTS

The above definition of a vital nationa l interest

suggests t h a t  there may be differing opinions as to what constitutes

“ in acceptable degree ” of independence or integrity. It also sug—

S t i - i t  - l  ~~t t  i on  1 s vital interest , so defined , is enduring , changes

~radu il lv (if ever), and cannot he eliminated by congressiona l fiat ,

presidential decree , or pu blic op inion .
3 

Several other aspects of

vital interests na , be discussed . First , if a nation changes or

abandons  a n a t i o n a l  v i t a l  i n t e r e s t , or even seems to do so in the

eves of nei ghbor states , it will signa l a loss of na t iona l resolve

or will. A second observation is that if attainment of world

4
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dar~in a t i ou  by com m u n i s t  f o r ce s  would  p r e c l u de  surv iva l of o u r  n a t i o n

in  i t s  p r e s e n t  f o r m , t h e n  a c o r o l l a ry  v i t a l  i n t e r e s t  is the  c o n t — i i n —

m ent  of communism or the  p r e ve n t i o n  of ‘. - r ld  hegemony by the  USSR .

A l i s t i n g  of n on v i t a l  n a t i o n a l  i n t e re s t s  in the P a c i f i c  would

i n c l u d e  the  p r o m o t i o n  and s u p p o r t  of f r e e  and d e m o c r a t i c  g o v e r i - -

m e n t s , expans ion  of f r ie n d ly  US relations and influence (or denial

of such i  i n f l u e n c e  by p o t e n t i a l e n e m i e s ),  p r o t e cc io n  and p r o m o t i o n  of

economic t r ade  w i th  o t h e r  na t i ons  and access L i  raw m a t e r i a l s ,

d e t e r r e n c e  of aggression and protection of allies , maintenance of

sea and a i r  rou t e s  of communica t i on , and p r ot e c t i o n  of US-owned

p r i v a te  i n v e s t m e n t , l ives , and p rop e r ty .

TRADITIONAL US STRATEGY

Returning to our discussion of vital national interest , the

next question seems to be , “What strategy choices do we have to

secure this interest?” It  has been sugges ted  by some t h a t  a d i r ec t

close—in d e fe n s e  of the North American continent , to include

Hawaii , is a feasible and p lausible strategy to secure our vital

interest .
4 A second strategy concept is that of defending as far

forward  as pos s ib l e .  Th i s  second s t r a te g y  has been t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l

US s t r a t  egv for protect ilig our vital n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s .  Our sy s t e m

of f o r e i g n  bas ing  in a l l i e d  n a t i o n s  c le a r l y c o n t r i b u t e s  to t h i s

forward  de fense  s t r a t e g y . An a l t e r n a t e  mechan i sm to a c t u a l ly

stationi ng troops at f o r e i gn bases in t h e  foreward area mi gh t  be

termed “foreward dep loyment ” in which air and nava l f o r c e s , w i t h

m a r i n e s  a f l o a t , dep loy to fo rward areas  f rom US bases rearward .

5



In the Wes t Pacific such bases might include the continental US ,

Hawaii , o r US protectorates or trust territories . Because other

m a j o r  wor ld  powers m a i n t a i n  a capability to project military power

bey ond t h e i r  own shores and also due to the soundness of maintaining

I~S power opt i o n s  and f l e x i b i l i t y , a forward defense  s t r a t e g y  has

many a d v a n t a ge s  over one confined to a s t a t i c  defense of North

America . Forward basing provides a force multiplier effect in

comparison to forward dep loyment in that fewer ships and planes are

needed to provide an equivalent force presence . The forward bases

als o prov ide a basis f or rap id reinforcement and buildup of forces

into an area . However , this advantage of forward bases on foreign

soil must be balanced against the direct and indirect costs to

sustain t h e bases. Such costs include US military and economic

assistance to the host nation , increased base operations and

support coSts , undesirable dependency relations , and political ,

social and cultural problems stemming from nati’mal differences .

A forwa rd dep loyment mode , on the other hand , req u ires la rger

forces and increased US bases and facilities to support such forces .

It does have the advantage of reducing the monetary and “imperial-

i s t i c ” r a m i f i c a t i o n s  of forei gn bas ing , however.  Th e Wes ter n

P a c i f i c  lends i t se l f  to e i the r or bo th  of these  modes to some

degree and requires a careful evaluation before a decision is made .

THREAT ASSESSMENT

A current assessment of the external threat to the Philipp ines

by the  CINCPAC S t a f f  and others is tha t  there  is none .5 Of l a te ,

6



the i n t e r n a l  t h r e a t  posed by d i s s i d e n t  communis t s  and Muslim elements

has been r~ duced to manageable proportions by P r e s i d e nt  ~1arcos . A

reg iona l threat , however , from the USSR or the PRC remains a separ-

ate matter and should be taken into account in any ana lys is  of a

threat to the Phili pp ines.

SU1~Th1ARY OF INT ERESTS

In concluding this introductory chapter on interests and

general strategy , it might be well to review the purpose of a hiS

presence in thie Pacific. The US is a dul y constituted , leg itimate

government which occup ies a position of power and influence in t .

world. The US has traditionally had many leg itimate interests and

commitments throughout the pacific and the world . We ’ve d iscussed

our vital national interest and listed other significant Pacific

interests. In addition to these interests the US has made commit-

ments over the years with various Pacific nations . Mutual security

treaties , reg iona l pacts , and trade treaties are examples.

T h e r e f o r e , separa te  and apart  f rom any defe nse consider ations ,

a case could be made fo r  a US presence in the  Pac i f i c  to

p r o te c t  th e se  agreements  and to abide by our commitments . This

case could rest  very simp ly on the  f a c t  tha t  the  US is a leading

world power and , as such , bears a responsibi l i ty  for  de fend ing  f ree

world affairs as well as our own destiny and security. The fo l lowing

discussion will further define the app lication of US strategy to

these interests.

7
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CHAPTER III

US STRATEGY IN THE PACIFIC AND EAST ASIA

FORWAR D: POINT OF REFEREN CE

The term s t r a t e g y  can be def ined in a number  of ways dependent

upon i ts  intended use or applicat ion . For the purposes of this

document and more specifically the sect ion that immediatel y f o llows ,

it is simp ly the  concept tha t  bes t describes the method or approach

used to accomp l ish  a task , a t t a i n  an objec t ive  or comp lete a miss ion .

In a narrower sense , s t r a t egy  deals w i t h  m i l i t a r y  p lanning  for

and t h e  a c tua l  wag ing of war - - i t  is the  a r t  of hand l ing  troops and

tr oop support in the conduct of a battle or a war. In a broader

sense it deals with and considers a wide variety of nonmilitary

factors : economic , political , psycholog ical , and technolog ical , as

well. All of these in one way or another integrate or interact to

produc e or bring about a set of circumstances favorable to the

designer and/or imp lementer of the strategy . On a national level ,

the highest type of strategy is commonly called “Grand Strategy .”

In its purest application , it represents the marshalling of the

nation ’s finest thinking , manpower and resou rces in suppor t of

firs t its vital and then its lesser interests . It is in this

broader context that the word strategy is herein used as it app lies

to the United States perspective on the Pacific , East Asia , and

more specificall y the Rep ubl ic  of the Ph ilipp ines and i ts role in

th~ evolvement of Pacific strategy past , present and future .

9



THE PACIFIC--AN OVERVIEW

US interests in Asia can be traced back to the  l840s when

America entered into its first trade agreements with China . US

presence became more f irm ly entrenched in 1899 when the Philipp ines

were ceded to the United States by the Treaty of Paris after the

Spanish American War. As a result of that war , the US military , in

one form or another , has been present in the Philipp ine Islands

since Admiral Dewey ’s victory over the Spanish fleet in Manila Bay .

Since that tim e , American presence has been justified on the basis

of close I~S and Filipino ties resulting from treaties ,

agreements and other international correspondence . These rela-

tionsbiips were directed towards providing the Philipp ines with

assistance and towards mutual security considerations and the

pro tection o f  American citizens and interests.

Subsequent to World War II, the US became more deep ly involved

and co~im itted to .t r eg iona l  presence w i t h  the  wi thdrawa l of European

c o m m i t m e n t s  t o  t h e  reg ion and w i t h  the  development of the postwar

L~.~ eat  of  t I ~~~ S i n o - S o v i e t  communism.  The so-called “Cold War ” led

to  a US p o l i cy  of c o n t a i n m e n t .  Dur ing  th i s  period , the US became

involved in a se r i es  of t r e a t i e s  and agreements wi th  Japan , Korea

and T a i w a n .  These c om m i t m e nt s  are s t i l l  in e f f e c t  today . In con-

j u n c t i o n  w i t h  these  developments , the  Philipp ines achieved f u l l

independence in 194 5 but  re ta ined a US presence under the  arrange-

ment of mutual political , econom ic, and military benef its tha t had

previousl y exis ted .
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In the last forty years , Americans have fought three major

wars in the Pacific and as a result of these experiences have come

to realize that a failure to preserve the power balance in the

region could lead to the area ’s exp loitation of manpower , industry

and natural resources for political , economic , military and

psycho logical aggression against the United States .

More recently ,  spec i f i ca l ly linked to the defeat of South

Vietnam , American presence in the Pacific and particularly East

As ia is being challenged abroad and serious ly questioned at home .

The question being raised on the domestic scene is to what degree

is US presence real ly needed to preserve the balance of powea ?

Abroad , our Asian allies are closely scrutinizing the credibiL.~ v

of our security assurances . Former close allies and Western-

oriented nations in the region , like the Phili pp ines , are raising

th e banners of sovereignty and making larger pol itical and economic

demands on the hiS and the developed , industrialized nations , and at

least publicl y making overtures that suggest the US may have to

leave . One outcome appears to be certain : a shifting pattern of

rela t ionshi ps is taki ng p lace which wil l  have a significant impact

on US decisions and options related to the Pacific strategy for the

l980s and out years . Although the final result is uncertain , the

prelude to this t ransaction is clear: the US and the countries

both within and outside of the area will be required to reassess

their own situation , interests and policies as they relate to the

woild and the Pacific Basin .
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THE STRATEGY: CONT E~~ ORARY ASPECTS

Altho ugh in f l uenced by the Vietnam experience , current (iS

national strategy in the Pacific continues to be based on the

concept of forward defense and support of the idea of a balance

of power between the US , the USSR and the PRC . This national

s t r a t egy  was publ ic ly rei terated in 1969 in Guam by the Preside nt

of the United States and came to be known as the Nixon Doctrine .

This doctrine was further amplified in 1970 and 1971 in foreign

policy r epor ts  by the  President  to Congress.  It contains three

essen t ia l  e lements :

-- The US will  keep its treaty commitments;

-- The US will pr ovide a shield if a nuclear
power threatens the freedom of a na t ion
a l l i ed  to us or of a nation whose survival
we consider vi tal  to our securi ty  or to the
secur i ty  of the reg ion as a whole ;  and

-- In cases involving other types of aggress ion,
the US will furnish aid and economic assistance
when req ues ted and appropr iate . But we shall
look to the nation directly threatened to
ass ume the pri mary responsibil ity of providing
the manpower for its defense)

Reemp hasis was g iven to the s t r a t egy  ou t l ined  in the doc t r ine

on 3 Apr i l  1975 , when President  Ford s ta ted tha t  the  Nixon Doct r ine

remained as the  basis of US national s t ra tegy  in the  Pacif ic .

Excerp ts from his address follow :

We will stand by our allies and I specific-
all y warn any adversary they should not , under any
circums tances , feel that the t raged y of Vie tnam is
an indication that the American peop le have los t
their will or their desire to stand up for  freedom
any p lace in the world .

12



Moreover , he said :

N e i t h e r  t he  f r i e n d s  nor the adversaries of the
U . S .  should  i n te rp re t  the  losses in South  V i e t n a m
as a sign that American commitments would not be
honored anywhere in the  w o r l d . 2

More recently ,  during the presentation of Secretary Rumsfe ld’s

Annual Defense Department Report, FT 1977, to Congress , he indicated

that the US military strategy is and (at least in the near term)

will remain essentially the same as it has been since its adoption

in 1969. In essence , the strategy provides for a one and one-half

war capabil ity that does not envision a worldwide war in Europe and

the Pacific simultaneously. In support of this strategy , approxi-

mately 6 percent of the total US military strangthi (both ashore and

a f l o a t )  is cur ren t ly dep loyed to the  P a c i f i c . 3 (see F igure  1.)

Number of Mi l i t a ry  Overseas Actua l  at End Planned for
(tho usands)  _FY68 FY73 FY76 End FY77

Total 1198 542 467 462

Pacific Area 860 199 145 141

Percent of Total  US Forces
Dep loyed Worldwide 347. 2 4 / . 2 2 Z  227~

Percent of Military Forces
Dep loyed P a c i f i c  2 5 / , l l7~ 77 o  6+7.

Fi gure 1. M i l i t a r y  personnel Sta t ioned Overseas

The present US stra tegy as it app lies to the Pacific and Asia

is , in many respects , a p lan of evolvement ra ther  than design.  As

a result of victory in WWII , the US leaped from a low-key Pac i f ic

presence to a dom inant power status . In the mood of withdrawal
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that followed the war , it was decided that our strateg ic objectives

and military commitments could best be served in the Pacific by

primarily naval and air power. The important objectives appeared

to be maintaining some kind of a Pacific presence that would con ta in

communism and militarily cover our Western flanks so as to prevent

another surprise like the one we experienced at pearl Harbor .

With  these object ives  in mind , the US a t t empted  to develop a

m i l i t a r y  base s t r u c t u r e  des igned to support a respectable military

force for the protection of the Philipp ines , Alaska , Micronesia and

Hawai i .  The object ives  were generall y clear but the threa t was

ill-defined . In 1949, the Chinese Communists took over mainland

China . Shor t l y the reaf te r  the US containment strategy was tested

in Korea . By 1953 , it became apparent  tha t  the  French would not

be able to r e t a in  Indochina . By 1975 , both Vietnam and Cambodia

had f a l l e n  and the  Pac i f ic -Asian  defens ive  s t r a t e g y  of the  US was

seriously jeopardized in terms of its future viability.

Now in 1977 , desp ite these recent experiences in Asia and the

P a c i f i c , the  ex is ten t  US s t r a t e g y  in the  reg ion is s t i l l  in many

respects  con t rad ic to ry . On the  one hand , the  s t ra tegy  calls  for

the p r o t e c t i o n  of US i n t e re s t s  in the  area and the  mutua l  defense

of Asian a l l ies  l ike Japan , Korea , the P h i l ipp ines and Taiwan . On

the  o the r  hand , the  US cont inues  to eye withdrawa l of m i l i t a r y

forces  f rom the  Pac i f i c  as a very viable option . S imilar ly ,  our

t rea t ies , agreemen ts and other national announcements speak of

up ho ld ing  mutua l  defense in te res t s , deterrence and m i l i t a r y

presence . At the same time , the US is p lanning to reduce its forces
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in Korea and con t inue  on i ts  concessionary course r e l a t i v e  to US

base r igh t s  agreements  in the  RP.  At the  same t ime , the  US con t inues

to verbal l y reassure its allies that its agreements will be honored

including protection from nuclear blackmail. Among the nations in

the Western camp , Japan feels  mos t threatened by the  lack of a

well-defined US Pacific strategy . The Japanese seem to be say ing ,

and perhaps r ightfully so , that US actions are beginning to speak

so loud t h a t  they can ’t hear what the US is say ing . The net r e su l t

is that the US-Japanese tie surfaces as the primary driving force.

At the same time there is serious concern on the part of Korea and

Taiwan for a clarification of US strategy and political intention

in the Western Pacific .

Returning to provisions of the Nixon Doctrine , the commitment

to  honor our treaty obliga t ions remains an essen t ial elemen t in the

design of our strategy . The keystone is that we have stated an

intent to protect our national interests and support our al l ies

where in  our su rv ivab i l i t y  and common interests are at stake .

THE STRATEGY: PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

Can and should the  US revise i t s  current  Pac i f i c /Eas t  Asian

s t r a t e gy  in t h e  near term? Perhaps a more v i t a l  quest ion that  tends

to be obscured by the  broader issue is , can a respected , credi table

and i n f i u e n t i al  US presence be mainta ined in the  reg ion wi thou t  the

US bases that are now operational in the Philipp ines?

The balance of power and inf luence  is undergoing a cont inuing

t r a n s i t i o n  in tha t  part  of the  wor ld . As Japan con t inues to gr ow in
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political and industrial might , the earlier triangular force

structure (US/USSR/PRC) is tending to reshape into a quadrang le .

For the moment , the PRC appears preoccup ied with internal problems.

Conversel y ,  t he 11S~ R is very active and has a hi ghl y mot ivated

desire to expand its influence in the area . The Soviets would

probabl y be quick to take advantage  of any real or perceived with-

drawal of American presence from the region .4 The American-

Japanese par tnership remains intact but is somewhat less assured

than it has been in the past due to the US-Vietnam experience and

the pending US drawdown of forces in Korea . Occurring in conjunc-

t ion with these US moves is the publically announced shift of many

of the nations of the reg ion , such as the RP , toward a policy of

po l i t i ca l  nonalignment w i th  any of the super powers.

In view of these and o ther  rap idl y chang ing inpu t s  to the

po l it i ca l  power equat ion  of the region , the US is being pushed to

reassess its role in the Pacific .

IS A US PACIFIC PRESENCE NECESS AR Y TODAY~

Th ose who contend tha t a Pac if ic pr esen ce is necessary base

their posit ion on the contention that the USSR , and potentially the

PRC , pose a serious threat to US security and interests in the

reg ion . That school of thought ma intains that so long as that

threat remains viable , the Pacific and East Asia will cont inue to

be a region requiring considerable attention and strateg ic concern .

The following extract from the USAWC ‘-trategic Studies Institute

Study, Pacific/Asian Study for Tomorrow, completed in 1973 , exp lains
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the advocates of that concept~ s position superbl y :

It is of vital importance to the survival of
t he  Un i t ed  S t a t e s  and i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  no
nation or coalition of nations be able to mar-
shal the industry , manpower , and natural
resources of Asia for offens ive use against the
Un i t e d  States .5

The proponents of that position go on to say that closely

associated with its own security interests are a significant number

of m u l t i l a t e r a l  and b i l a t e r a l  t r ea t i e s  and international agreements

that legall y bind and morally commit US interests and military

presence in the area on behalf of our allies. The reg ion is also

i n c rea s i n g ly impor tan t  to  the  Uni ted  S t a t e s  because of the  po ten t i a l

of a considerable wealth of natural resources , industrial production

capability and the closely associated economic ties . These factors

are critical not only for the US , but for Japan and other pro-

Western nations in the region . Trade in the Pacific , and in

particular in East As ia , has grown stead ily and si gnificantl y and

the indicators are that it will continue in the upward direction.

Finally , the Pacific is the largest ocean in the world and

provides t h e line of communication between the US , Asia , and the

Indian Ocean . It encompasses a large number of critically important

air and water passages for both commercial and military considera-

tions . Distance between critical areas are vast. Figures 2 , 3 ,

and 4 show the vastness of the Pacific region .

In summary , there are a significant number of scholars , authors

and pol itical scientists who contend that a US forward based

stra tegy which is encompassed by a cred itable and meaningful US
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military presence in the Western Pacific is not an alternative but

rath er an “only option ” situation that America is faced with if it

is to retain world power status. This group argues that the US must

ensure , by a physical military presence , that the Pacific/Asian

reg ion will remain free of domination by any single power or coali-

tion of powers that could marshall the pol i t i ca l  s t re n g t h  and

influence to deny the US access to the region. This same group

holds that the Pacific—Asian nations , as well as the rest of the

world , must perceive and be firmly convinced that the US is capable

of and willing to project its political , economic and military

influence in support of peace , security, economic growth and

stabilit\’ throughout the region. In support of this position , they

maintain that the US military bases in the Phil ipp ines are virtually

irrep laceable elsewhere in the Pacific and therefore should be

retained at any cost. They conclude that a US movement out of the

Ph ili pp ines , espec iall y under pressure , would not only prove to be

impractical and costly ,  but more importantly , would serve to

exacerbate a loss of US world prestige , confidence and respect

following the American experienre in Vietnam . Withdrawal from the

Phi l ipp ines would further enhance the perception that the US is very

pr obabl y res igned to the acceptance of something less than a world

power status , at least insofar as the Pacific and East As ia is

concerned . There is ample evidence to support the  c o n t e n t i o n  tha t

the ‘~arcos Government needs American presence in the Philipp ines as

much as the US needs the bases . In the way of hardcore economics ,

the Department of Defense is the second largest single emp loyer in
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th e  Ph i l  i p p i l i e s  and i t s  ih s e n c t :  f r o m  or se n  u ’i s  c i rta i lm cnt of

o p e r a t i o n s  in t h e  RI~ would d e l i a dastardl y blow to an alread y

precarious economy . Moreover , if t h e  I’S is forced to vacate its

h~~ses , i t  follows tha t i t  could t e r m i n a t e  t t s e  n a i ’ .  forms of direct

aid it now provides to t h e Marcos r ; o v e r l l i n e l i t  . Current lv , the US

ass ists in arming and training t h e  Philippine Armed Forces and

~‘o l i c e . suppor t s  i m p o r t a n t  rural development projects through AID ,

j u d  is a p r i m a r y  f r ie n d  in p r o v i d i ng  essen t ia l  hack ing  to up hold

the credit of t h e Philipp ine Government itself in the international

loan market .

Thìe real question , then , is whether we ought to pay the price

that Marcos asks . If we want the bases , it is conceivable that

tis e United States could respond in like terms to the sand line that

the ~4arcos Government has assumed . That may not l)t the A m er i c a n

way but it may he the only language that the Ma rcos Government

unders tands  and in the end will place the  US in a better harg .iining

p o s i t  ion in the  P h i l i pp ines and on t h e  I n t e r n a t i o na l  scene t h r o u g h o u t

the  reg ion .

The c o u n t e r  p o s i t i o n  is t h a t  a military withd rawal from the

Phi l ipp ines could very well be in the best national interest.

This posi tion is summarized by Francis T. Underhill , Jr . , US

Ambassador to Maylas ia and f o r m e r  political counselor at the US

Embassy in Mani l a  who states that our presence in Southeast As ia is

no longer of critical military or political importance . The sub-

s tan c e  of t h e  Un d e r h i ll  t h i n k i n g  is t h a t  t he re  is l i t t l e  th rea t  to

the United States that can be identified in Southeast Asia and as a
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result no j u s t i f i ca t i o n  f o r  t i l l  US to meet the demands of president

Marcos for base rights. One other footnote of Ambassador Under-

hill’ s position is that the Phili pp ines bases could and most prob-

ably would become expediently available if a threat common to US and
6

RP intercsts were to evolve in the future . Th is concept may have

some merit in view of the fact that although t h e government of the

P h il i pp nes o f f i c i a l ly Voices d iscontent  wi th  and tables  u n u s u a l l y

h i g h demands fo r  con t inued  US base use , A m er i c a n  presence in the

Phili pp ines appears to be in the best interest of both nations .

In th i s  r egard the  research  of the  s t u dy  group tends to support

t ha t  p o s i t i o n  in t ha t  mos t F i l ip inos v a l ue  the overal l  U S — P h i l i pp ine

r e l a t i o n s h ip and de si r e  that close US-Ph i l i pp ine r e l a t i o n s  be

cont inued .

For many F i l i p inos , p a rt i c u l a r ly for  t he  m i d d L e —
aged and o lder  ones who foug h t  w i t h  Americans  in
World War II , the bases symbolize this traditiona l
rel;stionsiii p:

— —  For t n o u s an d s  of Fil ip inos , the bases mean
jobs .

—- For bus inessmen and f o r e i g n  investors , the
bases provide  t h e  psych olog ical r ea s su rance  of
s t a b i l i t y .—— For the  P h i l i pp ine m i l i t a r y , t h i c  bases
represen t  a c o n t r i b u t i o n  to  d e f e n s e , as wel l  as a
means of o b t a i n i n g  militar y equipment from the IT S .7

In t he  f i n a l  a n a ly s i s , the  ques t i on  of c o n t i n u e d  US base

r i g h t s  in the P h i l i pp ines boi ls  down to whether or not t he  US is

willing to meet RP terms in return for t h e  benefits wh ich the bases

afford to US forces . To a large extent , it appears that Pres iden t

M~trcos has patterned much of his demands on t he  US /S panish  bases

model. The entire US-Philipp ines basi ng is best summed up by
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A Ir. T. A. I-lull (Bureau of Intelligence and Research)  in his report

to the Department of State on 28 February 1977 , which stated :

-- In the short term, Marcos is willing to have
the bases remain in return for what he cons iders
amp le compensation ; increased recognition of
Philipp ine Sovereignty ; signi f ica nt Ph i li pp ine
cont ro l  over use of bases ; greater jurisdiction
over U . S .  base personnel ;  and a clearer s t a t emen t
of the  U.S . security commitment to the
Philipp ines

—- Over the longer term, Philipp ine support for the
bases will decrease as a consequence of growing
nationalism , a redu ced perception of threat , and
the desire to have a foreign polic y less identified
w i t h  the  U . S .  and more w i t h  the Third World. Tak-
ing t h i s  longer view , Marcos probabl y would like to
have the bases gradually phased Out by mutua l  agree-
ment-—provided this could be accomp lished without
adversely a f f e c t i n g  his reg ime ’s stability, the
regional power balan ce , or the fundamental US-
P h i l i pp ine r e l a t ionsh ip . 8

CONCLUS ION S

In conclusion , East As ia is undergoing its own transition from

an unfortunate past to an uncertain future , albeit with high hopes

for  what  the  f u t u r e  wi l l  h o l d .  The chang ing c ir cums tances  in East

Asia and the US attitude toward the region require a fresh look at

our present policies. The study group concludes that US pol icy in

the  reg ion is best  described as fol lows :

- -  US political influence and military presence in the

Pacific is required if the US is to retain its status as a world

power and the balance of power in the region is to be retained ; but

th i s  m u s t  be accomp lished in a manner compat ib le  w i t h  East  Asia ’s

na t iona l  asp irat ions and wi th  the  support  of the  A m e r i s. - peop le .
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-- US foreign policy and national strategy in the Pacific

has to r e s u l t  f r o m  a w e l l - t h o u gh t — o u t  p lan that r e f l e c t s  long— and

short-range goals and a s pec i f i c  p lan of ac t ion  f o r  imp l e m e n t a t i o n .

The design should  include a balanced and f l e x i b l e  m i l i t a r y  pos tu re

in the Western Pacific .

-- US foreign policy in the Pacific should shift further

toward a quid pro quo arrangement vice its cur rent  concessioriary

a t t i t u de  of eager willingness to accommodate everyone else ’s desires

on the international scene , quite often to its own pol i t ica l  and

economic disadvantage .

-- The Pac i f i c  and Eas t Asia treaties require US national

attention and the app lica t ion of a planned strategy on a par with

the NATO interest and commitment .

- - Withdrawal of US i n f l u e n c e  and m i l i t a r y  presence in

the  Pac i f i c  nu r tu res  the concept and perception that US status as a

world power is in the early stages of its demise .

-- Loss of US na tional inf l uence and mi li tary presence in

the Pacific is tantamount to an abrogation of its responsibilities

and commi tmen t s  to i ts  all ies and long-s tanding f r i ends in tha t

reg ion of the  world .

-- US bas ing in the Phi l i pp ines in the near term (i.e. ,

next 15-20 years) is an urgent requirement if forward basing is to

be retained as a part of the American Pacific strategy .

-- US basing in the Phil ipp ines in the long term shou ld be

drawn down on a p lanned , regulated schedule so as to take place in
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an orderly fashion tha t is no t cont radic tory to US stra tegy or

presence in the Pacific .

-- Loss of the US bases in the Republic of the Philipp ines

represe nts a significa nt reduction of US ability to control sea and

air lines of communication vital to US security and economic well-

being in the Pacific .
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C HAPTER IV

RASI NG ALTERNATIVES

In assuming t h e  role of a super power and a leader of the

Wes te rn  or f r ee  world group ing of na t ions , the  US has been requ i red

to pursue  a foreign policy which i is capable of adjusting to rapid

and f requen t  changes  occu r r ing  in the i n t e r n a t i o n a l  arena . To keep

pace with the many forc es wh ich dr ive the comp lex network of

rela tionshi ps between the increasing number of nations has neces-

sitated following a flexible and responsive foreign policy which can

more readil y adapt to a constant ly chang ing situation. As much as

any o ther reg ion of the world , the Western Pacific has undergone a

transformation of great magnitude during the period since WWII. The

instigation of President Marcos to renegotiate the US base rights

agreements in the Philipp ines is but one manifestation of that

transition and turmoil. In seeking to maintain a strategy which

is best prepared to provide for on-going US progra ms , the foreign

pol icy p lanner and the military planner must constantly seek to

predict what conditions will be as far into the future as possible.

In any exam inat ion of the f utu re statu s of US forces in the RP ,

there is sufficient uncertainty to warrant , and indeed to req u ire ,

an assessment of alternative force basing options in the event the

Phi l i pp ines bases are either severel y const rained or totall y los t

to the US.

In examining possible host nations to replace the RP, it

appears that basing opportunities and agreements are extremel y
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remote if not wholly unatta inable . Actual diplomatic communications

would have to be under taken  in any event before specific evaluations

cou ld be made . In looking at the region with this limitation in

mind , the fol lowi ng brief analysis is presented . First we ’ll dis-

cuss cons iderations involved wi th alternate bases in other regional

na t ions , and then wil l  look at Guam and the Trust Territories .

JAPAN AND KOREA

Japan and Korea are farther north than would be desired by the

US military for Southwest Pacific operations. At the same time ,

however , these coun tr ies are allies and present ly sanction US

bases . The Japanese government , al tho ugh permitting some basing ,

has been beset on numerous occasions by anti-military and anti-

American antagonis ts  and would not be re spons ive to addi tional

basing of an u n r e s t r i c t e d  n a t u r e .  Sovereignty and host nation

limitations on base usage are alread y serious concerns f or existing

Japanese bases ; to seek additional bases under these conditions

would not appear to be beneficial for either nation. South Korea

differs from Japan in that it has a continuing need for US military

support  in defense  aga ins t  t he  Nor th  Korean t h r e a t . Based on

Korea ’s actions to sustain suchi US assistance and support , it is

probable that t h a t  government would be responsive to addi t iona l

basing of a strateg ic nature . Korea is a mainland country , however ,

and Is located in close proximity t o  both China and the USSR. The

US would not be jncljne (’ to disturb the existing strateg ic power

bala nce in th i n area for this reason . Furthermore , our government
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has stated its intent to further reduce existing US defensive ground

forces in Korea and there would be little political support in the

US to  now comp l e t e ly  reverse that policy intention .

TAIWAN

The th ird nation to the north is the Nationalist Republic of

China on Taiwan . The US has some basing rights there and is still

honoring the  mutua l  defense  agreement es tab l i shed  in the  l95Os;

however , the subsequent schism between the Chinese Communists and

the Soviets and the more recent recognition of the PRC by most of

the non-Communist world has since altered the “two China” picture

consider abl y and leaves Taiwa n’s long-range future as a separate

entity uncertain . The US is unwilling to disturb that comp lex

problem for now and should not do so in regard to additional basing .

Furthermore , Taiwan lies too close to the mainland to permit the

freedom of movement and degree of security desired for strateg ic

force ba sing .

AUSTRALIA

Far to the south , Australia has long been a s taunch US all y in

the Pac i f i c  and does provide some support for  US militar~- activity

in communications facilities , combi ned exercises , and a limited

basing provision . However , at the present time and for the fore-

seeable future , the Australian peop le and government would getter-

ally be opposed to allowing any significant US operational basing

on their soil. Australia will continue to be a stabilizing
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influence in the reg ion and can be expected to participate actively

to protect its interests in t h e  event of any major armed conflict ,

but it will retain its sp iri t of independence and its conservative

character in meeting international relationships. Similar to

A u s t r a l i a  in political character , New Zealand lies farther to the

south and would be impractical for basing because of its remote-

ness. The Trust Territories would pr ovide a closer and more

favorable opt ion in t h at  regard .

CENTRAL SOUTHEAST AS IA NATIONS

A review of the countries in the center of the region points up

additional difficulties . Of the mainland countries both Vietnam and

Cambodia are now under communist domination and beyond considera-

tion . Thailand , a si gnificant US ally with major US air bases

dur iii- ,’ the Vietnam War , withdrew that alleg iance follow ing the loss

of Vietnam and subsequentl y required American military forces to

leave the count ry . Tha i land  now espouses a more neutral and inde-

penden t political position , in line with that of other regional

nations. Thailand will seek to secure its borders with Cambodia

and Laos against intrusions , and will attemp t to walk thìe political

t i g h i t r o p e  between t h e  many c o u n t e r — c u r r e n t s  t h a t  are opera t ing  in

t h e region. Chances for US basing ire remote and any  e f f o r t s  to

secure basing ri ghts at this time could be disrup t ive to the politi-

cal balance which has emanated from the Vietnam War conclusion .

Mainla nd countries beyond Thailand border on the Indian Ocean

and are not favorable for Western Pacific forces because of this.
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F u r t h e r m o r e , P r e s i d e n t  C a r te r  has in d i c a t e d

an interest in seeking a demilitarized status for the Indian Ocean

in ternu of th in major powers and this polic\’ direction would

preclude that area from prospective alternate basing.

The oceanic nations of Indonesia and Malaysia would appear to

have the most favorable locations for possible rep lacement bases.

These countries lie in the strategic center of the region , ire

removed from the mainland , and s traddle the boundary interface

between thie Pacific and Indian Oceans . These countries also con-

tain the key internationa l straits between the two oceans , of whichi

th in Malacca and the Lombok straits are the most important from both

a m i l i t a ry  and a commercial  v iewpoin t .  A princ ipal US interest in

the reg ion is to maintain these passages as international seaways ,

with unrestrained free and open access for surface , subsurface and

airspace passage . Thie commercial and the military signi f icance of

the issue of unrestricted passage is readily apparent , and has

global implications relating to the accessibility of other straits

and choke points elsewhere .

Indonesia and ~1a1avsia  both appear to have potential natural

resources which could dramaticall y enhance their importance and

influence in the reg ion and in the world if development proves

feas ib le  and profitable. The most significant prospect at present

is that of Indonesian oil deposits. Cons iderable development of

potential oil sources is well underway along with continued

exp loratory efforts. The probabilit y of meaningful oil reserves

is rap idly advancing the international interest in these two
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nat ions . T h i s  is especiall y so for Indones ia , which is proj cc ted

to be~ one a more influentia l nation in t h e re ~ion with its large

size and population and its probable resource developments.

Dr. Donald E. Weatherbce presents an excellent summary and

update of US military relations with Indones ia in a recent stud y for

thic US Army War College .~~ The general theme of this analysis is

that Indonesia seeks a regional autonomy and n e u t ra l i -

n it ion from malor power military dominance and presm Ice , wh ile at

the same t ime seeks to increase economic development and social

and political relations within the region and with industrialized

nations outside . Dr. Weatherbee develops the thesis that US security

i n t e r e s t s  in Indones i a  - re bes t  served t h r o u gh the  con t inued  pro-

gress of militar y assistance programs and mutually coopera t ive

r e l a t i o n s  aimed at  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  Indones i an  s e c u r i ty  and i t s  s tab i l -

ity wit ’ in the area . He writes that Indonesian policy is d i rec ted

towards a role of nonalignment and of diplomatic equidistance with

the hiS and other major powers , to include Japan . The article a l so

notes that t h i n  US Congress would be reluctant to pursue any program

which might lead in turn to a repet it ion of the  g radua l  response

scenar io  expe r i enced  e a r l i e r  in Vietnam . Thus , thi n establishment

of US bases in Indones i i  i t  p r e s e n t  is c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be unaccep t -

able to both  l i t  ions i m i d  would  g e ner a l ly  be inimi~ il to thic interests

and policies being pursued by the two governments.

‘lalaysia , Ii ke h i u l o i n s ia , is essent iall y an island nat ion

althoug h its west ern portion is joined to the mainland of Asi a by a

t h i n  i n c k  of I t i d  sh ir e1! by Thailand and Burma . Like  many of the
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other regional nations , Malaysia is a develop ing n a t i o n  w i t h  a

large , rap idly expanding population requirin g ever more food ,

resources and jobs . M a l a y s i a  does not  have t h i n  identified oil

resources and is not as l a r g e  geogra ph i c a l ly  as I n d o n e s i a .  Because

of its many needs it would probabl y be more receptive to US basing

than some of the other nations should thie US express a positive

interest and demons t rate a willingness to pay a quid pro qu o for

use of the territor y in terms of economic and militar y development

assistance. But the same cons iderations mentioned for Indonesia

and the other nations app ly here as well: would the US public and

Congress be willing to support such a proposal? How would the

USSR and the PRC perceive such a development; would it be upsetting

to the existing balance in the area ? Would US bas ing actions add

to ,inv arms race pressures in the area ? How long could the US hope

to maintain and use such bases before local political pressures

would demand their closure? Wouli the Malaysian peop le and govern-

ment be favorable to long-term bases , and hiow much additiona l costs

would be required to sustain host counLr~ support ? Thie questions

and their answers are very comp lex and ire critical to thin issue .

As with the other nations mentioned , a positive outlook for Malaysia

is far from promising .

For the US milit ary p lanner the answers to these key ques-

t ions affect the probable success or failure of any of the pro-

posed alternative courses of action . Any choice of option selected

must  necessaril y s tand  the  s c r u t i n y  of t he  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  and of

congr ess , which in turn carries with it the sp ill—over ramificat ions
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of the media and thin p u b l i c .  It is considered ve ry u n l i k e l y that

base p roposa l s  of t he  nature envisioned would be sustainable under

t h e cu rr ent  p o s t - V i e t n a m  e n v i r o n m e n t .  ~or does it appear likely

that DOD would  go forward w i t h  any proposa l  which  lacks a reason-

able  assurance of accep tability and success.

GUAN AND THE TRUST TERRITORIES OF THE

PACIFIC ISLAND S

The most significant possible alternative for replacement basing

is to look to the island of Guam and to the adjacent Trust Territor-

ies . Guam is an unincorporated territory dependency of the US and

lies at the southern extremity of the Marianas chain . Guam already

supports major military facilities and is a key operational element

in our P a c i f i c  force structure . The Trust Territories of the

Pac i f i c  Is lands  is a large group ing of islands , a tol ls , and ocean

terr itories located in the cen t r a l  par t  of t he  Western  P a c i f i c

be tw een the Philipp ines and Hawaii. It is also called Micronesia.

The Trust Territories were mandated under United Nations sanction

to US trust control and include the Marianas , the Caro l ine  Is lands ,

the Marshall Islands and the islands of Ponape .

The T r u s t  Te r r i t o r i e s  have been used b y the  US fo r  va r ious

purposes since WWII and c o n t a i n  some development and facilities in

sca t t e red  locatiors. The test areas of Kwajalein and Eniwetok are

the  most no t ab l e  and have been used bo th  ir the  a tomic and t h e

spac e programs . The numerous  islands of Micrones ia  have f r eq u en t ly

and recurringly been discussed for US military bas ing purposes.
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Th e  b ase  negotiation developments with t n  RI’ lave once again

focused  a t t e n t i o n  on using some of th in islands for hates . Ar

exce l l en t  summary  a r t i c l e  which  develops t h i s  sub  b e c t  is t h a t  writ-

ten by Dean A l l a n  W .  Cameron in the  October  1976 Military Review,

“The Strategic Significance of the P a c i f i c  I s lan d s  ~~~ The major

advantage which t h i n  i s lands  o f f e r  is t h a t  ther fall under US con-

trol and protecLL~ .I . Thus , the questions of sovereignty and of

op~ ational usage of bases are more directly addressable and

resolvabl e . Furthermore , any such bases would have a more pre-

dictable and viable future over the long range , insuring a contin-

ii in g return on the investmen t required for base construction . Baaes

under agreements with the Trust Territories would riot be expected to

biave the extent of problems associated with bilateral agreements

with a foreign government such as future restrictions or treaty

abroga t ion .

There are numerous disadvantages associated with -i using the

trust island s for basing. The islands first of all are very small

in size , with only a conp le of exceptions . There arc 2 ,100 isl ands

i t h i e  t e r r i t o r i e s  and t h e i r  t o t a l  area is only slig hit ly more

t h an 700 squa re miles . Only a few of them offer sufficient size

an’1 topography for modern bases . The small size also severely

l i m i t s  t i e  i s land from supporting any appreciable population needed

to run  t h e  base . Not oniv construction materials and supp lies but

also d a i ly  i tems needed to  s u s ta in  peop le l iv ing on the  island

would have to be broug h t  in f rom o u t s i d e , to inc lude  food ,

fuel and perhap s even fresh water. The costs of t h i s  ~‘oril d
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have to be incorporated in base operations and support

i l lo cat  i o n s .

The impact of s i ze  is a l r e a dy  noted on Guam , which is one of

t hin ~cw larger islands available . “Acquisition of rea l property

is severely cons t rained by speculative buy ing , commercial develop-

ment and urban growth of the civilian population.”3 Labor costs

fo r  accomp l i sh ing  ship repair and maintenance work on Guam as

compared to s i m i l a r  work elsewhere are of i n t e r e s t .  “In Subic  Bay

the  cost is approximate ly $28 per man day , whereas in Japan i t  is

‘4$98 and in Guam closer to $150 for the same work . ‘ The hig her cost

for Guam is in part due to the cost of sustaining a large number of

p eop le on remote island . Any proposed expansion of Guam fac i l i -

t i e s  wot,ld have to take into account the geographic , economic ,

env i ronmental and socio-political ramifications of such a decision .

A second major disadvantage of TTPI basing is that thiese

islands are located at a much grea ter  d i s t ance  from the  Sou thwes t

Pacific operationa l area . Guam , on the western and closest  ed ge of

thie i s land t er r i tor i e s , is s t i l l  1, 500 n a u t i c a l  m i l e s  f rom Mani l a .

Althoug h US Naval forces can and do operate at muc h-i greater dis-

tances , t h e  optimum distance is generall y 1 ,200 to 1,500 m iles

from the point of resupp ly and repair. Pulling back to the

TTPI f r o ,i t h i e  P h i l i pp ines would r e s u l t  in much i hi gher ope ra t ions

costs anh in reduced capabiliti es because of the greater t ime

and distanc e t ictors involved . Thie added distance would limit

the ability of providing t imely support. and rapid reinforcement or

I rj i n c d i i i t e  dep loyment  w i t h i n  t he  reg ion . In essence , reloca ting
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rearward from the Philipp ines to bases in~Cuam and the Trus t

Territories would have the effect of s h i i f t i n g  the  forward  b as ing

line by roughly that distance . Bitt morn importantl y ,  it would

move US forces farther away from both the key sea lanes and straits

to ti-ic s o u t h west , and from remaining US bases in Taiwan , Okinawa ,

and South-i Korea . Both -i air and sea re in forcement  f ac to r s  would be

curtailed .

A third disadvantage of island basing is related to size

constraints. Basing would have to be accomp lished at austere

manning  levels and would  preclude allowance for dependents to

accompany career service members . This limitation impacts

adver sely on both morale and retainability and adds to the

indirect costs and problems associated with maintaining a fully

prepared force .

In his analysis Dean Cameron states that only a f ew of t he

• t rust islands possess thi n size and topograp hy that might be

considered viable for the establishment of major militar y instal-

lations. Guam would continue to be an important element in any

future basing plans. Careful planning might allow for some

expansion on Guam without adverse effects. On some of the other

islands wh ere natural harbors exist , thin prospects of a support ing

airfield and sizable port facilities are poor due to lack of

space and exhorbitant construction costs , if construction could

be accomp lished it all. In summa ry , Cameron s t a t e s :
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Aside from Guam , only Palau in the entire area
possesses the geographic requirements for both
air base and major port development. Saipan and
Tinian , both -i of which are suitable for large
air f i e l d s , have limited harbor facilities . SaL—
p~ n~ 5 facilities are minimal ; on Tinian , the
situation is marg inal even with the impressive
artificial harbor constructed during World War II
which may be adequate for logistic support of an
airbase comp lex but not for sustained support of
seagoing weapons systems . Consequently ,  base
development in the Marianas must consider Tinian ,
Saipan and Guam as an integrated system , a point
frequently overlooked in considering the problem ,
particularly in connection with proposals for air-
field development on Tinian . In Palau , any base
development must start from scratch which-i presents
economic obstacles in addition to hitherto
significant political difficulties with the
Pal uans .~~~

Th u s anal ysis  by Cameron is predicated largel y on geographical

siz e , topography and construction feasibility. Fortunately for the

Western Pacific strategy involved , Guam and the islands of Saipan

and 1 in ian are located on the  western  edge of the  Trus t  Te r r i to ri e s .

The Palau group in g  is located southwest  of Guam and thus closer to

the desired operations reg ion . But both political problems and

construction costs miti gate against Palau . It becomes necessary

then for  th i e  US m i l i t a ry  p lanner to determine what set of conditions

and variables would serve tn maximize desired operational results.

The c r i t i c a l  va r i ab l e s  involved are f o r c e / b a s i n g  requi rements ,

loca t ion  arid d i s t a ne e  f ac to r s , geograp hic and t e r ra in  f a c t o r s ,

construction/investment costs and operational

c a p a b i l i t ie s .  Climate and weather p lay a minor role in

that there is little variance throughout the islands under consider—

it lon ; typhoon probabilities would have to be evaluated to determine
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thieir impact on construction and operational considerations . Other

lesser , more indirect considerations would be analyzed and included

in the final decision matrix as appropriate. An important and more

recent  item would be that of environmental concern. The US

government would have to make the  d i f f i c u l t  choice between m i l i t a r y

necessity and environmental degradation . Conversion of any island

to a major base would have the effect of totally transforming its

natural hiabitat and ecosystem . Efforts would have to be taken to

lessen the impact in this regard .

The study group believes that the Trust Territories present

the  most probable and favorable  long—te rm a l t er n a t i v e  to losing

the Philipp ines bases . As a consequence , however , the US would

have to accept the ensuing forfeitures of reduced capabilities and

increased costs in comparison to using the bases at Subic Bay and

Clark .

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Another consideration which should be examined in evaluating

alternative choices is the availability of existing commercial facil-

ities in the reg ional area . In particular the shipyards in Singapore ,

Japan and perhaps Korea and Taiwa n might be capable and feasible for

limited usage by the US Navy . Similarl y ,  it migh t be feas ible to

consider limited use of existing commercial airfields in various

countries to augment otherwise limited US bases . In the absence of

any other more acceptable solution , the US m ilitary should consider

whether at least some or a part of its needs couldn ’t possibly be
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filled on a lease or a rental basis. There may be many problems and

disadvantages assoc iated with -i such a pro~ osal .  Among the negative

factors would be: limited US control and management , security

ramifications , usage and sovereignty limitations , political squab-

bles , contractual problems, etc. At best , such support actions

could only serve to provide a portion of the needs of

normal US base support. However , it is emphasized that the pro-

Western  and the. neut ra l  nat ions  in the reg ion all cla im to favor a

level of US military presence , and it is wholly pr obable that they

would be favorable to assisting the maintenance of what might

constitute police forces as opposed to strate-~ic forces . The

arr angements negotiated f or cont rac ted services

would be more informal and flexible than those associated with

permanent basing . Further , most of the nations would appear to

welcome Lhe US financed economic input which would accompany such

a program .

Two remaining courses of action which must be mentioned are :

to follow a wait—and-see approach and do r o t h in g  to rep laca the lost

bases ; and to seek to obtain an all y or a coa l i t ion  of a l l ies  to

provide a proxy force in lieu of ex i s t ing  US forces . In terms of

I’S global strategy , these two courses contain little merit in that

thier~ necessar i l y call for a significant r2ductiotr in US capabilities

in the far West Pacific , especially for the Navy , and a correspond-

ing withdrawal of US military forces from ocean areas that have been

domi nated by the US since WWII. This carries with it the -i’- ;~~p i . r -i

on the part of other nations of a demonstrated lack of resolve or
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n a t i o n a l  will on the part of t h i n  U S .  It  would  in turn provide an

opening if  not an ac tua l  power vacuum in terms of the concept of

strategic denial , wh ich could lead to intrusions from adversary

forces . It might also carry with -i it a dynamic momentum wh ich

would be difficult to reverse once put into motion.

The idea for a coalition of allies is a welcome concept in

princ iple , but it flies in the face of physical and geo—political

real ities . Only Japan and Australia possess any positive capabil-

ity of providing for blue-water navies and corresponding strategic

level air  forces . Ne i the r  na t ion  h as g iven any indication of a

willingness or interest in doing so. Australia has a modest but

growing indus t r i a l  capab i l i ty  and does not presume to be e i the r  a

g lobal or a dominant reg ional power. Japan , on t b - i c  o ther  hand ,

s t i l l  pursues a national policy of antimilitarism as a by-product

of WWII. Caught in common waters  wi th  both China and Russ ia , Japan

is unwilling to provoke e i the r  adversary , p r e f e r r i n g  instead to

pu rs ue econom ic and d iplomatic channels in a live-and-let-live

posture. Similarly ,  the communist powers have not sought to pro-

voke their near neighbor into commencement of a possible rearma-

ment. Again , both-i •Japan and Australia are allies who want to be

included in the wedding so long as they don ’t have to furnish the

bride or the groom .

lit is emphasized tha t the study group does not feel that the US

is faced wit h - i an impossible and wholly unacceptable dilemma in terms

of the Philipp ines bases and their alternatives . The RP under

President Marcos has placed the US government in tb-in extremely
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d ifficult position of having to make some key decisions which will

have imp lications extending far beyond either the associated costs

of the decisions or the geograph ical boundaries of the region. The

dec isions impac t directly on strateg ies , programs and policies in a

fundamental manner and force evaluation of pas t and

e x i s t i n g  programs to determine  if they will still be applicable in

the future. However , tiie alternative courses are in no way mutu-

all y exclusive of one another and , although the p icture is comp lex

and is so far dealt with only in terms of generalities , there is no

reason why the US could not utilize a combination of any or all of

the possible actions cited . Herein even the Philipp ines bases must

be considered as possible elements , but in a different context

dis tinct from our experience to date. Although no one of the

alternatives appears to have very attractive merits , at the same

time there are a number of alternat ives and the US is not entirely

boxed in by a situation from which there is no escape . It is ,

however , reiterated that there is no alternative which is as

favorable as that of retaining the Philipp ines bases .
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CibA ~“E~ ~7

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

John M . C o l l i n s , in his book Grand Strategy, reiterates the

sing le two dominant points which control thie overall global strateg y

of the United States 
1 

These are t h a t  the  USSR is the  p r i n c i pa l

threat towards whichi our efforts must be directed , and that Europe

represents the most critical geopolitical and military target area

where in  the  s e c u r i ty  of the  US is d i r e c t ly t h rea t ened . Thus , as in

Wor ld War II , US strategy is predicated on an “Europe first ” policy

with its NATo alliance . Oth er global areas must defer to Europe in

terms of military preparedness and objectives . This does not require

that other essential , sensitive areas are to be neg lected ; rather , it

requires a balanced force structure based on a set of interrelated

priorities . The US objective of securing tb-ic peace throug h policies

aimed at deterring aggression and war is still a proper tirection.

US military strategy does not thereby relegate the Pacific to a

role of minima l importance , an operations theater which can be

neglected because of the emp hasis on Europe . The demonstrated

response of the I’S in the Korean War and again in Vietnam refutes

any  a rgument  th iat the Pacific bias not been an area of major national

importance . Rut the military and civilian leadershti p of the US must

necessarily correlate strategy and force structures with thi n resources

available for security purposes , seeking always to optimize the return

on national defense expenditures . Collins supports the thesis that

the defense of Europe is one of immediate vital interest , whereas the
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Wes tern Pac if ic is a develop ing interest which must cont inue to

be protected and nurtured , He states that : “In Asia , the United

Stat es does well to adopt an indirect strateg ic approach that

relies less on direct militar\’ participation than has our strategy

2
ii the recent past.” The reference here is to our involvement in

V i e t n a m .

The theme of a more neutralized , independent , nonaligned reg ion

of nations is one which is generally noted in most articles about

the subject area . As ian students will continue to monitor the

developments on the mainland to see what degree of influence will

be exerted by the PRC and the USSR on the former European colonies ,

both communist and noncommunist , fro m Bang ladesh in the West to the

Indochina countries to the east. Whether these nations will be

able to retain and pursue a more independent , autonomous form of

government relatively tree of major power domination is the major

unanswered question for the moment . Analysts generall y agree tha~

the region now holds major interests for four of t he  great powers :

the US , USSR , Ch ina and Japan . Although Europe may hold a lesse r

interest at present , the Asian region does not go unnoticed in

terms of future interests for that fifth power as well. This is

demonstrated in an increasing economi .c dialogue with Europe , the

third t radi ng partn er with the Philipp ines after the United States

and Japan. To what degree the diverse regional nations will draw

together under a regional identity is also a f uture ques t ion of

grea t impor t ance . An embryonic reflection of this effort is

shown in the more recent establ ishment of ASEAN .
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This organ i~ :u t i o n  bias invited representatives from Japan , Australia

and New ~ieal-in d to attend their conference tb-is summer (1977), a

furthuer indication 01 t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  in a reg iona l i sm o u t s i d e  the

i n f l u e n c e  of e x t e r n a l  powers .

in terms of tb -ic l’hilipp ines bases , the stud y group feels that

some degree of accommodation will be accomp lished with the Marcos

government . We base this on both our readings and our d i scuss ions

wil t various officials interviewed . Unfortunately , unlike news

re orters who might have greater degrees of freedom in pursuing

a question of this nature , wC were unable because of time and

physical cor .straints to d i scuss  the  ques t ion  wi th  o f f ic i a l s  of the

Republic. But  it is believed that one statement heard over and

over must be given considerable weight; that is that “Th ey need us

as much -i as we need them .” What will be the extent of the accord

remains to be seen . The trade—offs , limitations , costs and future

matrix of military cooperation between the two governments nay

have to wait several more month s before it can be a r t i c u l a t e d  and

formalized by the new Carter Administration , and then require a

few years to determine what the results will be in practice .

The study group gained from all of tb-ic personnel inter-

viewed and from most of the documents studied that amy major

reduction or actual termi” ;it ion of the Philipp ines bases wou ld pose

a sever e setback no t onl y for the US Pac if ic m ili tary f orce

structure but also for the US as a whole . Such a reduction in the
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c i p i b i l i t v  of the US to  p r o j e c t  f o r ce s  rap idl y and decisively

into t i c  m g  ion would si g n i f i c a n t ly add to t h i n  c o n t e n t  ion t h a t  tb - i c

I’S can no longer afford to mainta in its prior dominance in the

Western Pacific. It would greatly lessen our government ’s credibil-

~ l \  t h r o u g h o u t  tbi e reg ion in t h a t  i t  fo l lows  in the wake of the

t o t - i l  w i t h d r a w a l  and d e f e a t  in V i e t n a m  and thie announced po l ic~ of

f u r t h e r  w i t h d r a w a l s  f r o m  Korea . 0. Edmund Clubb , w r i t  ing in

Current History in December 1975 , cites the redirection of Presi-

dent Narcos  towards  bo th  the PRC and the USSR , and sums up the

genera l theme of many who believe that US policies and strate ,\- in

the area are coming apart at tb -ic seams by s tat  ing t h a t :  “In sum

and substa, ye , the American system of mi lita r\- alliances in SEA

3
has come apart. ”

More importantly , however , the study group feels that a new

era is evo l v in g  f r o m  the demise of imperialism and the regrowth -i of

Europe  and Japan f o l l o w i n g  WWI T . Previous  t r a d i t i o n s , ph i l o sop h ies ,

pr ograms and s h i b o l e t h s  no longer  o b t a i n .  Ne w a r r a n g e m e n t s  mus t  be

developed based on recognition of new and f u t u r e  c u r r e n t s  and

tm - - is. Tb-ic world of economics and t r a be is p e rhaps  more f l e x i b l e

in adopting to c h a n g i n g  c i r c u m s t a n ce s  tb - ian t h i a t  of the more stric-

tu red di plomatic relations and that of militar y strategy , it is

impera t ive  t h at the military leader an-i p lanner recognize and

accept these changes for what they are in order that defense

reso urces can be correlated to future rather than pa st circumstances .

A h i ghl y pr obable  out come of the base r e n e g o t i a t i o n s  is tha t

c u r re n t  I’S military capab ilities as a result of the bases will be
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c o n s i d e r a b ly  restricted . A second result will be that costs will

go u p ,  which will have a egat ive impact on capabilities . Greater

administrative and judicial workloads will be p laced on assi gned

fo rces  as sovere i g n t y  i s s u e s  and s t a t u s  of forces  a g r e e m e n t s  arc

e f f e c t e d . But  these ramifications , unless allowed to get out of

ha nd , usually have onl\’ a small , indirect impact on capabilities

as compared to more direct inputs. The US military will have to

make the most of these changes with their restrictive measures to

preclude aggravating the situation furthier.

TI-in study group also believes that thie longer r a n g e  availa-

bilitv of Subic Nava l Station and Clark A i r  Base is more doubtful

given the trend towards militar y neutralit y and nonalignment in

the  reg ion .  This  does not  mean t h a t  f r ien d l \  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  the

RP will be terminated ; it does mean that the RP will seek rela-

tionshi ps which are founded  more and more on a p e r c ep t i o n  t h a t  t he

Philipp ines must be treated as a mature , independent nation rather

than a former dependent of tb -in I’S . If the RP government is go ing

to activel y p u r s u e  a positive regional leadership role as a neutral ,

nonaligned state , and at the same time continue its initiatives

t owards rapprochement wit h-i t h e  USSR and the  PRC , then i t  w i l l  con—

ti tie to reduce its ties to tb-ic US military as a consequential

action. Thin US must seek to lessen the impacts of this course of

a c t i o n  w h i l e  at t h i n  same time develop ing alternative programs to

maintain acceptable force projection capabilities . Ihie hIS m i l i t a r y

m u s t  recognize ‘hat even if current negotiations achieve a accom-

modation which still permits sonic degree of strate gic
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flexibility from t he  RI’ bases , that thin accommodation is probabl y

a question of time until political forces in tbie Philipp ines call

for a further reduction. These pressures will come from the  y o u n g e r

Fili p inos , those born since WWII, who no longer feel a need to look

to the US to make “their ” na tion vi able .

To accomp lish its objectives the US mi litar \ will have to look

to a combination of all of the possible alterna t ives discussed in

this paper. Additional elements of operational and log istical

support capabilities will have to be sought with -i friendly nations ,

from ship repair bases to communications sites to berthin g facili-

t ies . Grea t e r  dep endency w i l l  have to be placed on rental and

leasing activities , whether on a piecemeal , task bas is , or longer

term arrangements. Some additional basing capabilit \ must be

planned for the Trust Territories , wit h - i emphasis being given to

expendable , modu la r  eng ineer ing  p l a n n i n g  to permit rap id develop-

ment from cellular units in tbe event of hostilities. Continued

development of friend ly military forces should be an important leg

of this program. This step would be directed t owards strengthening

develop ing states against external aggression. Lastly, greater

emphasis must be p laced on improved technology and equipment

modernization to permit our forces to operate at greater distances ,

for longer periods , and to dep loy more rap idly. Technology should

permit some trade-offs between thìe number of personnel required

versus effectiveness.

The study group does not believe the US should follow a

wait-and-see , do-nothing policy. Because of probable limited
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resources , it will be essential that resourceful , innovative actions

be planned and imp lemeiited so as to re ta in  some initiative in deal-

ing with pro jected future problems . Some force reductions will come

about as a n a t u r a l  consequence of peace in the  reg ion .  US forces  in

Korea , Japan and Okinawa will see additional modificat ions as those

~~~~~~~~~ potential increases . The future role of the US throughout

the region may be more one of security monitor , ombudsman , and third-

par ty  n e g o t i a t o r  t h a n  t h a t  of a guard ian  pol ice f o r c e .  As in t he

~Iiddl c East , the US will seek to avoid a m~~or power confrontation

wi th  tb - i c  US SR or t he  PRC . To r cta in  the c r ed ib i l i t y  and i n f l u e n c e

which goes with being a major world power , however , tb-ic Us must

neverthieless continue to maintain an acceptable force structure of

both strategic and tactical elements in the Western Pacific. Such

a commitment of military resources in conjunction with political

and economic programs undertaken by the US is considered essential

in protecting our current and future interests in t h e  area .

51



CHAPTER V

FOOTNOTES

1. John M. Collins , Grand Strategy; Princ iples and practices,
pp. 141-144.

2. Ibid .

3. 0. Edmund Clubb , “The New Power Imbalance in Southeast
As ia ,” Current History, December 1975 , p. 210.
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