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l_Jand and People 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Philippine archipelago \Tith 7, 107 beautiful is

lands was named after Prince B1ilip of Asturias who liter 

became King Philj_p 11 of Spain.. Shaped like a spra\'Iling 

triangle, the entire archipelago lies just north of the 

equator y,i thin the tropical zone. It lies on the path of 

anything that pass to and.from the Far East. For many cen

turies, its strategic location has made the Philippines the 

trade center of the Orient and the mel tj.ng pot of world 

races and cultureso 

The Philippines has a land area of 115,707 square 

miles, smaller than Japan, and slightly larger than Arizona 

and the United Kingdom. 1 The coastline is irregular and 

extends from a distance of 10,850 miles, about twice the 

length of the coastline of the United States. From San 

Francisco, it is 8,000 miles to the Philippines. The is

lands contain some of the richest mineral deposits, includ

ing oil, forest, fisheries, and potential source of hydro

electrical power in the world. It is also rich in agricul

tural resources. 

1 ]2.ackgi::ound lL9.J.9..Q, ttPhilippines, tt (Washington: 
Department of States, Jaruiary 1977), p. 3. 
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As early as the 9th century, the Islands has some 

commercial relations with her neighboring countries in the 

Far East. Later the Arabs and Indians traded with the na

tives nhich explained v1hy the ·Filipinos today are a product 

of mixed ancestry both by blood and environment. Basically 

of Malayan stock, the Filipino people throueh inter-racial 

marriages may find in their veins, Chinese, Japanese, In

dian, Spanish and lately American blood. The Fi1ipinos 

have persistently married both )~1.ropeans and Americans at 

a higher rate than other Asians. No one in the Philippines 

can probably say he is a "pure" li'ilipino. The only "pure" 

Filipinos are the Negritoes meaning 11 little blacks," who 

inhabited the Islands by crossing the land bridges that 

connected the archipelago with mainland China more than 

25,000 years ago. Like the American Indians, the Negritoes 

are the aborigines of the Philippines. 2 

Considering its Pacific setting and Spanish colonial 

history, the Philippines oddly enough, i .s the third largest 

English speaking people in the world today-next only to the 

United States and Great Britain. This spot that should log

ic9.lly be held by Canada, Australia, or New Zealand are 

faulted in the first case by the French-speaking population 

and tho latter i;vro by the paucity of population. With its 

2Gregorio F. Zaj_de, ~~h.e Philippine History, (Manila: 
'J~he Modern Book Company, 19 58 J, p. ? • 
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45 million people, the Philippines rank fifteen among the 

nations of world population. It also boasts one of the 

highest literacy rates in Asia-second only to Japan, so 

that it offers American and British business interests its 

best equipped manpower for Asian enterprise.3 

'l1he J.i':LliJ)j_nos a.re the most westernized and cos

mopolitan among Asians. They copied everything uestorn. 

·rhey not only speaJ;. Englj_sh, use the western alphabet and 

musical scale, dress in r,estern garb, but they also practice 

tho western religion as the only Christian country in the 

Orient. Filipinos are friendly and their hospitality is 

knovm. 

It is often comes as a surprise to westerners to 

disc6ver a Filipino with international scope, intelligence, 

or social sophistication despite the fact that Filipinos 

who could afford it have been traveling and studying abroad 

since the sixteenth century. To most Americans and Europ

eans, tho people of the Philippines before the advent of 

the Spaniards v,ere but savages and barbarians. This is not 

all true. As James A. LeRoy noted, as a nation America had 

grown to bearded manhood in ignorance of the Filipino people 

who had themselves developed a degree of civilization before 

· 3Beth Day, The I)hilj_pnines: Shattered Shm·,casc of 
pemocracy in Asia, Ofow York: M. Evans and Company, Inco, 
1974), p. 2~ _ 
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the Spaniards came.4 Even George Dewey, when he came to 

the Philippines admitted that the Filipinos were superior 

in intelligence and more capable of self-government than 

the natives of Cuba. 5 

The Filipino people have had the misfortune of being 

"liberated" four times during their entire h:Lstory. F:Lrst 

came the Spaniards who "liberated'!, them frorJ the "enslave

ment of the devil;" next the Americans nho "liberated" them 

from the Spanish oppression; then the Japanese nho "liberat

ed" them from the American imperialism; the Americans again 

v,ho "liberated" them from the Japanese fascist. After every 

"liberation" the Filipinos found their country occupied by 

foreign "benefactors," and the people resisted cv"ery ruler .. 6 

;?he Phili Dpine s. Under Spain 

In the sixteenth century there was a struggle among 

1uropoan nations for control of the lucrative spice trade of 

the Moluccas. On March 16, 1521, the Portuguese explorer 

Ferdinand Magellan, in the service of Spain reached the 

----------
4Jmnes A. LeRoy, The Americans i11 . the Philinnines, 

(New York : Hough ton Mifflin Com:pany, 19 1 Li-) , pp.. 253-26 1 • 

5James H. Blount, The American Occupation of the 
Ph:ilj_J2pines, ( New Yorlc G. P. Putnam I s Sons, 1912), p. 41. 

I" 
0 Henato Constantino, The History of the Philj_upi.nes: 

From the Spanish Colonization to the Second Vorld Dar, 
'(Hew York.: Monthly Review Press, 1975), p. 10. 
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Philippine archipelat;o. A month later however, he was 

killed in a battle acainst the native warriors led by Lapu

lapu. The survivors of his expedition continued westward 

and the ship Victoria successfully returned to Spain. The 

voyage of Magellan Das significant especially to navigation, 

for it was the first time man circumnavigated the world, 

thereby proving the sphericity of the earth. 

F'i ve more expeditions sent by the Spanish Cro-rm 

continued to explore the islands claimed by Magellan for 

Spain. The first four were failures, but the last reached 

the Philippines on April 27, 1565, and found a people with 

culture that showed Indian, Chinese, and Arabic influences. 

The people at that time had a literature and an alphabet o:f 

their own and these were destroyed by early Spanish officials, 

especially the ·friars. 7 

The Philippines was first ruled indirectly through 

Mexico up to 1821, when the latter declared their independ

ence from Spain. The Philippines was then directly ruled by 

Spain. During more than three centuries of Spanish rule in 

the Islands, Spain developed the colony almost solely with a 

view to the enrichment of the moth0r country and her colonial 

agents in the 11hj_lippines. Filipinos vrere given little op

portunity to progresso They were kept in blind ignorance, 

7catherine Porter, Crisis in the Philinpincs, 
(New Yorlc: Alfred A. Knoph, 1942), p. 37. 
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oxploi tod and doniod all freedom. rrhey _wore made to live 

in the stifling and stagnating atmosphere of a Tiorld com

pletely dominated by the clergy, who acted as a buffer bet

ween the government and the people and used their power, 

neal th and authority to suppress liberal vicms. 

The friars, nho by nov, owned most of the Filipino 

lands through the encomienda system, imposed forced labor, 

taxation Yrithout representation in the Spanish Cortes, and 

other abuses which the native people protested. Further

more, the S!)anish abuses and the peOi)le' s protests r;ere sel-
o 

dom reported to the Spanish King. 0 These policies resulted 

in more than 100 localized revolts, for although the Filipinos 

embraced Christianity they never accepted the Spanish rule of 

more than three hundred years. Thoy revolted even longer 

than the Americans who revolted against their mother country, 

England. But all these minor revolts failed because of lack 

of nationalism and national lcaders. 9 It was not until 1896 

j_n y0t another revolution against Spain that national leaders 

successfully led a rebellion. 

By the nineteenth century, liberal ideas of Europe 

8The encomienda system v1as a practice whereby the 
~panish King granted a piece of land, including its inhab
itants and resources, to its colonizers as a reward for 
their services. 

9Teodoro Agoncillo, The Revolt of the Masses: The 
!Stor;y: of, Bonifacio and KatipunQg, ( C:uezon City:_ ..... United 
Press, 1956), p. 3. 
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and America had streamed into the country, carried by ships 

and men from foreign ports vvho brought v1i th them books and 

newspaper that contained the ideologies of the French and 

American Revolutions. Influenced by these ideas, the E'il

ipinos began to wonder at their deplorable situation and 

began to discuss politics, justice and liberty. In the 

course of time, they became bold enough to ask the government 

reforms which were urgently needed to correct coriditions 

causing hardships among the people. Middle class Filipinos 

sent their children to study in Europe, notably Spain, where 

they acquired liberal ideas and worked for reforms for their 

homeland. 

One of the leaders for the refbrm movement in Europe 

was Dr. Jose Rizal, vrho wrote his first novel "Noli Me Tangere" 

(Social Cancer) which dealt with th~ grim and tragic life in 

the Philippines under the Spanish oppressors. He followed 

this book v:i th another novel 11 El Filibusterismo" (The Reign 

of Greed) in which he expressed his ideas for reforms. These 

two novels, although banned by the Spanish authorities, were 

widely read by the Filipino people and inspire their revolution 

. t 0 • 10 agains 0pain. 

When Rizal retured to the Philippines, the Spanish 

authorities in Manila arrested and accused him as one of the 

revolutionary leaders. They executed him in 1966, which only 

10 ·b·d 3 ~•, P• G 
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sparked the revolution against Spain. Rizal became a 

national hero. But unlike other heroes v1ho earned their 

honor in battle, he never fought any war, but instead fought 

with his pen, by writing two great novels among other things 

nhich. opened the eyes of the Filipino people against the 

Spanish abuses and enslavement in their own land. 

,J:;arly American Interest in the Philippines 

LHre the Cubans, the Filipinos were already fighting 

for their freedom v1hen the Americans came and interrupted 

their cause. The defeat of the Spanish fleet at Manila Bay 

in 1898, ~y Commodore George Dewey, found the Americans a 

colonizer for the first time. Dewey had the Navy but no 

land force. It would take four to five months :Ln those days 

before reenforc.ements could reach the Philippines from the 

United States. As he waited for the Army to fight the Span

iards on land, Dewey sought the help of the Filipino rev

olutionary leader Emilio Acuinaldo. The two made an agree

ment: the United States would recognize Philippine in

dependence if Aguinaldo and his men would help the Americans 

to overthrow the Spaniards. Later, Dewey .denied this promise 

and the Filipinos began to lose their faith in the .Americans .. 11 

11 
George Dewey, The AutobiOGf:§t2£1Y of George Dewey. 

Admiral of the Navy, (New York: Charli:;s Scribner's Sons 
1913), pp. 311-312. 
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With the help of the Revolutionaries, the Spaniards 

were tlri ven back to Manila ,·1here the city \'las surrounded 

within fourteen miles of the trenches. But the Americans 

told the Revolutionaries not to enter the city, because the 

S})aniards had agreed to surrender only to the Americans and 

not to the Filipinos. This was the beginning of distrust 

vli th the .Americans, because Filipinos believed they had done 

most of the fighting and dying but were denied the prestige, 

honor, and glory which came with victory. After a few shots 

fired during a mock battle, the Spaniards surrendered. The 

Treaty of Paris on December 10, 1898, ended the Spanish

.American War and Spain ceded the Philippines to the United 

States for $20 million. The treaty was approved by the U.S. 

Senate, and the Philippines became American territory on 

February 6, 189·9. 12 

The Americans agreed that the Cubans could keep their 

independence, but not the Filipinos. President William Mc

Kinley decided to keep the Philippines so as to civilize and 

Christianize the natives, not realizing that the Filipinos 

have been Christianized long before the first successful 

settlement of America nas established in Jamestovm, Virginia 

in 1607. But the real motive of retaining the Philippines 

12Fred L. Israel, ed., M§lL·or Peace Treaties of l·1oclern 
Histo:r;y, (Nevi York: Chelsea House Publishers, 19 7 , p. 851. 
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was commercial as evidence began to pile up as to the economic 

and strategic value of tho Ph:Lli})pines. 13 

Captain Alfred T. Mahan, rH·ote that• a nation, to b0 

great, must have not only land power but also sea power to 

expand j_ts shi~pp:Lng and protect its commerce. America, he 

argued, must look outi.w.rds, must search for distant markets 

and sources of raw materials. It must acquire a large mer

chant 1:1arine, a powerful navJ, safe ports and coaling sta

tions, and naval bases around the r,orld, and colonies. 14 

According to 1-Iahan, expansion v1as na.turaJ., necessary, and ir

respressible, and a throng of neo-imperialists agreed. They 

v1anted a base of operation in America's expanding trade and 

wore eyeing the lucrative trade with China and other countries 

in the Far East.. The retention of the Philippines \Vas an 

ideal place for that purpose. 

The Spanish-American riar marked a shift from the 

earlier United States territorial eXJ_)ansion on the American 

continent to a tr new imperialism11 \:1hich was not concerned with 

settlement but rather with naval strategy and financial trade 

interests. Ho\·,ever, there was also strong opposition to what 

was called ...ltmerican "manifest destiny • 11 This opposition was 

1~ 
.)Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the 

A1:1er7 can Peo1)le, (New York: Neredi th Publishj_ng Company, 
. 191+6 ) , p. l1-7 1 • 

14Alfred T. Mahan, Influence of Sea Po\'ler U·oon 
H~story_ (Boston: Little, and Com1Jany, 1890), pp. 3-15. 
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based not only on the trad-itional democratic idealism of the 

American peo1;le, but on economic interest, for v1hile nbig 

busj_ncss11 sari the possession of the Philj.ppines as the key 

to the Pacific trade, American agriculture and labor feared 

0 . t l t·'. l5 rien a_ compe 1~1on. 

Meanv1hile General Aguinaldo had already proclaimed 

the first Philippine Republic in June 12, 1898. The Amer

icans did not recognize this independence, and hostilities 

between the two countries continued until Aguinaldo v1as cap

tured after almost three years of fighting. The Arnerican 

-· military government the.t had executive, legislative and 

judicial authority v1as established in 1892-. 16 American 

libertarians eventually inveighed against this system. As 

a result, the American leadership took steps to prepare the 

transition from military to civiliarn rule in the Philippines. 

A civil government \'las established in 1900, and William H. 

Taft became the first civil-governor of the Philippines. 

The decades that followed may be described as a per

iod of cooperation and trust between the Filipinos and the 

Americans. Where the Spaniards sought to pacify the Filipino 

15.A. V. R. Hartendorp, IUsto1---y of Industry and Trade 
in the PhilimJines, (Manila: JvlcCullough Printing Company, 
I 1 9 58 ) , p O . 13 • 

16 George A. Malcom and Maximo Kalaw, Phili1J"oine 
Government, (New York: D. c. Heath and Company, 1923), p. 72. 
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resentment through religion, the Americans employed education 

to v,rj_n tho people. rrhe Schu:cnw.n and the Taft Cornnissions 

· paved the way for the promulgation of the .Cooper Act or the 

Philj_.ppine 01'"'ganic Act of 1902. This act provided for a 

bicarne:-cal 1egislature, rr:L th the Philippine Co1111;1:Lssion as . , 
"C.t18 

UJ):per house doninatcd le.rgcly by .Americans and a loner house, 

the 1'11i1ippine Assrntlbly composed of F:llipinos. The act also 

sot up the Bureau of Insular Affaj_rs in the War Department 

as the official adr:1inistrati ve agency and author:Lzod the 

Philippines to send two resident commissioners to Washington 

with the right to speak but not to vote in the U.S. Congress. 

In 1916 U.S. Congress passed the Jones Lav:, which was 

to re1:1aj_n the authoritative statement of America.n policy for 

the next nineteen years. 18 This law provided for significant 

changes in the organization and rights of the government of 

tho Philippines, but its major import vras contained in the 

~preamble. This stated that the purpose of the United States 

v,as to wi thdra\'l its sovereignty and recognize the independ

ence of the Philippines as soon as a stable government could 

be established therein. Former President Taft, spealring for 

the Republicans, opposed the Jones Bill, calling it cruel to 

17u.s., .statues at Large, 11CoOiJer Bill of 1902,n 57th 
Congress, vol. 32, part 1, pp. ~91-712 • 

. 10 
uu •. s .. 11 Statues at La1:i,10, ttJones Law of 1916, 0 6Lrth 

Congress, vol-:39, part 1, pp. 51+5-556" 

1? 
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the Filipinos and shameful to Americans. By moving fast, 

Taft charged, the United States v1ould make the Filipinos 

mere flotsam in the sea of Oriental politic~. 

With the passage of Jones Law, the Philippines was 

on the road to self-rule under American tutelage. The Jones 

Law was the first acknowledgment by the United States of the 

Philippines desire for indepondence. The Americans gradually 

and progressively granted autonomy and appointed qualified 

Filipinos to government positions. The Philippines sent 

mission after mission to the U.S. Congress to make represent

ation for independence. Manuel L. Quezon, the majority floor 

leader of the Philippine Assembly secured the passage of the 

Tydings-McDuffie Act in 1934. The Act provided for a ten

year transitional period, at the end of which the Philippines 

was to be given complete independence. 

A Constitutional Convention was organized for the 

purpose of framing an organic law. It was in session from 

July 30, 1934 to February 10, 1935, and adopted a new con

stitution patterned after American lines, although unitary 

in structures. President F'ranklin D. Roosevelt approved the 

Philippine constitution on March 23, 1935, and a plebiscite 

by the Filipino electorate ratifi.ed it. 19 Manuel L. '-2uezon 

was elected president and Sergio Osmena as vice-president of 

19 · 
-Joseph Ralston Hayden, The Philip12ines: A Study 

in National Develonment, (New York: The MacMillan Company, 
1942), pp. 41-49. 



the nev.rly established Commonwealth government inaugurated on 

November 15, 1935. 

During the· transition, the interests of the United 

Sta.tes was entx·usted to a hj_gh commissioner, who re1)laced 

the former governor goneralo The affairs of the PhiliJ}pinos 

was placed in the hands of the Commonwealth government. Aside 

from teaching the J?ilj_lJinos self-government, material, social, 

and intellectual progress was attained under the American 

adm:Lnistration of the Philippines. Under the guidance of the 

United States, agriculture, commerce and industries grew and 

exuanded. Tre.nsnortation and communication fe.cili ties were 
~ ~ 

modernized. Public heal th was improved and ep:Ldem:Lcs vriped 

out. The people's social life, marching with the- ne-v, material 

progress, v1as appreciably Americanizedc. 

~L1he Asian culture of the Filipino people, already 

enriched by Spanish cultural influences, has been further 

enriched by contact with American civilization. The grec1.test 

accomplishment of the Americans was in the field of education. 

This was made possible by the Filipino thirst for education. 

Almost before the sound of muci~etry was stilled, the American 

soldiers became the first teachers of the Filipinos, patiently 

teaching them their first ABC's. Before peace was established 

the army transport US.S Thomas landed more than one thousand 

dedicated teachers, doctors, engineers, and missionaries. 

'J.ll1e American teachers were populnrly called the 11 '11homasi tesa 11 
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'J:hese dedicated school teachers rendered their services 

tirelessly in educating the Fili:pinos. 20 

\'lhile the United States was perfecting the Tydings

McDuffie Act in preparation for Philippine inde1)e11de11ce, 

disturbing events uerc occuring in many parts of the world 

v:hich p:-cecipated \Jorld .Jar 11. The ~:Jar interrupted the 

program for material development, Yli th the :FiliJ;iinos as 

innocent victims. For three ;yea.rs, the Ii'ilipino people 

suffered adversity under the Japanese rule, because they 

never accepted the Japanese e.s their new master a.11d remained 

loyal to the Americans. Tho naked brutality of the Japanese 

mado tho American rule appear 1:1ore benevolent and Filipinos 

longed for their return. 

The failure of the Japanese to pacify the Filipinos 

by use of propaganda, threats, and e~~ecution r:as indicated 

by the broadcast concerning the peo1)le' s anti-Japanese pro1)

anga11da. The Filipinos -r10re overjo:yed ·when the Americans 

liberated them, but vere saddened to see their devastated 

country. The Philippines had enjoyed one of the highest 

standard of living in Asia before World Viar 11, and were 

very o:ptimistic that the Americans vmuld help them rebuild 

their ravaged country. But everything seemed to be a dis

aster after the war. 

20Hilario C. Moncada, Ameri Ccl: the Phi 1 iDpines 2 and 
· .the Or .. ien_t., (New York: Fleming H. Hevell Co1;1pany, 1932), 
pp.. Hi.9-152. 



CHAPTER 11 

LIBERATION: REHABILITATION AND RECONSTRUCTION 

Philipnj_nes Liberated 

During the years of Japanese occupation, 1941-1944, 

the Filipinos never lost faith and hope that the Americans 

would eventually come to liberate them from the Japanese 

atrocities. Unlike most Southeast Asian countries who col

laborated and welcomed the Japanese as their "colonial 

liberators, 11 the Filipinos resented the Japanese and fought 

side by side with the Americans. When the war ended, these 

other Southeast Asian countries referred to the return of 

their colonial masters as 11 re-occupation; 11 the Filipinos 

called the return of . the Americans as liberation. 

The way back for the Philj_ppine liberation was long 

and costly, Many soldiers, both Americans and Filipinos, died, 

particularly during the infamous "Death March" and during the 
1 ordeals in the concentration camps. At the outbreak of the 

war, the Philippine defenses had been very poor; there was no 

build-up of naval and air forces that could deter a Japanese 

1 . 
The Bataan "Death Marchn was a forced march made by 

70,000 American and Filipino prisoners of war, captured by the 
Japanese when Bataan and Corre~idor fell in 1941. The prisoners 
were marched 55 miles north of Bataan under the scorching heat 
of the summer sun. Those who cannot walk. because of weakness 
from starvation or wounds were either shot down or bayonneted 
to death by the Japanese. Only 54,000 reached their des-

_tination; about 10,000 died on the way and the rest managed 
to escape. 

16 
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invasion. Instead, a feverish effort, too late and too 

little, actually helped to incite attack from the Japanese. 

According to Theodore Friend, in all Amerj_can hj_story there 

is perhaps no other striking example of commitment exceeding 

art10.rncnt. Instee,d of 1eaving the Phil:ip1Jin0s in dignity, 

Japan Tias able to drive out the United States in disgrace. 

During the next four yearG, at least L1.0,000 Americans, 300,000 

Japanese and 500,000 Filipinos y;ould die on Philippine soil. 2 

The United States Armed Forces in the Far East 

under the command of General Douglas MacArthur had 

retreated to Bo.taa:n from ManiJ.a and trj_ed to hold back the 

Japanese. Dut because of lack of food, ammunitj_ons, medicine 

and other essentials necessary in war, the USAFFE could hold 

it no longer. In the early part of the fight, there had been 

promises of reenforccments, but it never came. The soldiers 

found out later that the United States and Great Britain had 

agreed on a European-first strategy before comj_ng to the aid 

. . . 3 of the Pacific. 

By 19~.2 President Roosevelt ordered MacArthur to 

retreat further to Australia, where he was expected to pre-

The Ordeal 
of the 
Press, 

( 1J evr Haven: Yale University 

3Francis L. Locwenhoim, Harold D. Langley, and 
Manfred Jonas, eds., Roosevelt and Churchill 2 Their Secret 
YLartime Corresponclen,cQ0I.Jcr1 York: E:. P. Dutton 8-{ Company, 
Inc., 19?5), pp. 270-271. · 
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pare for his drive back against the enemy. When he left the 

Philippines, MacArthur made his famous pledge to the Filipino 

people, "I shall return.rr And the people believed him. This 

phrase was written everywhere as a symbol of faith in the 

Americans that someday they would return. 

After the war MacArthur wrote in his memoir in regard 

to this phrase, 11 It lit the flame that became a symbol which 

focused the nation's indomitable will and at whose shrine it 

finally attained victory. "Lt To the Filipinos this phrase was 

a slogan under which they were to fight the Japanese for nearly 

three years. To MacArthur this was more than a promise to the 
c:: 

Filipino people. It was a vow that he must fulfill.~ However, 

some soldiers who were left behind deeply resented this much 

publicized phrase, regarding it as extremely egotistical, for 

they felt that they were abandoned by MacArthur when he left 

for Australia. 6 

The year 1944 was crucial to the United States and 

Japan. It was a year of surprises and, for the United States, 

a year of retribution for the defeat she had suffered at the 

commencement of the war in the Pacific. Slowly and deliberately 

4nouglas MacArthur, Rerninj_scences, (New York: McGraYl
Hill Book Company, 1964), p. 145. 

House, 
5John Toland, But Not in Shame, (New York: 

1961), p. 280. 
Random 

6ceorge C. Kenny, rrhe MacArthur I Know, (New York: 
Duell, Sloan, and Pearce, 1951), p. 154. 
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the American naval and marine forces inched their vmy north

ward from the vicinity of Australia. They heavily bombed 

Saipan and Tinian Islands, v1hile the marines secured Guam. 

It was only a matter of months before the re-capture of the 

Philippines could take place. 

On October 20, 1944, MacArthur's liberation forces, 

knoym as the Central Phili1)pine Attack. Force, an armada con

sisting of 659 ships and four army divisions landed on Leyte 

beaches. After the landing MacArthur spoke immediately over 

a portable radio transmitter to millions of r;ai ting Filipinos: 

• • • This is the Voice of Freedom, General 
MacArthur spe~ting •• o I have returned. 
By the grace of Almighty God, our forces 
stand again on Philippine soil consecrated 
with blood of our two peoples ••• 7 -

The Filipinos cheered their liberator as MacArthur assured 

them that complete liberation of the Philippines would be 

made as soon as possible. 

There \'rere no heavy fighting because the Japanese 

did not expect the American forces to land in Leyte. As 

soon as the island was pacified, MacArthur's troops rapidly 

pushed inland toward Luzon to liberate Manila end other prov

inces. Over secret radio networks, they flashed to guerrillas 

who v1ere waiting to help with attacks from villages and jungle 

hideouts. They cut Japanese supplies and communication lines 

7MacArthur, Reminiscences, p. 216, 
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and ambushed Japanese patrols. 

On February 3, 19Li-5, the advance elements of the 

U. s. forces, g1..lided by guerrillas, entered the city of Manila. 

There were few Filipinos on hand to meet the liberation forces 

because the Japanese threatened to shoot anyone seen on the 

street at that time. A tank rushed to the campus of the 

University of Santo Tomas and liberated the Americans under 

General Jonathan \7ainwright and other allied prisoners, who 

looked like skeletons rather than human beings. 8 They sang 

"God Bless America, tt and the 11Star Spangled Banner." Nine 

months after the landing in Leyte, MacArthur proclaimed the 

liberation of the entire Philippines from the Japanese. With 

this proclamation he prepared for the invasion of- Japan. 9 

Filipino loyalty during the v,a:r made it easier for 

MacArthur and his men to recapture-the Philippines. For every 

fighting American soldier there were at least four fighting 

Filipinos, not including the civilians who often risked their 

lives to help the American soldiers and guerrillas. In Bataan 

Filipino soldiers had fought without food, ammunitions, planes, 

and medical care. Still they had continued fighting not only 

8santo Tomas University is the oldest university in 
the Philippines, about 30 years older than Harvard, the old
est university in the United States. The Japanese confine the 
Americans and other European prisoners at th:i.s university. 

9Teodoro Agoncillo, A Short History of the Philippines, 
(New York: J. Day Company, 1955), p. 52. 
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to prove their loyalty but because they were willing to die 

for democracy. The delaying actions of four months in fight

ing the Japanese in Bataan, had given Australia and the 

Pacific Coast time to prepare against the Japanese. 

Al though some Filipino leaders collaborated vJi th the 

Japanese and succumbed to Japanese propaganda of "Asia for 

the Asians, 11 and 11 Greater East Asia.Co-prosperity Sphere," 

the majority of the li1ilipinos were pro-American and the 
10 whole countryside resisted the Ja1)anese. One American 

guerrilla officer who escaped from prison camp and organized 

guerrilla units in Mindanao, had this to say about the Jap

anese atrocities in the Philippines: 11 The Japanese killed 

everybody-men, women, children, dogs, pigs, and chicken with

out mercy. 1111 This incident had happened to a whole village 

which had hid three Americans. The Japanese soldiers poured 

out their wrath on the civilians. In the Philippines, there 

still lingers some of the anti-Japanese sentiment born in 

the war. 

Defeat came to Japan during the second week of August 

1945. The term of formal surrender was signed on board the 

10
Jules Archer, :):'he Philiymines Fi~ht for Freedom, 

(London: Collier, MacMillan Limited, 19?0 , p. 179. 

11 
Jir;n Conley, "Guerrilla Leader Got Bloody Revenge," 

Abilene Renorter-News, July 2, 1978, p. 17e 
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!l..fil:l Missouri on September 2, 1945. 12 Every nation in the 

Pacific was represented. Furing the ceremony, there v,as a 

seat of honor iunong the conquerors exce1)t the Philippines, 

a nation \'Ihich had earned the respect as an equal of any 

nation which "won all" in trials and disasters. 

~:he Restoration of the Commonweal th 

The Philippine Commonwealth was on its sixth year, 

when ·.·/orld rlar 11 came. President Roosevelt decided that it 

would be in the best interest of the Commonwealth govern-

ment to come to the United States during the v1ar. In 1942 

President Quezon, his family and cabinet members left for 

the U.S. and set-up a government-in-exile in Washington, D.C. 

Three days after the American forces landed in Leyte, 

MacArthur decicl_ed that it was time to reorganized the civil 

government. On October 23, 1944, he designated Tacloban, the 

capital of Leyte as the temporary seat of the Commonwealth 

government. 13 This simple ceremony was held on the steps of 

the capitol of Tacloban. He graciously turned over the lib

erated areas to President Osmena who had become president 

when Quezon died at Saranac Lake, New York on August 1, 19Lf-4, 

After the ceremony Mac.Arthur and his aides drove away in 

12Caboll Phillips, The 1 Lt.Os: Decade of Truim-oh and 
Trouble, (New York: Mac}Iillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1975 • 

13Robert Aura Smith, Philip ine Freedom: 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1958, p. 

8, 
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their jeeps and the small knots of bystanders scattered. The 

Philippine president stood alone in bewilderment. He neither 

had the transportat:Lon nor any o.rrangement -for quarters and 

food. A young sympathetic officer on MacArthur's staff lent 

hj.s jeep to Osmena, vrhose first task v,as to find food and 

shelter. 

According to David Bernstein, the action of l·'lacArthur 

represent a symbol of what the United States, through its 

giant military despotism, was to do its best friend in the 

Philippines. 14 Everything was done on the basis of military 

expediency. There was no organization either in the Common

wealth government or in the United States Army to carry out 

statements on policy. 15 Four months later, MacArthur res

tored full constitutional government to the Filipinos. 

In turning the civil government back to ci vj_lian 

officials, MacArthur did not, hov,ever, allow the nev.rly res

tored Commonwealth government to follow its own course. The 

Army had still made the decisions and Osmena would be left 

to the consequences. Throughout his term in office, Osmena 

accepted the injustices, arrogance, and high-handed stupid

ities the Army shovrnred upon him. Though its legal authority 

14D . B 1• • t ( k avid ernm;ein, ~~he Philinuine S ory, New Yor : · 
Fa.rrar, Straus, and Company, 1947), p. 200. 

15Dale Pontius, - "MacArthur and the Filipinos,u Asia 
. and the .Americans, ( October and November 1946), p. 511. 
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had been restored, the Commonwealth government lacked funds 

and it took second place in its request for office spaces, 

equi1)ments and sUJ,;)plies. President Osmena had responsibility 

without power, a dangerous rol~ in a country emerging from 

war and nhose people expected a miraculous return to the 

conditions that preceded the conflict. 16 

While Osmena uas still in the United States, a number 

of U.S. officials, notably Secretary of Interior Harold Ickes, 

had warned him that it would be unwise to return beside Mac

Arthur. According to Ickes, "The country will be entirely 

under the military command and you as a civilian leader will 

be pov:erless. Your people will expect many things from you 

that you v1ill be unable to give. 11 But Osmena had replied 

that, "In viev, of MacArthur's request that I go 1.vi th the 

invasions, I believe my place is with the invasion. Other

Tiise the Filipino people would say, 1Where is our government? 

VJhere is our President? They might even think I was afraid. 1 " 

Secretary Ickes even suggested that an .American high commis

sioner accompany Osmena to serve as a buffer between him and 

the Army, but again he declined. 17 

Before the liberation forces reached the Philippines, 

16George E. Taylor, The Philin ines and the United 
States: Problems of Partnership, Hew York: Council of 
Foreign Relations, 1964), p* 110. 

17Friend, )3etrreen T\·10 Empires: rrhe Ordeal of the 
J?;1i1j~ p-pinos, 1202- 19L1:6, p. · 247. 
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Osmena and his staff had felt estranged from MacArthur and 

his men. At headquarters in Hollandia, Dutch New Guinea, he 

was annoyed by the Army arrogance, delay in transmission of 

his dispatches to the Philippii1e government officials in 

\'lashington, politico.l intrique, and scheme of businessmen 

acutely concerned about their business interests in the 

Philippines. 

As a: constitutionalist, Osmena did not mix well with 

military officers, and as a critic of MacArthur's defense plan 

of 1936, he was hardly a welcome company among a cadre of vet

erans loyal to the General. · Osmena sensed a feeling against 

him that at one point he considered turning back to Y/ashing

ton. 18 When they had rea·ched the Philippines, Osmena found 

some of Ickes narning true. The Filipinos did expect many 

things from him and he could only give them what he can get 

from the u.s. Army which was often uncooperative. 

l·IacArthur' s Interference _-; n H1iliunine Poli tics 

To the Filipinos, MacArthur is the greatest hero of 

World War 11, their idol and liberator of the Philippines. His 

popularity during the vrar was so high that a mere mention of 

his name boasted the moral and fighting spirit of the people, 

especially the guerrillas. He Waq adored by both young and 

. .. 
18

Richard II. Rovere and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., 
~-Gen~ra.1 and the President and the Future of .A.mer; can 
~,o_reign }:Joliq,y, (New York: Farrar, Straus, and Young, ·1951), 
]?p. 81-82. 
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old. But during the early months of liberation, some Fil

ipinos reacted against HacArthu1"'' s actions \'Jhich they termed 

as "meddling in Philippine affairso 11 Filipinos did not lil::e 

the nay MacArthur and his men ruled the Philippines like a 

proconsul with a strong hand until he left for the invasion 

of Japan. 19 Too, as noted above there Vias no fundanwntal 

statement on policy regarding the Philippines after the land

ing in Leyte. 

Dr. Joseph Ralston Hayden, a former vice-governor 

of the Philippines and top civilian adviser on MacArthur's 

staff, had sumitted a long-range program of advance planning 

for the entire civilian affairs while they vrnre still in 

Australia. However, MacArthur shelved the plans, saying 

that it would be- vrlse to make decisions after the landings 

when the situation could be analyzed on the spote To Dr. 

Hayden it appeared that MacArthur vms more competent in 

running the Philippine Commonne0lth government than any 

American or any Filipino either. 

The result v:as exactly what could be expected. A 

last minute hastily devised plan v,as drawn up, v1hic resulted 

in confusion and inevitable misdirection. The program finally 

came under the direction of General Courtney ~hitney, head of 

19 ·b·d "2 LL•' p. o • 

20Pontius, "MacArthur and the Filipinos," Asia and 
the Americans, p. 511. 
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the Civil Affairs Section and one of MacArthur's aides. His 

attitude to-vrards the Filipinos could be judged by a remark 

he made to fellow officers, 17 These people are so happy to be 

liberated from the Japans, that if we do nothing for them for 

the next six months, it vd.11 be all right. 1121 JTilipinos 

resented this remarlc because they believed they wore the 

unfortunate v:Lctions of a war betrreen the Americans and the 

Japanese :fought on their soiL, 

Al though MacArthur had turned over the adminir:;tration 

to the civil government, he still made all the decisions for 

he did not care to share the power of decisions. His refusal 

to allow the Commonwealth government even reasonable freedom 

in the directionof affairs non-military \'las most regretable. 

MacArthur and hie st~ff resisted attempts of the U.S. civil~ 

ia.n agencies to formulate policies, E1or instance, plans for 

carrying out President Roosevelt's directives concerning those 

who collaborated with the Japanese were rejected outright. 22 

Roosevelt's directives in regard to collaborators was to 11 re

move all those vrho had collaborated willingly or unvrillingly 

from authority and influence over the political and economic 

21 Hartendorp, History of ·Industry a.nd Trade in the 
Ppilippines, p. 221. 

22Garel A. Grunder and Viilliam Levezy, The Philippines 
and the United States, (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 
. f 9 5 1 ) , p • 2L1-6 • 
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life of the country.u23 

Mac.i\...rthur himself during his landing in Leyte, 

· announced that he would run to earth every disloyal Filip~no 

who has debased his country's cause. Yet when the American 

forcE::s caught up w:Lth Manuel A. Roxas Y1ho fled v.ri th the Jap

anese, MacArthur's headquarters, 1·:ho nreviously vrnre instruct

ed to rescue Boxas at all costs, announced the 11 rescue of 

Roxas 11 and the "capture" of other top collaborators. Pres

ident Osmena vms in Washington at this time trying to obtain 

rehabilitation aid for his people and an official statement 

on collaboration from President Harry s. Truman. Dhile the 

PhiliJ)pine President was awa:y, MacArthur freed Roxas and put 

the other collaborators in jail. 2 L1-

Roxas was a Brigadier-General of the USAFFE who had 

been captured by the Japanese. He· had refused to go \"Ii th 

President Quezon to the United States, preferring to stay 

and tr:'f to keep up guerrilla Wa.J."'fare. Al though at first he 

had resisted joining other collaborators, he had eventually 

accepted the chairmanship of the Economic Planning Board, 

v1hich dealt with the distribution of rice, corn and other 

food. Filipinos could not understand their liberator's 

action in freeing Roxas, for they knew he had served under 

23Denartment of State Bulletin, (Dashington: Govern
ment Printin Press, 1944), p. 17. 

21L ' 
i1Iernando Abaya, ~etraial in the Philinpines, 

( tiew York· A A "J I ,,, ) • • • vyn nc., 194D , pp. 59-60. 
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the Japanese "puppet" regime. This action was also disturb

ing to the guerrillas, whom Roxas had urged to surrender to 

the Japanese. Instead these guerrillas fled to the mountains 

to resist the Japanese v1hile Roxas went on to serve under the 

enerny. 25 But according to MacArthur, Roxas had been his "war 

agent" in the Philippines. 26 

David Bernstein, an outstanding critic of the U.S. 

foreign policy and chronicler of modern Philippines, said 

that the single act of MacArthur in freeing Roxas of collab

oration determined the future course of Philippine politics 

and had made inevitable the election of Roxas to the pres

idency of the Philippines. He further charged that MacArthur 

had made /unerica' s position seem stupid, irrational and cyn

ical. In Europe, quislings such as Laval and Peta.in had been 

executed, while in the Philippines, the Ufls. let the disloyal 

go and give them highest positions in the Philippine govern

ment. Bernstein noted that 11not a single Filipino with an 

honest guerrilla record has been treated with one-half the 

official respect and courtesy that the U.,S. Army showered on 

Manuel Roxas from the moment of his rescue. 1127 The people 

especially the guerrillas resented this action. 

25ibid., pp. 61-64. 

· 26Hartendorp, History of Industry and Trade in the 
£1l:l].iPpines, p. 210. 

27Bernstein, The Phili~lline storx, pp. 204-205. 
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With the clearance of Roxas the rest of the top 

collaborators in the Philippines had no more to fear, for 

they had the support of a strong man. Evj_dently when Roxas 

was elected to the Presidency, he issued an amnesty to all 

collaborators, an understandable act, sine he was one of 

them. Some Filipinos believed that Roxas would probably 

ruled the Philippines under the "Greater East Asia Co

prosperity sphere" if Japan had vmn the war. 

MacArthur's occasional statements through his offic

ial spokeman merely fanned the suspicions of the Filipinos 

that the General had his nose in Philippine domestic affairs. 

President Osmena' s actual power was limited, since 1·1acArthur 

and the Army dictated everything. It appeared to ·• many that 

military government instead of civil government prevailed 

after liberation. The net result of MacArthur's policy was 

disillusionment and despair on the part of men who had re

sisted the Japanese. 

Furthermore, Filipinos resented the U.S. Army favor

ing the weal thy Spanish and Filipino merchants who \Yere doing 

a profitable business, such as hoarding rice for greater prof

it while the people were starving. The Army actions of favor

ing the weal thy may be justified, since it was obvious that 

MacArthur staff included many officers who either had person.al 

investments in the Philippines or had for many years been 

friendly with the most reactionary circles in Manila. Mac-



31 

Arthur's friendship with the rich aristocrats and other feu

dal lords was a matter of common knowledge. Before the war 

MacArthur was associated in some business ventures with the 

rich like the Elizaldes and the Sorianos. He owned shared 

of stock in several mines, the Acoje Chromite Company, gold

fields and others. Roxas, whom he favored at the expense of 

Osmena, was one of the lawyers of the rich businessmen of 

the Philippines. 28 

Nevertheless, in spite of MacArthur's meddling in 

the Philippine affairs he was still revered and loved by the 

Filipino people • . They believed :MacArthur cared for them. In 

19Li-4 when the Navy under Admiral Chester Nimitz tried to per

suade VJashington to by-pass the Philippines and instead pro

ceed to Taiwan, :MacArthur at the Pearl Harbor· Conference con ... 

vinced President Roosevelt that it was psychologically and 

strategically preferable to retalre the Philippine first. 29 

MacArthur soundly perceived that the Philippines repres~nted 

a land mass to be by-passed \'Ii th any assurances of safety 

from the Japanese, and Taiwan itself offered a paucity of 

good landing beaches. He also reiterated that the Filipino 

allies would continue to play an important political role 

28Abaya, Betraial in the Philinpines, pp. 167-171. 

29charles A. Willoughby and John Chamberlain, 
MacArthur: 1941-19~1. (New York: MacGrav1-Hill Book 
Company, Inc., 195L1- , pp. 232-233. 
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in Asia after the r1ar ·was over. 30 His predictions were to 

prove correct, as the Philippines have been playing an im

portant political role in Southeast Asia since the "cold 

war" began immediately after the second Vlorld War. 

If MacArthur had not taken a stand against the Havy, 

the Filipino people would have been slaughtered by the Jap

anese and American prestige vrould have gone down immeasurably 

not only in the Philippines but in Southeast Asia and other 

parts of the world. MacArthur felt that to scarifice the 

PhilipJ)ines for the second time would not be condoned by the 

peopleo Filipinos realized and appreciated ·what 1-lacArthur 

had done for them, and today he is enshrined \'ti th the national 

heroes of the Philippines. Monuments were built in his honor; 

bridges and high.ways, were named after :MacArthur, the liber

ator of the Philippines and one of the greatest fighting 

General of all times. 

The Politics Behind Reconstruction and Rehabilitation 

The majo1" problems of the Philippines after liber

ation was rebuilding the country and securing immediate 

financial assistance for the rehabilitation of the ravaged 

country. The scars of war left their imprint not only in 

the physical appearnace of the country but on the nation's 

30John Gunther, ~he Riddle of MacArthur: JaDan, 
Kor~and the Far East, (New York: Harper and Bros., 

. 1 9 51 J , pp • 9- 1 0 • 
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economy as well. No other people in Southeast Asia suffered 

so much property drunage as the Filipinos. Property had been 

destroyed during the Japanese invasions in 1941-42, by the 

Japanese soldiers to punish the Filipinos for continued 

resistance, by the guerrillas to deny its use to the Jap

anese invader, and by the U.S .. Tony in the oxplusion of the 

Japanese in 194Lt-45. 31 When General Dnight Eisenhovrnr saw 

the ruins of Manila in 19Li-5 after MacArthur's forces had 

retaken the city from the Japanese, he commented that only 

Warsaw had suffered such utter devastation. 

Ironically, considering the devastation they wrecked 

011 the islands and inhabitants, the Japanese actually had 

nothing against the Filipinos at the beginning of· the \fa.r. 

The would never have attacked the Philippines nere it not 

for the presence of American bases-and military forces in 

the islands. As fellow Asians, the Japanese assumed that 

when they took the Philippines they could win their coop

eration against the "white man, 11 as in other Southeast Asian 

countries such as Burma, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia and 

Vietnam·who surrendered and cooperated with Japan. But the 

Filipinos opted for loyalty to America, the only former west

ern colony in Asia to do so. It was this loyalty which was to 

cost them dearly in terms of destruction in their country and 

258. 
3 1Grunder, The Philip~~nes and the United States, p. 
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loss of civilian life. 

In June 1945, Senator Millard Tydings went to Manila 

to investigate the situation in the Philippines and to make 

recommendations for rehabilitation. 32 But following a dis

agreement with MacArthur, Tydings left after less than a 

week of his proposed one month stay. A month later he in

troduced the first of a series of bills relating to the 

rehabilitation of the Philippines. Extensive hearings were 

held regarding these bills. While the U.S. Congress was 

debating and haggling over the aid to be given to the Phil

ippines, the Filipino people were starving. There was famine 

everywhere. The farmers ·were unable to work on their lands 

becau9 e their work animals, farm implements and machineries 

were destroyed during the war. 

At first the U.S. Army tried to help by giving food, 

medicines, and other supplies, but later it pointed out 

that the war was over and civilian relief was a job for the 

Commonwealth government. However, it did not offer supplies, 

warehouses, trucks or other necessities which would permit 

the government to pick up where the Army left off. Pres

ident Osmena had mountainous problems to tackle and it was 

hard for him because of political conspiracies and some rin

friendly army officials who made all the important decisions 

32Department of State Bulletin, (Washington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, May 6, 1946), p. 86. 
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with no regard to consequences. 33 

While the Philippine Commonwealth government was 

still in exile in Washington during the ear years, Osmena 

tried to get action on problems regarding the rebuilding of 

the country after the war; but White House officials would 

not arrange any appointment with President Roosevelt. Finally 

Osmena was able to see him and the two talked about Philippine 

rehabilitation, but the following day President Roosevelt died. 

Eventually Osmena left to join the MacArthur invasion vii thout 

any guarantee of the rebuilding of the v1ar torn country. 

In the early part of war, Roosevelt had told the 

:F"'ilipinos in a radio braodcast from the United States that 

the Filipino people would be assisted in full repair of the 

rav~ges caused by the war.34 These words were repeated so 

often during the war years, by short wave radio, by leftlet_s 

dropped from planes, and by all media of propaganda, that 

the Filipinos knew them by heart. And President Truman re

affirmed this promise: 11 The Filipino people v1hose heroic and 

loyal stand in this war has won the affection and admiration 

of the American people will be fully assisted by the United 

States in the great problem of rehabilitation and reconstruct-

33Forei n Relations of the United States, "The Far 
East," vol. Vl. Department of State, Washington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1962), p. 1196. 

34New York Times, December 7, 1942, p. 9. 
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ion that lie aheaa..u35 However, both these promises were 

more thorough going and less circumspect than any promise 

made by the United . States to any other co~ntry. 

Paul V. HcNutt, United States High Commissioner to 

the Philippines, said in his speech before the National Press 

Club in Washington, that he thought the record of the United 

States in the Philippines v,as commendable, until the libera

tion of the country. But since then .America's public 

attention had drifted m11ay from their Pacific obligations 

tonard their domestic problems and European developments. 

McHut further said, "The result is a long list of unredeem

ed promises, made in good faith in the heat of the war, on 

which the Philippines count for their survival as- an in

dependent country.u36 

In 1945, Osmena went back to v.?ashington to ask 

President Truman for relief monies for his people, but ail 

he could bring back was few dollars o..1'1.d more promises. The 

people clamored for food, clothing, shelter and meoj_cine, 

and the only supplies he could give them were those he could 

get from the Army. And since the A:rmy did not favor him, he 

usually did not get what he asked for his people. The govern

ment was bankrupt, and people could not pay any taxes as· their 

. --5 
:; Harry s. Truman, Memoirs 1, Year of Decisions, 

(Garden City: Doublesday, 1955), pp. 65-66. 

36rrev1 York Times, March 15, 1946, p. 6. 
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homes and business were levelled to the ground. 

The rehabilitation of the Philippines was in stark 

contrast to that of Japan. When the u.s. · Army occupied 

Japan, the former enemy was rehabilitated vlithout a fan

fare of politics. General Douglas MacAr·thur, as commander

in-chief of occupied Japan, together ·rJith General Courtney 

rn1i tney, his chief political affair aicle, initiated far

reach:ing social and political reforms. rrhe occupat:Lonal 

personnel supervised the land reform, labor lauss- and the 

breaking of the Zaibatsu, the powerful industraial and 

financial clans of Jauan before the nar. 37 
.,I.; 

~rhe U. s. had to rehabilitate Japan immediately to 

avoid her falling to Communism. Thus the initial-years in 

conquered Japan confereed more benefits than did the final 

stage of the American presence in the Philippines, an irony 

not lost in the minds of tho more progressive Filipinos. 

Nevertheless, many .Americans have \'/Ondered why Japan, a de

feated country, was able to recover so quickly from the war. 

With billions of dollars of tax-payers money poured into 

Japan, coupled with Japanese ingenuity, it is no wonder why 

37The Zaibatsu families are lil-~e the Mi tsubishe, · 
Mitsui, Sumitomo and Yasuda. These clans for centuries 
had been growing in power until they practically controlled 
the business of the country. They held down Ymges, pre
vented tho formation of labor unions, and norked \Tl th the 
militarists. MacArthur ordered these clans disbanded and 
their stocks turned over for resale to the public or to 
laborers in the Zaibatsu industries. 
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a defeated country like Japan could not recover from economic 

strength. 

Since Army relief ended more than·a year earlier, 

with no real assistance to the needy in the Philippines, 

the responsibility of rehabilitation ITas shifted to the 

United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency (UNHRA), 

whose emergency operations were clearly inadequate in terms 

of Philippine relief requirements. One reason -v1hy UNRRA ahd 

not given sufficient aid to the Philippines was the American 

insistence that the matter \1ias being handled by the United 

States government. But the U.S. Congress at this time was 

using valuable time bargaining with the Philippines in re

t1,1rn of the much needed aid. 

Late in 1946, two Filipino leaders arrived in Wash

ington to complain about the lack of help from America. One 

of them, Mrs. Trinidad Legarda posed an awkward request: 

Vlhat is wrong with the Filipino children that 
they get no milk, no vitamins, no clothing? 
After all they suffered as much as the child
ren of Greece and Yugoslavia. We are not en
vious of those countries, but we do v1ant a 
little diverted to the Philippine children who 
are so thin and spindly now. We who have been 
devoted to ...tunerica should be given a chance 
along with the Europeen countries in securing 
such aid.38 

In the United States, Resident Commissioner Carlos P. Romulo 

tried to secured aid for his people. He appeared before the 

38Bernstein, The Philippine Story, pp. 261-262. 
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leaders of various countries but the futility of his attempt 

vms clear. There were also other countries manuvering from 

behind the scence trying to get aid for their respective 

people~ In the United States Congress, Romulo pleaded jus

tice for the Philippines.39 

Finally the first shipment of UNRi.~ supplies arrived 

in Manila, only to be held up for weeks unable to unload the 

cargoes because of some 600 military ships that were in the 

harbor. ~rho Army explained that deployment to Japan took 

first priority and that relief ships would have to wait for 

their turn. So the relief ships stayed in the middle of the 

harbor just within reach of the hW1gry populace. President 

Osmena appealed to MacArthur to help unload the relief car

oes and be given.warehousing space temporarily until the 

supplied could be distributed throughout the country, but 

his appeal won only a very slow response. 

As soon as the cargoes from the relief ships were un 

loo.ded, the harbor was jammed again, this time with merchant 

ships loaded v1ith export products from the United States. By 

the Spring of 191+6, American eA1)orts to the Philippines v.rere 

reaching a value of $20 million a month. American business

men did ·not waste time in selling their products to the Fil

ipinos, who did not have the money to pay for them. They 

·Holt 
' 

39carlos P. Romulo, .I YJalked ~:Jith Heroes, (New York: 
Rinehart and Winston, 1961), pp. 251-253. 
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were already heavily in debt and not until their export prod

ucts to the United States such as sugar, copra, tobacco, and 

others were able t .o leave the Philippines were they able to 

pay for · the goods from America. 

MacArthur and Osmena did not see eye to eye to the 

progressive steps that should be taken to restore the :proper 

government constitutional processes. For example, MacArthur 

wanted Osmena to convene Congress, even though the General 

knew that at least two-thirs of its members. including 

Roxas, collaborated with the Japanese. Osmena was· hesitant 

in convening Congress as it might fall into the hands of the 

so-called· collaborators whom the United States government 

had suspected of treason. 

MacArthur, however, thought Osmena was slow and 

since he was preparing for the invasion of Japan, he wanted 

the Philippine Congress to convene before he left. Osmena 

knew better than to oppose the imperious and rather arrogant 

MacArthur~ so he complied and called for a special session 

of Congress. His fears were substantiated, for under the 

leadership of Roxas, the hostile Congress handicapped Osmena 

at every turn. It was under these difficulties that Osmena 

undertook the reconstruction of the civil government.40 

The first thing Congress did was to pass a bill giv-

4°Grunder, The Philipnines and the United States, 
p. 247. 
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ing its members three years' back pay corresponding to the 

three years of Japanese occupationo These cabinet members, 

most of ·whom had served unde1" the Japanese, were the first 

to receive back pay from the Americans whom they betrayed, 

\'lhile the Filipino guerrillas who braved the Japanese and 

fought for the .Americans had to vmi t to got theirs. Later 

the· government employees held a huge demonstration in front 

of Malacanang Palace, the White House of the Philippines, 

to ask Osmena to promise them their back pay. But Osmena, 

more honest than pragmatici, ·told them that there was no 

money in the coffers and that he could not possibly promise 

them anything. These government employees sulked and did 

not support Osmena during the coming presidential election. 

Another problem that President Osmena had to deal 

with vms the collaboration issue. 4 1 \'Jhen William Cameron 

Forbes, one time civil governor of the Philippines, came 

to visit, he found his host Osmena sick and tired and very 

much inclined to withdraw from the coming Commonwealth elect

ions. Osmena complained to :forbes that MacArthur had made 

things hard for him and his government by singling out Roxas 

among the collaborators for release. Now as president of the 

Senate, Ro:xas ,vas obstructing him. Furthermore l·lacArthur had 

authorized Osmena to tell the guerrillas that they would get 

twent-f:Lve dollars (fifty pesos) back pay each month, but 

-
4 \rew York Tinl§.§, October 27, 19Lt5, p. 8. 
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Washington authorized only four dollars (eight pesos). As a 

result the guerrillas \'/ere blaming him for not working hard 

on their behe.lf. 

The collaboration issue was difficult for Osrnena 

because, VJhile Americans, especially Secretary of Interior 

Harold Ickes, was determined to punish the collaborators, 

MacArthur had freed one and throvm the others in jail. Ickes 

cabled Osmena reminding him of the late President Roosevelt 

policy on collaboration: "I would call the attention of your 

government to the probe.ble reluctance with which funds may 

be appropriated for relief, rehabilitation, and support of 

the Commonwealth government if it becomes generally believed 

that the government had failed deligently and firmly to con-

vict and punish those guilty of collaboration ti • • • Ickes 

asked Osmena for effective prosecution of the 11 timid, craven, 

and 0}Jportunistic helots who collaborated with the cruel 

enemy who sought to enslave their people. 11 42 

Confronted with the threat of being denied American 

aid, the Philip11ine Congress passed the administrative bill 

which created the People's Court, v1hich vrould try all cases 

of collaboration. The Central Intelligence Corps (CIC) hand

ed over to the Commonwealth government all the detained 

political prisoners. The People's Court began trying collab-

L.2 
1\., ., t l . -t-h h . 6 · 11oaya, ~e raya_ in v e P iliPRin~s, pp. 11 -117. 
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oration cases, but because of the influence of the so-called 

collaborators in Congress, who tended to whitewash the issue, 

nothing came out of it. 

Secretary Ickes, who was theoritically responsible 

for the United States policy in the Philippines acted too 

late. Possibly he could not have done anything even if his 

message arrived months earlier. His warning was effective 

only in so far as it could be backed up by a refusal to pro-

.vide relief and rehabilitation funds unless there was a 

house-cleaning of collaborators in Congress. As it turned 

out Ickes was not able to carry out his threat. The United 

States government had announced it would give aid to the 

Philippines no matter who v1ould be elected president. 

While Osmena ·v1as attending to the duties of his 

office, Roxas concentrated on the business of taking that 

office from him. Roxas campaigned vigorously while Osmena 

remained at the Palace trying to_ solve the Commonweal th 

problems, concentrating on reconstruction. He gave only one 

speech at the end of the campaign. In his favor were his 

long service to his country and his return with MacArthur as 

a symbol of redemntion. TThatever edge he had over Roxas in 

Washington, with President Truman·, Secretary Ickes, and the 

bureaucracy was useless, unless the necessary relief aid crune 

through in time. It did not come throughout his administra

tion. MacArthur, who could have helped him most, had no 
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sympathy for him and could not be expected to exert his in

fluence on the American government to give the Philippines 

immediate financial and other aids. 

On the other hand Roxas had the support of MacArthur 

and the Ju---my, which controlled radio and other crucial media 

of communications. He also had the support of the Hispanic 

families, some of them were former Falangists, such as the 

Sorianos, Elizaldes, Zobels and members of the elite, who 

expected material advantages if Roxas was lected to the 

presidency. Roxas I o\vn newspaper attacked every foreign 

element in the country except the Spanish, and called Osmena 

the "Chinese puppet leader of the Philippines.n 

This presidential election, the first since the out

break of the sec.and World Viar, witnessed a struggle between 

the rival personalities of Osmena and Roxas.43 The Filipino 

people, who believed in Roxas' promised elected him as the 

last president of the Commonwealth government on April 24, 

1946. To most Americans who paid little attention to the 

details of Philippine affairs, Roxas, the new Filipino lead

er was a man with a clean and gallant record. However, to 

many Filipinos he was an arch collaborator.44 The Filipinos 

43Raymond Nelson, The Philippines, (New York: Walker 
and Company, 1968), p. 64. 

4~uis Taruc? Born of the People: An Autobiograuh]L, 
. (New York: International Publishers, 1958), p. 207. 
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elected a quisling to the presidency with the help of some 

high ranking American officials. As one American later com

mented that if Roxas v.ras good for l·'IacArthur, he was good 

enough for the United States. · 

Thus the Philippines enjoyed their first genuine 

national two-party election. 45 Of the two and a half mil

lion votes cast, Roxas vmn 54 percent. So small v;as the 

margin of victory that if this happened in some Latin Amer

ican countries, it might provoke a revolution by the de

feated. However, Osmena ga~e his people, in his first 

national defeat, a perfect example of a dignified, coop

erative, transfer of powe~. He was the best friend the 

.Amaricans ever had in the Philippines. In return for his 

friendship, he received abuses, political sabotage, obstruct

ionism and in effect repudiation. Yet he was not bitter. 

Defeated as he may be, nevertheless, the people have loved, 

admired, and respected him as an honest man and as a 

11 gentlemanu in Philippine politics. 

Inauguration of the Philinpine Henubliq 

The fourth of July 1946 was one of the most signif

icant moments in Philippine history. Freedom at last had 

45Before the war, the Nationalista Party was the 
only party that survived in Philippine politics. Both 
Osmena_and Roxas, his protege belonged to this party. 
Roxas formed the Liberal Party in this election, hence a 
two-party election. 



come to a little Oriental country in the Far East, the first 

to attain independence from a western colonial power. 46 

This uas the day the Filipinos had waited and fought for 

sinco the Spaniards, Americans, and Japanese had tried to 

domina te them. Now the Americans had restored their in

dependence they have wrested from the Filipinos during the 

Span:Lsh-.American \'iar in 1898. 

The Filipinos had chosen July fourth as their in

dependence day because it v1as America's, in honor of the 

country that for a half century had trained the Filipinos 

in the ways of democracy and had fought with them in the 

battle against Japan. It was a final gesture of gratitude 

toward a mother country. Manuel A. Roxas took the oath of 

office as the fi.rst President of the Philippine Republic. 

High Commissioner Paul v. McNutt, who later became the first 

ambassador to the Philippines read the proclamation of Phil

ippine Independence signed by President Harry S. Truman.. His 

message to the Filipinos read partly: 

••• This is the proud day for our two 
cotmtries. For the Philippines it marks 
the end of a centuries-old struggle for 
freedom. For the Uni tcd Sta.tes it marks 
the end of a period of almost fifty years 
of cooperation with the ~hilippines • 

. · 46The Philippines attained its independence in 1946, 
followed by India j_n 19L~7, Burma in 1948, and Indonesia in 
1949. The rest of other Southeast Asian countries became 
independent in the 1950ts and 1960 1 s. 
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The United States, moreover, will con
tinue to assist the Philippines in every way 
possible. A formal compact is being dissolved. 
The compact of faith and understanding between 
the two peoples can never be dissolved. We 
recognized that fact and propose to do all 
within our povrnr to make Philippine independence 
effective and meaningful 

Our two countries will be closely bound 
together for many years to come. We of the 
United States feel that we are merely enter
ing a new parternship with the Philippines-
a partnership of two free and sovereign nation 
wo·rking in harmony and understanding. The 
United States and its partner in the Pacific, 
the Philippine Republic, have already charted 
a pattern of relationships for all the Tiorld 
to study. Together in the future, our two 
countries must prove the soundness and wisdom 
of the great experiment in the Pacifice democracy.47 

President Roxas made his Independence Address: 

••• The Philippines aspires to greatness. 
We seek eminence among the peoples of the 
earth. We will not sacrifice peace to glory. 
We will not trade the happiness of our people 
for national fame. 

We are a troubled people. Our economic 
goods are destroyed and our homes and build
ings are in shambles. We must rebuild our 
levelled land. Against the backgroud of 
destruction, we acquired our sovereignty, we 
received our national heritage. We must per
form near miracles to bring prosperity to 
this our land ••• To succeed in this imper
ative, we have the assistance and support of 
the United States. Without that assurance 1 the prospect would be bleak and grim • • • 48 

47u.s., President, Public Papers of the Presidents 
of the United States Harr S. Truman Januar~ 1 to December 
31, 19~ , V/ashington: United States Printing Office, 19 2 , 
pp. 33 -337. 

48The Manila Times, July 5, 1946, p. 1. 
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General MacArthur flew from his post in Japan to witness 

his historic event. His speech reads partly: 

••• Let history record this event· in the 
sweep of democracy through the earth as fore
telling the end of mastery over peoples by 
power of force alone-the end of empire as 
the political chain ·which binds the unwilling 
weak to the unyielding strong. Let it be 
recorded as one of the great turning points 
in the advance of civilization in the age of 
long struggle of men for liberty, for dignity, 
and human treat.men t • • • 49 

President Truman's message '\Vas heard in 25 countries 

of South .America and Europe as well as in the Philippines, 

Indonesia, Japan, China and India. These countries some of 

whom aspired to become independent from their colonial mas

ters, watched closely 11 vi/i th awe, envy, and respect" the 

granting of independence to the Philippines by the United 

States. The Filipinos gave their idol, General MacArthur, 

a long ovation after his speech. But one American lady 

seated near the grandstand whispered: "The Philippines may 

now be an independent country, but they are still MacArthur's 

territory .1150 _ · 

, Theodore Friend pictured the scene of the Philippine 

independence ceremony: Soldiers, sailors, and peddlers 

jammed the sidewalks; pickpocket~ers, confidence men and 

influence mongers, ex-guerrillas still in uniforms, and throngs 

49Hernando Abaya, The Untold Story, (Quezon City: 
Malaya Books, 1967), p. 8. 

50.b.d 8 2:...1..._. , Pe • 
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of common men and women, tired and unemployed. To one ob

server who had loved the old city, the nev; Manila looked 

like a canival of hell.5 1 An American resident, freed from 

a concentration camp reckoned that for every tortured man 

there was tortured family; vii th every broken home a dream 

died; with the death of every one of the hundreds of thou

sands of those slain in battle, murdered by the secret police 

or massacred iri the final frenzy, a nation died a little. 

Such 1vas the condition of the country v1hen the long

promised independence finally ca.me. The Philippines was 

free at least in theory if not in practice. George Kennan 

charged that the United States free the Philippines: 

••• Not primarily for their (Philippines) 
sa.1;.:e, not primarily because we were sorry 
for them-or thought them prepared for free
dom and felt that we had an obligation to 
concede to them-but rather because we found 
them a minor inconvenience to ourselves; be
cause the economic intimacy that their exist
ence under our flag implied proved uncomfort
able to powerful. private interests in this 
country; because in other ymrds, \'re are not 
ourselves prepared to endure for long even 
those rudimentary sacrifices implied in the 
term 'little white man•s burden' ••• 52 

51 Theodore Friend, Between Two Emuires, p. 262. 

"52 George Kennan, 
(Chicago: University of 



CHAPTER 111 

ECONOMIC AND 1'1ILITARY SECURITY 

But the young United States was not 
wise beyond its age, and made mistakes. We 
made deals for our own moneyed interests, 
with the rich of the Islands, deals that 
strengthened their grip on tho poor. De 
failed to insist upon land redistribution, 
although we knew the old system to be a 
source of evil. And in the end we handed 
the independence of the Republic of the 
Philippines into the hands of the old 
oligarch of ruling families, instead of 
vice-versa, as should have been. Today 
for the problems and pains of the Islands, 
we too, must share the blame. 1 

The relationship between the Philippines and the 

United States had existed since the turn of the century, 

when the Americans sought the help of the Filipinos to 

assist them in the defeat of the ruling Spanish regime and 

then began the American colonization of the Philippines. For 

almost half a century the United States assumed the self

imposed mission of training the Filipinos in a democratic 

self-government tov,ards an eventual independence. But when 

the Philippines did regain their freedom in 1946, it was 

under circumstances which made inevitable their continued 

dependence on the Unj_ted States much as it had been during 

the colonial period. 

With their economy totally ruined during the second 

1Agnes Newton Keith, Bare Feet in the Palace, 
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1955), p. 75. 
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World War, the Republic was not only faced with economic 

problems, but pressing ones such as the brewing Communist 

rebellion which started immediately after-liberation, and 

the fear of another invasion against which the Philippines 

could not defend itself, 

Therefore the Filipinos turned to one country, the 

United States, as the only one able and willing to assist 

them not only to meet their immediate needs, but to protect 

them from external enemies. Thus the most important treaties 

the Philippines made 'Vii th any foreign country VJere those it 

made with the United States. These treaties were viewed at 

the time as essential to Philippine survival--the Bell Trade 

Act, later revised as the Laurel-Langley Agreement, the Bases 

Treaty Agreement and the Mutual Defense Pact, which to this 

day constitute the core of Philippine-American relations. 

Review of Prewar Trade Relations 

The basic fabric of Philippine-American economic 

trade relations was essentially of American design. The 

United States as the colonial power was able to subordinate 

the Philippine interest to her own, which leads to one of 

the wea1rnesses in the latter's economic sytem--i ts utter 

dependence upon the export market of the Americans. 2 In 

2Grayson Kirk, Philippine Independence, (New York: 
Farrar, and Rinehart, 1936), pp. 75-101. 
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order to understand the dependency of Philippine trade to 

that of the United States, it is necessary to take a re

view of the pre-war trade arrangements between the two 

countries. 

r.rhe economic development of the Philippines during 

the colonial period was influenced by successive tariff 

acts passed by the United States Congress based on free · 

trade relationship. 3 The Philippines have raw materials 

usedful to American capitalism: sugar, mineral oil, tobacco, 

coconut products and abaca (hemp), all feeders for American 

factories. Its million of people were a ready made market 

for the American manufactured goods. Thus a free trade sys

tem nas worked out which ·would allow American goods to enter 
,· 

the Philippines duty free and vice-versa; except that quotas 

were imposed on Philippine e}..rport products. 

From the beginning the Filipinos objected to the 

free trade relationship due to a number of consequences -

which arose from these arrangements. These consequences 

among other things, guaranteed that Philippine raw mater

ials would go to the United States and not to other count

ries where duties could have been collected by the Phil

ippine government. It also guaranted a protected market for 

7. 

.::>Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act of 1909, the Underymod Act 
of 1914, and other related trade Acts passed by the United 
States Congress governed the trade relationship between the 
two countries before Worlct ·war 11. 
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American manufactured goods, since competing commodities of 

other countries had to pay full duties on their export prod

ucts to enter the colony. Furthermore, it made industrial

ization impossible for the Filipinos, thus keeping their 

country a backward agricultural state, because free trade 

encouraged producers to concentrate on only a few special

ized ecport crops to be cultivated. These cash crops took 

precedence over basic foodstuffs, including rice, which 

ironically resulted in an agricultural country being unable 

to feed itself.4 To meet sufficiency in food supply, the 

Philippines had to import considerable quantities of grain, 

meat and dairy products from the United States. Filipinos 

had to buy manufactured articles from abroad as it was cheap

er to buy them from the United States than to manufacture 

them at home, since the American colonial administration did 

not encourage the development of manufacturing goods to com

pete vrlth· the American products. 

As a result Filipinos became accustomed to American 

consumer goods and never appreciated their own products un

til much later. The proceeds of the export trade were used 

to purchase these goods, so actually the Filipinos gave back 

the money from their export products to the Americans by buy-

4urbano Zafra, Philippine Economic Handbook, 
(Washington: 1955), p. 3. 
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ing American manufactured goods, which cost twice as much, 

since fininshed products are more expensive than raw mater

ials. Moreover, the Filipinos saw no reason why all the 

profits made in the Philippines should go to bank financiers 

in New York nho preferred to lend money to men of their own 

race and color. 5 

In 1941, the last year before the second V/orld War, 

81+ percent of Philippine imports came from the United States 

.and 81 percent of Philippine GA'J)Orts went to that country. 

Of approximately ~t200 million American investments in 1939, 

virtually none v1as in industry, 63 percent was in mining, 

sugar, public utilities, plantation and merchandising con

cerns; and less than 4 pe~cent was in manufacturing, mostly 

in the processing of raw materials for export. In the ex

tremely unbalanced and underdeveloped country, over 80 per

cent of Filipinos were poor peasants. 6 

The "benevolent" rule by the United States in the 

Philippines, in preparation for independence, was viev,ed 

purely in political terms, for there was no preparation for 

an economy of eventual independence. By the end of direct 

rule of the colony, no steps had been taken to end the un-

5Eleanor, Ball, Independence for the Philippines, 
(New York: The H. W. William Company, 1927), P• 40. 

· 6william J. Pomeroy, An American Made Tra 
colonialism and Dictatorshi in the Philir.roines, 
International Publishers, 1970, p. 9. 
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equal colonial market relationship with the United States 

and no economic development plan or effort existed to put 

the Filipinos on their own feet. 

After the stock market crash in 1929, congressmen 

from the farm states, backed by such powerful organizations 

such as the National Grange, the National Dairy Union, and 

the mnerican Farm Bureau Federation, increased their efforts 

for Philippine independence. These opposition groups pro

tested against competition from cheap Philippine agrarian 

products entering the United States under "free trade.tr To 

them Philippine independence would mean higher taxes on coco

nut oil, which would increase the price of margarine and ben

efit the market for real butter. The American Federation of 

Labor also supported Philippine independence and made efforts 

to have Filipinos classified as "other Oriental immigrants,n 

which would give American wage earner on the West Coast added 

protection against cheap foreign cometition. 7 

However, American farmers and businessmen did not 

seem to realize that they benefited most from 11 free tradett 

arrangement as evidenced by the following: 

1. One of the great American myths was that Phil
ippine competition v,as ruining the .American 
soap industry. Actually, the Filipinos not 
only supplied the American industry with 
essential coconut oil in the manufactur of soap, 
but the Filipinos repurchased much of that oil 

7Kirk, Philippine Independence, pp. 87-98. 
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in the form of soap, mineral oils, chemicals, 
and textiles. Later Filipinos complained they 
were using soap made in New Jersey from Phil
ippine coconut oil and paying at both ends, in 
expor~ and import taxes. It ippeared that the 
F~lipinos bought back from the U.S. goods worth 
more than all the copra and coconut oil they 
sold for use in these non-edible commodities. 

2. Cotton Senators were compaining over Phil
ippines competition with their cottonseed oil, 
yet Filipinos vrere buying more .American cotton 
textile goods than in any other countries. 

3. Tobacco Senators supported the Tydings-McDuffie 
Act hoping to get rid of Manila cigars in the 
United States, yet the Philippines provided the 
Americans with the best overseas market for 
cigarettes, and were buying tobacco from them 
more than the Filipinos sold. 

4. Farm Senators who complained about Philippine 
vegetable oils did not consider the fact that 
Philippine coconut oil sold for use in edible 
products in alleged competition vri th American 
animal fats and cottenseed oil was usually 
worth less than the Philippine imports of 
American farm products such as milk, flour 
an meat.8 . . 

Not only did farmers and businessmen gain from "free trade" 

ent0rprises, but U.S. shipping magnets also profited, as 

under the "free trade" arrangements, U.S. merchant ships 

were allowed to carry Philippine products into the United 

States. The Philippines v1as the sixth customer of the United 

States before the second World War, and d~tifully developed 

a passion for American exports as a consumer economy. Free 

trade may have had good results under the Commonwealth, but 

8J. O. Railsback, Economic Trade Relations of the 
~~hil:i;ppines and the Uni ~ed states, (NTSU: Unpublished 
!hesis, 1951), pp. 49-50. 
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to an independent Philippines, it was disastrous. 

The Bell ~rrade Act and the ~f.lydings War Damage Act 

After the war, American traders and investors who 

had substantial stakes in the Philippines started to attend 

to tbeir own selfish interests. Their pressures in the U~S. 

Congress, as in the past, unfortunately prevailed over the 

political leadership in Washington. The U.S. Congress, pre

occupj_ed vlith other weighty world-wide post·war problems and 

issues, appeared indifferedt to the needs of the Philippines. 

Manila was liberated for more than a year, but there 

was little done in rehabilitating the war-torn country or 

reviving business, since no one knew what business to revive 

until trade relations betvrnen the Philippines and the 'United 

States were determined. Eventually the sluggish U.S. Cong

ress passed economic trade lavrs beneficial to American in

terests, disregarding that of the Filipinos. On their knees, 

the Filipinos were forced to make deals at whatever cost, 

since complete economic independence after the v1ar would 

have meant total bankruptcy. The country's exports from 

liberation in October 1944 until the Trade Act was passed in 

1945, amounted to less than one million dollars, whereas pre-

war exports had averaged $155 million annually. 9 

Paul V. McNutt, appointed by President Truman as high 

. 9Theodore Friend, 11 American Interest and the J?hil-
ippine Independence,tt Philiupine ,Studies, October 1963, 
pp. 510-511. 
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commissioner to the Philippines after the \Yar, rrent to Vlash

ington early in 19Li-6 to expediate the Bell Trade Act and the 

1:I.1ydings War Damage Act which were being debated in the U.S. 

Congress since October 19450 McNutt was able to have some 

of the provisions amended to resemble more closely his vis

ion of Philippine-American trade relations. His influence 

in the formation of the American policy in the Philippines 

was great, perhaps no individual had as much to do with shap

ing the U.S. postVlar Philippine legislation. lO 

The provisions of the two identical measures, re

ceived bitter criticism in the U.S. Congress. The Bell Trade 

Act was enacted into law after it went through five versions 

and seven months of bitter debat0s, because according to some 

legislators, its provisions were more favorable to the Amer-

. Lh th .F. 1 . . 1 1 I ,.. t tl . . 1.cans ·l, an . e 1 1. 1.p1.nos. n rererence o 1e provision 

of imposing absolute quotas on Philippine export products to 

the U. ~., V/illiam L. Clayton, Assistant Secretary of State, 

called these "one of the most vicious of trade restrictions. 1112 

· 10 
Nev, York Times, "McNutt Attadi~ for Defending Bell 

Trade Act, April 7, 1946, P• l. 

11 shirley Jenkins, American Economic Policy Towards 
the Philippines, (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1954), 
p. 62. 

. 
12u.s. Congress, Senate, Committee on Finance, Phil-

ip-pine Trade Act of 1946, Hearings before the Committee on 
111inance, H. R. 588b,79th co·n-g., 2nd Sess., (\'/ashington: 
Government Printing Office, 1946), pp. 49-50e 
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He recommended that the internal tax preferences on Phil

ippine coconut oil be eliminated, since it was inconsistent 

with U.S. economic policy. He also opposed·the section of 

the bill giving equal rights to American citizens to engage 

in any business in the Philippines, since Filipinos in the 

U.S. at this time were barred from doing so as aliens. He 

said the Americans should assist the Filipinos rather than 

demand special privileges from them. The allocation proced

ure which was based on 1940 production V!as also criticized 

by Mr. Clayton, 

Not only does this deprived the Philippine 
government of a sovereign prerogative, but 
it has the effect of giving prewar producers 
a virtual monopoly for 28 years of most im
portant Philippine exports. It ,·:ould enable 
them to prevent the investment of capital by 
new American·onterprises in those important 
export industries, and new Philippine prod
ucers would not be able to compete freely in 
their own country ••• These provisions 
should be eliminated. The United States should 
not take advantage of the Phili}Jpines~. need 
for special tariff treat~ent, accetuated by 
the tribulations of our common war effort, to 
obtain such special privileges.13 

The pegging of the peso to the dollar and other fis

cal arrangement also protected American investing interests 

in the Philippines for a period of 30 years. As one U.S. 

Congressrnan put it, "• •• so that when the capital decides 

to revert to the United States, it may come to America v1i th-

13.b. " 
1....1:.S!·' p. 65. 
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out depreciation. 111 4 McNutt defended the demand for these 

preferential privileges by American businessmen on the ground 

that they would speed Philippine recovery •. Congressman Bell 

argued that the purpose of the bill was "to help the Fil

ipinos to get on a sound financial basis. •• o We are the 

great source of capital investment and this bill was de

signed so that American capital could and would flovr in the 

Philippines ••• u 15 

Filipino Reactions Against the Two Acts 

What may seem to be a minor question of foreign 

economic policy on Capitol Hill can become a major polit

ical issue in the country affected. Unfortunately, too 

little overseas opinion on American policy has been reported 

in the American ·press, particularly opinions from the Far 

Eastern countries. Filipino reactions to the American 

economic policy expressed in the trade act, however, can 

be documented from Philippine publications, public state

ments, and newspaper. 

A unified protest and resentment not only from the 

nationalist group but also from the government officials, 

14 New York Times, 11 Trade Relations," September 19, 
1946, pp. 4; 8. 

· 15 · U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Ways and Means, 
Philipnine Trade Act of 19L1.5 1 Hearings before the Committee 
?n Ways and Means, on R. R. 4185, 79th Cong., 1 sess., (\'lash

· ington, 1946), p. 135. 
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business elements, progressive and liberal groups who had 

been vocal against what they termed as "onerous" and "one

sidedn provisions of the Bell Trade Act. · The protestors did 

not approved of the 11 parity1t and of the requirement that the 

Philippine Constitution be amended to accommodate .American 

citizens in the exploitation of their natural resources and 

in American ownership of personal properties after Philippine 

independence. 16 

President Osmena had asserted that the Tydings-Bell 

identical bills were "tantamount to a repudiation of an 

agreement entered into between the American people and the 

Filipino people when the Independence Act was accepted by 

the Philippine legislature and ratified by the people in a 

plebiscite approving the Constitution of the Philippines. 1117 

Osmena further argued that the amendments of Philippine Con

stitution violated the United Nations Charter recognizing 

the equal rights of all nations. The Philippine Civil Lib

erties Union asserted that such amendments would emasculate 

Philippine independence by perpetuating American sovereignty 

beyond July fourth. The Philippine press editorials aruted if 

16Ford Wilkings, "Filipinos Protesting Legislation 
Amending Grant of Independence," New York Times, April 5, 
1946, p. 42. 

17c. Jasper Bell of Missouri sponsored the Bell Trade 
Act, while Millard Tydings of Maryland sponsored the Tydings 
War Damage Act. 



62 

the American Eagle had become a vulture. They called the 

amendments "an unholy scheme of legalized looting to plunder 

the Philippines and convert it into a happy . hunting ground 

for American businessmen. 1118 

Jose P. Laurel, president during the Japanese oc

cupation, urged the people to reject the "parity rights" 

vvhich were according to him, "the least forgivable imposit

ion in the history of American colonial policy. u He said 

that Filipinos will have no chance in business if Americans 

get equal rights and went on by charging the Roxas govern

ment a ''puppet 11 because of its acceptance of American dic

tation in terms of the Bell Trade Act. 19 

Russian nespaper Pravda charged that Philippine in

dependence was a. fiction and that their economy was under 

the control of the United States. 20 Resident Commissioner 

Carlos P. Romulo, who worked hard in the U.S. Congress 

against the provisions of the measures, stated that it was 

not written as the Filipino people would have wished. As 

Congressman Jere Cooper of Tennessee said: "The people of 

the United States in all fairness, stand a far greater chance 
I 

and opportunity to benefit under this legislation than the 

18
Wilkings, New York Times, April 5, 1946, p. 42. 

19 ·b·d 42 1-..L•, p. 

20 ' 
New York Times, October 6, 1946, p. 43. 
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people of the Philippine's." 21 

With reference to the "parity" clause, President 

I~oxas said: ttif I could, I vmuld remove it, not because of 

the alleged dangers it holds for us ••• but rather because 

of the manner and form in which it is included ••• The 

equal rights provisions vras not designed as a protection for 

American interests already here; it is intended to reassure 

potential investors that the Philippines are a safe area.u 22 

President Truman thought the parity amendment was unfortunate, 

but he signed the two bills anyway on May 1, 1946, . the day 

\'Jhen President Osmena conceded the election of Roxas and just 

two months befoTe the inauguration of the Philippine indepen-

dence. 

The preamble of the 1946 Trade Agreement provided 

that both parties accepted the provisions of trade relations 

bill. Thus was a law, passed unilaterally by the U.S. Cong

ress and signed by the President of the United States, to be 

later approved .fill fil.2.£ by the Philippine legislature before 

independence. Thqugh the Philippine views had been heard by 

Congressional Committees in the United States, such appear

ances before a Committee did not come near being an inter-

21 shirley Jenkins, ttGreat Expectations in the Phil
ippines, rr Far Eastern Survey .. vol. 16, August 13, 1947, 
pp. 169-174. 

22The Manila Times, April 23, 1946, P• 1. 
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national negotiation bet\veen sovereign parties. 

When the two Acts were presented to the Philippine 

Congress for approval, it vms expected to · approve them im

mediately. Congressman Felixberto Serrano argued: n I can

not understand how a bill which took six months for various 

committees of the U.S. Congress to consider should be pressed 

for immediate action by the Congress of the Philippines after 

only two days of hurried public hearings and hardly two hours 

of deliberation in this Committee.u 23 

On the eve of Independence, after an all day and all 

night session in the Senateand a continuous eighteen-hour 

debate in the House, amid cries of "Faith in America" and 

1!Economic Slavery," the Philippine Congress finally voted 

to authorize the. Executive Pact. 24 The Liberal-controlled 

Congress, although it acknowledged that the Bell Trade Act 

11 contains imperfections and inequalities, 11 approved it in 

an undisguised bid for more American financial and military 

assistance. 25 

In a national plebiscite in which two-thirds of the 

voters stayed away from the polls in a silent but eloquent 

·23Philippine Commonwealth Congress, Senate, Hearings 
on Bell Trade Act and T dins War Dama e Act, Congressional 
Record, 2 Cong., 1 sess., July 3, 194 , p. 362. 

24.b.d . LL•, p. 362 • 

25Abaya, The Untold Stor~, p. 25. 
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protest, Filipinos agreed to amend their Constitution to 

give way for the "pari ty 0 clause, since the 'l1yd.ings Viar 

Damage Act, tho companion of the Bell Trade Act, provided 

that no war claims of more than 1i500 would be paid to the 

Fi1i:pinos unless the parj_ty amendment to their Constitution 

uas approved first. President Roxas was willing to accept 

some of the onerous conditions place implicitly and ex

plicitly by the U.S. Congress in order to get the necessary 

aid needed for the rebuilding of the war-torn country. The 

tying together of the tv,o acts provided for a "quid pro quo" 

nhich ensured acceptance of the parity amendment. Congress

man Harold Knutson, described the 11 pari tytt as a "pistol 

pointed at the Filipinos' head to compel them to accept the 

onerous provisions" in the Bell Trade Act. 

~L1hus in 191+6, the Filipinos under duress accepted 

the tvm acts vrhich governed their economic relationship with 

the United States. In a little over a year since the recap

ture of the Philippines from the Japanese, General Douglas 

MacArthur had indirectly helped to choose a new Philippine 

preside11t, · and High Commissioner Paul V. McNutt had partly 

refashioned the prewar Philippine economic trade relations 

vrith the new Philippine Republic. Congressional policy 

through delay, ignorance, and confusion, had reenforced the 

policies of both MacArthur and McNutt for the interest of 

the American people. 
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The Two Acts·Analyzed 

The less controversj_al of the two Acts was the Ty

dings War Damage Act, known as the Philippine Rehabilitation 

Act, upon which the rebuilding of the war-torn country de

pended. This Act committed the United States to provide $620 

million in war damage payments specifically classifi.ed as 

follows: $400 million as compensation for war damaged pri

vate property on the basis of t>500 for each individual claims; 

$120 million for the restoration of public highways, docks, 

repair of government buildings and other public facilities; 

and $100 million worth of surplus property and other equip

ment for the use of the Philippine government in the task of 

rebuilding the country. 26 

· The surplus property and other equipment were added 

as war damage payment, because it would take more money for 

the U.S. government to send them back to the United States. 

In return for the above aid, however, certain demands which 

Filipinos considered onerous were imposed on them and in later 

years this provisions became one of the main ttirritants" in 

Philippine-American relations. As nationalism rose and swept 

the country in the 1950 1 s and 1960 1 s, Filipinos questioned 

AmericaJ.s motives and her sense of justice and fair play. 

26Raymond Dennett, and Katherine D. Durant, ed., 
Documents on .American Forei n Relations, (New York: Vail
Ballow Press Inc., 1952, p. 158. 
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Some Americans questioned the amount of war damage 

payments. · According to Garel Grunder, the money represented 

a substantial concession to Philippine needs. 27 However, 

David Bernstein argued that it.was not sufficient for it did 

not pay back the total loss, which amounted to $1 billion, -

nor did it take into consideration the painful postwar fact 

that the ieplacement cost were at least half as high as the 

original pr-ewar values. 28 In other words Bernstein was sas

ing that the U.S. government was not giving the Filipinos 

full compensation. Besides, the Filipinos were not the only 

claimants to the war damage payments. The biggest claimants 

were Catholic churches, institutions and big corporations. 

According to a war damage commissioner, 80 percent 

of the claims were for $500 or less, and-99.4 percent were 

for private corporations owned by rich, influential Filipinos 

and foreigners such as Americans, English, Swiss, and Germans 

who did business in the Philippines before the outbreak of 

war • . These business corporations received 90 percent of the 

total amount which already far short of what was needed for 

total rehabilitation of the Philippines. 29 

27Grunder, The Philippiries and the United States, 
p. 281. 

28Bernstein, The Philippine Story, p. 225. 

29u.s., Congress, House, Report of the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Bill, on S •. 1610, Congressional Record, 2d 
sess., pp. 34-49-3450. 
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To the Filipinos no amount of rehabilitation money 

could compensate for their loses caused by war--a war not 

of their own making. As Commonweal th P_resident Quezon told 

the U.S. Senate in June 1942: 

When we were attacked by Japan, the 
American flage was still flying over 
the Philippines,. and we i.vere still 
under the protection of, and owed 
allegiance to, the United States. Al
though in domestic affairs we had al
most complete autonomy, in foreign 
affairs all governmental powers and 
responsibilities rested exclusively in 
the hands _of the United States. In 
other words, you were then, as you still 
are, trustee for the Filipino people in 
their foreign affairs. No one will deny 
that the moral and legal ~esponsibilities 
of a trustee are greater than those of an 
owner in respect to his ovn property.30 

President Quezon argument was that the Japanese aggression 

in the Philippines vms no dj_fferent from enemy aggression in 

say, Hawaii or California, and that the United States bore 

the same responsibilities to the Filipinos as it would to 

Arnericans if v1ar had come to the West Coast. However, the 

promise made by President Roosevelt to "assist the Filipinos 

in full repair of the ravages caused by war, including the 

replacement of every carabao killed," was .not fully honored. 31 

30 Bernstein, The PhiliPRine story, p. 189. 

31 A carabao is a water buffalo used to plow rice field~. 
For centuries, the peasants used this domesticated animal to do 

farm work. It is still the farmer's helper today as most 
farmers cannot afford to buy modern farm implements. 
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In the succeeding years, the result was a long list of un

redeemed promises on which the Filipinos counted for their 

survival as an independent country. If the · United States 

gave any aid, it vmuld demand a n quid pro quo," and every 

time the Filipinos consented to any demand,· they gave away 

a little of their sovereignty. 

The last payment of the war damage claims ·which the 

U.S. Congress was always reluctant to give, v1as not paid 

until more than 29 years later, creating additional tension 

iri Philippine-American relations. · The U.S. Congress may be 

justified in not giving the rest of the v1ar damage money, 

since it usually ended up in the pockets of some corrupt 

government officials. In a speech, Secretary of State, 

Dean Acheson comment0d on the problem: 

While the money received have not always 
been used to tho best advantage, the matter of 
responsibility cannot be dismissed too easily. 
Fifty years of Alnerican rule, folloning the 
long Spanj_sh regime, haye given the Filipinos 
only 1imited experience in self-government. 
Furthermore, the absence of a clean cut post
war American policy on collaboration, gave free 
rein to Roxas administration, which was itself 
too deeply involved in charges of uartime gyilt 
to take a firm stand on postwar corruption • ..? 2 

The controversial Bell Trade Act, covered five major 

topics: tariffs, absolute and duty free quotas, allocation 

32Dea.n .Acheson, Crisis in Asia--An Examination of 
U • s. l)o1icy," Speech before the National Press Club, January 
12, 1950, Denartment of State Bulletin, (Washington: Govern

·Printing· Office, 1950), p. 117. 
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of quotas, special rights for the Americans, and financial 

ties. From the Filipino standpoint, the Trade Act rep

resented a compromise in which the immediate advantage of 

prompt rehabilitation of the export industries was offset 

by t~e disadvantage that the Philippine economy would con

tinue for a limited period to be tied closely to the American 

economy, together vii th the possibility that the Philippine 

government might not be able to exercise complete freedom 

to choose its economic policies.33 

On the American side, it represented a compromise 

between American traders and investors who had interests in 

the Philippines and American producers who feared Philippine 

competition. To satisfy these factions, the Trade Act estab

lished privileges v1hich favored American investors and traders 

in the Philippines. However, there were still several pro

visions of the Trade Act which the Filipinos considered one-

rous •. 

Firstly, the Trade Act specified reciprocal free trade 

between the two countries for eight years, from the effective 

date of the Act until July 6, 1954 (subse~uently extended) to 

December 31, 1955); then for twenty-five years thereafter 

there would be a gradually increasing proportion of the basic 

33Benito Legarda, Jr., and Roberto Y. Garcia, 
"Economic Collaboration: The Trading Partnership," in 
Frank H. Golay, ed., The United States and the Phili ines, 
( Eaglewood Cliffs, Nevr Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 19 , 
p. 132. 
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tariff rates until beginning on January 4, 1973, when full 

duties would be paid by both countries. As far as the tariff 

provisions were concerned, the agreement was literally and 

technically reciprocal, but in the imposition of quotas, 

there v1as no reciprocity, since American goods could enter 

the Ph:Llij?pines 1.vithout quotas, whereas absolute quotas were 

fixed on seven major Philippine exports, 

Sugar • • • • • • • • • • • • 850 ,ooo short tons 
Cordage • • • " • • • • • • • 6,000,000 pounds 
Rice. • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 ,ooo ,ooo pounds 
Cigo_rs. • • • • • • • • • • • 200,000,000 number 
Scrap and filler tobacco. • • 6,000,000 pounds 
Coconut oil • • • • • • • • • 200,000 long tons · 
Pear Buttons. • • • • • • • • 850,000 gross 34 

Secondly, the one-sided provision of the Trade Act 

r.estri.cted the pov.rer of the Philippine government to control 

and administer its own currency, a restriction incompatible 

with independence. The Philippines, even for balance of pay

ments reason, could not impose exchange controls or restrict 

capital movements without the approval of the President of 

the United States. The Philippine peso was pegged to the U.S. 

dollar at the rate of 2: 1. Article V of the Trade Act provided 

as follows: "The value of Philippine currency in relation to 

th'e United States dolla:r shall not be changed, the convert

ibility ·of Philippine pesos into ·aollars shall not be sus

pended, and no restrictions shall be imposed on the transfer 

3~-Grunder, The Philippines and the United States, p. 26 l. 
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of funds from the Philippines to the United States except by 

agreement vii th the President of the United States. tt As noted 

above, the purpose of this restriction v1as to protect Junerican 

investment in the Philippines, so that when the capital de-· 

c:Lded to revert to the United States it could do so without 

depreciation. 

rrhirdly, the agr·eement provided for the infamous and 

according to the Filipinos, "parity rights" vms designed to 

safeguard the privileges of American investments in the Phil

ippines. These provisions were: 

1. The disposition, exploitation, development and 
utilization of all agricultural, timber, and 
mineral lands of the public domain, waters, 
minerals, coal, petroleum, and other mineral 
oils, all for·ces and sources of potential energy, 
and other natural resources of t4e Philippines, 
and the operation of public utilities, shallt if 
open to any person, be opened to the citizens of 
the United States and to all forms of business 
enterprise ouned, or controlled, directly or in
directly, by the United States citizens, except 
that the Philippines shall not be required to 
comply with such part of the foregoing provisions 
of this sentence as are in conflict with such 
Constitution. 

2. The Government of the Philippines will promptly 
take such steps as are necessary to secure the 
amendment of the Constitution of the Philippines 
so as to permit the tali;:ing effect as laws of the 
Philippines of such part ·of the provisions of 
Paragraph 1 of this Article as is in conflict 
with such Constitution before such amendments. 35 

This particular .Provision of the Bell Trade Act, like those 

35charles I. Bevans, Treaties and other International 
Arreement of the United States of America 17n6-1 , vol. 11 
Washington: Department of State Publication 727, February, 

1974), p. 11. 
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demanded from a defeated enemy in war rather than an ally, 

aroused bitterness on the part of the Filipinos. They could 

not understand why they had to amend their Constitution to 

give special privileges to Americans. The half-confused 

Filipinos may well have asked themselves: 1tis this perhaps 

what is meant by economic democracy in action?" Surely, they 

did not bargain for this when they fought three years against 

Japanese imperialism.36 

The acceptance of the "parity rights" required amend

ment of the Philippine Constitution, since Article Xll on 

Conservation and Utilization of Natural Resources had decreed 

that "only corporations, in which Filipinos owned 60 percent 

could have any interest in the public domain or in public 

utilities.u Filipinos voted to amend their Constitution for 

they knew that as long as the provisions of the Trade Act 

were not met in one form or another, the rehabilitation of 

their country could not be started.37 With the "parity" 

clause, Americans would continue to enjoy-in fact guaranteed 

equal rights vii th Filipinos in the "exploitation" of the 

natural resources of the Philippines after the United States 

had "withdrawn11 her sovereignty upon independence. 

3GAbaya, The Untold Story, P• 197. 

37Josephine Budd Vaugh, The Land and Peoule of the 
Philip12ines, (New York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1960) 

·P• 61. 
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In restrospect, "parity rights,u which were intended 

to attract the great flow of investment which the devastated 

economy so urgently needed, were able to attract only a few 

investments. · Strangely enough, Paul V. McNutt, who had be

came the first American ambassador of the Philippines, was 

among the first to benefit from the "parity" in the Bell 

Trade Act. McNutt, together with his friend c. V. Starr, the 

American business tycoon, started an American insurance com

pany with a modest paid-up capital of P.50,000.00 pesos, the 

Phj_lippine-American Life Indurance Company. 'rwo other com

panies were subsequently established. In the late 1960's 

these insurance companies and other vested interests has a 

paid-up capital of P10 million and controlled resources from 

the premiwns pai9- °l?Y Filipino nationals, who were insured by 

Filipino agents . under the supervision of Filipino executives. 

It is indeed ironic, that Filipino savings and Fil

ipino know-how were utilized to create this multi-million 

peso enterprise. The company reported in 1968 total assets 

amounting to P270 million with 294,000 policies representing 

P1.98 billion in life insurance in force. The biggest banks 

in the Philippines, the Bank of America and the National City · 

Bank of New York, are owned by Americans. Most big business 

and industries are controlled by foreigners.38 After the war, 

3BAbaya, The Untold Story, p~ 254. 
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the Filipinos did not have the money to start or invest in 

big business. Besides, some did not have the "nerve" to 

venture in business until much later. 

Under the "free trade" arrangement from 191+6 to the 

end of 1955, the United States restored her prewar position 

of dominance in the Philippine market as shown in the table 

below: 

1946 
1947 
1948 
19Li-9 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 

Table 1 

PHILIPPINE-UNITED STA.TES TRADE, 1946-1955 
(In millions of U.S. dollars) 

Total Trade Imports Export Trade Balance 
with u. s. from U.S. to U.S. 

296.0 257.5 38.5 -219.0 
592.2 440.0 152.2 --287.8 
878.2 469.6 209. 1 -260.5 
645.8 469. 1 176.5 -292.8 
495.2 255. 1 240. 1 - 15.0 
626.2 349.9 276.3 - 73.6 
538.9 307.2 231. 7 - 75.5 
618.2 347.0 271.2 - 75.8 
564.4 ' 322.9 241.4 - 81.8 
595.5 356.3 239.6 -116.7 

5,641.1 3,574.8 2,076.7 -1,498.1 

Source: Alejandro M. Fernandez, The Philippines and 
a1:d the United States, The Forging of Ne\'! · Relations, ( Quezon 
City: University of the Philippines Integrated Program, 
1977), p. 222. 
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The trade of the Philippines with the United States was 72.4 

percent of her total trade with all countries of the world, 

accounting for 76 percent imports and 64 percent exports. It 

was a lopsided trading partnership in which the Philippines 

incurred a huge adverse balance of trade. 

The free trade provisions of the agreement stimulated 

heavy imports because of the great ·demands of consumer goods 

after the war. As a result, the million of dollars of war 

damage payments made under the Rehabilitaion Act and various 

expenditures of the u.s. government in the Philippines under 

military and non-military programs, in effect w.ent back to 

the United States in the form of payments for imports, to 

the benefit of American industry and labor. The expansion 

of domestic production was neglected by Filipinos because of 

higher internal cost in producing the basic needs.39 

Thus in the end, the technically reciprocal free 

trade provisions did tend to favor the United States more 

than the Philippines, as American goods particularly, during 

the post\·1ar period, were such in demand that the disadyantage 

to the Philippines' tariff imports from the United States far 

outweight the benefits derived from tariff-free exports. In 

1948 to· 1953, a policy of import· control v1as implemented to 

curb the heavy spending of the people. 

. . ~9:B,ernandez,, ~L'he Philiunines and the United States, 
· TI.le Forging of Neri Relations, p. 221. 
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The Mutual Security Arrangement 

Another area of Philippine-American relations con

cerned the mutual security arrangement. After independence 

in 1946, the Filipinos found themselves helpless in the 

"cold war" that v1as shaping up between two ideologies in 

Asia--Democracy and Communism. It was the belief therefor 

of President Roxas and those around him that the defense of 

the Philippines depended on the Americans, and consequently 

they made the mutual defense agreement with the United States. 

The Philippines and the United States made four sep

arate defense agreements, three of them bilateral and one 

multilateral. The bilateral treaies were: the Military 

Bases Agreement of 1947, the Military Assistance Pact of 

1947, and the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1951. The multilateral 

treaty, concluded in 1954, included the Philippines, the 

United States, United Kingdom, France, Australia, New Zealand, 

Thailand and Pakistan. These countries signed the Manila Pact 

in 1954, creating a.collective security organ, the Southeast 

Asia Treaty Organization(SEAT0).40 For two decades the Fil

ipinos thought that these treaties and agreements with the 

United States provided the Philippines vr.i th an adequate and 

effective external agressions. 

40Nena Vreeland et al., Area Handbook for the Phil
ippines, (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976), 
p. 233. 
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The Military Bases Treaty 

The existence of American military bases in 
the Philippines is part of a world system of 
security. To recognize a mutuality of defense 
interest, a community of principles to be up
held ••• The United States has underwritten 
the security of the Philippine Republic. This 
is not done because of imperialistic interests 
in this part of the world. Our only interest . 
is the protection of peace of the Pacific ••• 
Our stal~e is in our belief in democracy as way 
of life.41 

This speech made by U.S. Ambassador to the Phil

ippines, Paul V. McNutt, has long been questioned by the 

Filipinos. Even before the fall of Vietnam to the Com

munists, the aggressive strategy in Southeast Asia by the 

U.S. was strengthened by political and military support of 

the Philippines. · In an area where the only effective ansv.rer 

to Communist gu~rrilla warfare is social revolution, the U.S. 

have not only a base of operations ·but also an ally which is 

capable of revolutionary leadership.42 The U.S. needed not 

only miJ..itary bases, but it also required the political 

support in promoting social reforms that would contribute 

to the long-term stability of Southeast Asian countries. 

The questions of the status of American bases and 

41 · Paul V. McNutt, Speech on the Occasion of the 
Inauguration of the Philippine Independence, July 4, 1946, 
:rhe Manila Times, July 5, 1946, p •. 1. 

LJ-
2George E. Taylor, The Philippines and the United 

States: Problems of Partnershin, (New York: Council of 
Foreig~ Relations, 1964-Y, p. 233. 
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armed forces in the Philippines has always been the problem 

of the Philippine-American relations. As early as 1933, the 

Philippine Commonwealth Congress rejected -the first in

dependence Act, the Hare-Hawes~Cutting Act, passed by U.S. 

Congress, on the ground that it provided for an outright 

American retention of military and naval reservations. The 

second Independence Act, the Tydings-McDuffie Act, v1as 

accepted by the Filipinos because it provided that the 

U.S. military reservations would be surrendered to the 

Filipinos upon independenc~ ·except that the U.S. naval 

fueling stations in the Islands would remain in "status 

quo" until matters relating to them were settled by negotiat

ions to be entered into within two years after independence 

had been recognized by the U.S. Presiden~.43 . 

During World War 11, the U.S. Congress in 1944, 

approved a resolution reversing the policy on military 

bases in the Philippines embodied in the Tydings-McDuffie 

Act. President Quezon, under the impact of war, accepted the 

resolution for the mutual protection of the Philippines and the 

United States. Thus the provision of the U.S. military bases 

that had been eliminated in the Tydings-McDuffie Act was now 

restored, not only for the protection of the two countries, 

but also for the "maintenance of peace" in the Pacific area, 

· L~3Hayden, The Philippines: A Study in National 
Develonment, p. 733. 
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and Southeast Asia as well.44 To the Filipinos this phrase 

merely disguised the fact that the American bases in the 

Philippines represented a form of servitude imposed by the 

United States upon her colony prior to independence. 

The negotiation of the bases agreement was long and 

strevm with barri,ers. On Hay 14, 1946, President Truman and 

P-.cesident Roxas signed a preliminary statement on the general 

principles of the military bases agreement. On the same yea:.c, 

July 28, the Philippine Congress approved a joint resolution 

authorizing the President to negotiate the establishment of 

American bases in the Philippines. But the Filipinos were 

still slow and hesitant over the bases negotiation, which 

made Washington express its impatience over Manila's wavering 

attitude. The :b'ilipinos had reason to be cautious, since the 

United States draft proposal for the bases agreement provided 

for a 99-year lease period. Carlos P. Romulo, v1ho was then 

the Philippine ambassador to the United Nations strongly_ 

opposed to this provision, as according to him it amounted to 

a permanent lease. 

However, there was considerable pressure on the Fil

ipinos, and they knew that the military bases question would 

surely affect other vital measures concerning the Philippines 

44sergio Osmena, ttQuezon and the American Military 
Bases in the Philippines," )?hiliupine Free Press, August 20, 
1960, p. 57. 
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which were pending in the U.S. Congress. Thus, in January 

19Lf-7, President Roxas, feeling helpless and despite strong 

opposition from other quarters,- including some members of his 

won party, informed President Truman that the Philippines was 

ready for the negotiation. 

Under the :Military Bases Agreement of March 1 L1-, 1947, 

the Philippines allowed the .United States to maintain 23 bases 

and reservations on a 99-years lease.45 Some of these bases 

dated back to colonial times, such as Clark Air Force Base, 

about 100 kilometers north of Manila. Subic Naval · Base, lo

cated northwest of Manila and facing the South China Sea, was 

once a Spanish naval station in the nineteen century, and an 

old anchorage for the Asiatic Fleet. Camp John H~y in Baguio 

City, the summer capital of the Philippines, had been a re

creation center· of American militaz:y personnel and their fam

ilies for generations. It also had a Voice of America com

munications f~cility. 

Some bases had been established for the Allied counter

offensive against ~~e Japanese during World War 11, while 

others w~re navigational stations for the American air-defense 

network created throughout the Western Pacific during the Cold 

War. In 1959, a revised Military Bases Agreement reduced the 

45neuartment of Foreign Affairs Treaty Series, vol. 1, 
11 Agreement between the Republic of the Philippines and the 
United States of America Concerning Military Bases,'' (Manila: 

Government of the Philippines, 1948), pp. 144-160. 
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area of the American bases in the Philippines. Of the 23 

original U.S. bases and reservations existing in the Phil

ippines seven remain, with a total area of approximately 

71,000 hectares. The other 16 bases were returned to the 

Philippine government, since most of them were not used by 

the U.S. military. At present there are only two major 

installations, Clark Air Force Base and Subic Naval Air 

Station. The four smaller reservations strung along the 

west coast of Luzon island, contain radio transmitting and 

r~ceiving stations and air navigational aids.46 

Clark Air Force Base is the center of logistic and 

combat support for the operation of the U.S. Air Force in 

the Southeast Asian region. Its facilities allow the launch

ing of large-scale airlift and tactical air operations. The 

base has a total area of 202 square miles, a little larger 

than the city of New Orleans, Louisiana. The base proper 

comprises only approximately eight percent of the total area 

while the remainder of the installation is used as a bombing 

and gunnery range. and a training area in junle survival. 

Clark Air Force Base is also the headquarter of the 

u.s. 13th Air Force and its various staff units, which provide 

the comm.and control, administrative, and logistic support of 

U.S. Air _Force in Thailand, Taiwan, and the Philippines. It 

46The Phili}?pines in the Vlorld, (Manila: Department 
·or Public Information, 1977), PP• 34-35. . 
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serves as a home base for several USAF units, including the 

3rd Tactical Fighter Wing, the 374th Tactical Airlift Wing, 

the 3rd Combat Support Group, the 1961st Communication Group, 

the 1st Medical Service Wing, and the 6922nd Security Squad

ron. Base personnel total 19,000 Americans and 15,000 

Filipinos. 

Subic Naval Base is the largest U.S. naval install

ation in Asia. It is large enough to ancho or berth the en

tire U.S. 7th Fleet. Its primary responsibility is to pro

vide lay-up and repair facilities for U.S. vessels. The base 

is composed of eight major commands and 4D smaller uni ts and 

detachments, altogether providing support services to the 

70,000 men, 90 ships and 550 aircrafts of the Fleet. Base 

personnel consist of 6,000 mnericans and 26,000 Filipinos. 47 

The key provisions of the bases agreement may be sum

marized as follows: 

1. As determined to be mutually beneficiaJ., the 
armed forces of the Philippines may serve on 
U.S. bases and, vice-versa, the armed forces 
of the United States may serve on Philippine 
military establishments. (Article 11, para
graph 1.). 

2. The United States has the rights, power, and 
Authority within the bases necessary for 
operation, defense, or control, as well as such 
rights, power, and authority "within limits of 
of territorial waters and air space adjacent 
to, or in the vicinity of the bases which are 
necessary to provide access to them, or appro
priate for their control." (Article 111, para
graph 1.). 

:hi:. 
47The J]lj~·lippines in the World, p. 35. 
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3. Material equipment, supplies, or goods 
officially certified for exclusive used 
in the construction, maintenance, operation, 
or defense of the bases are exempted from 
customs and other duties • . (Article V.). 

4. The United States has the right to bring 
into the Philippines members of U.S. mili
tary forces and U.S. nationals employed 
by or under contract with the U.S. together 
with their families, as well as technical 
personnel of other nationalities in connect
ion with the construction, maintenance, or 
operation of the bases; they are also exempt 
from income tax payment in the Philippines 
except in respect of income derived from 
Philippine sources, as well as exempt from 
any poll or residence tax, import or export 
duty, .or tax on personal property impo'rted for 
their onn use. (Article Xl and Xll). 

5. Under Article Xlll, paragraph 1, the United 
States has the right to exercise jurisdiction 
over: 
a) Any offense committed by any person 

within any base except where the of
fender and offended parties are both 
Philippine citizens (not members of 
the armed forces of the U.S. on active 
duty) or the offense is against the 
security of the Philippines. 

b) Any offense committed outside the bases 
by any member of the armed forces of the 
United States in which the offended party 
i~ also a member of the United States; and 

c) Any offense committed outside the bases 
~Y any member of the armed forces of the 
United States against the security of the 
United States. 

d) The Philippines has the right to exercise 
jurisdiction over all other offense com-_ 
mitted outside the bases by any member of 
the armed forces of the United States, ex
cept when engaged in the actual performance 
of a specific military duty, or during a 
period of national emergency declared by 
either government, in which circumstances 
the United States is free to exercise 
jurisdiction. 
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6. In time of war, the United States has the 
right to exercise exclusive jurisdiction 
over any offense which ~ay be committed 
by members of the armed forces of the 
United· States in the Philippines. 

7. The United States "shall not grant asylum" 
in any of the bases person fleeing from 

8 the lawful jurisdiction of the Phil~ppines. 4 

Other important provisions are: 

1. The Philippines · agrees that it shall not 
grant, without prior consent of the U.S. 
any bases or any rights, power or authority 
whatsoever, in or relating to bases, to any 
third power. 

2. The United States shall not, without the 
consent of the Philippines, assign, or 
underlet, or part with the possession of 
the whole or any part of the base, or of 
any right, power or authority granted by 
this agreement, to any third power.49 

Certain provisions of the 1947 Military Bises Agree

ment were as onerous and one-sided as the trade and business 

concessions. Though granted indep~ndence in 1946, the Phil

ippines in effect, remained an American protectorate, and the 

United .States continued to exercise powerful econom~c, mili

tary, and later political influence over Filipino ·affairs. 50 

Undersecretary o~ State Rober Murphy at that time was moved 

. 
1+8Haydee B. Yorac, comp. and annon., Philipnine 

Series, A Collection of the Texts of Treaties and other 
national A reement which the Phili nines is a Part 1 Li -1 8, 
Vol. 1, Manila: University of the Philippines, 19 8, pp. 387-
392. 

49ibid., pp. 391-392 • 

. 50H. E. MacNair, Donald F. Lash, Modern Far Eastern 
Relations, (New York: D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc., 1955), p. 694. 
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in conscience to testify before the U.S. Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee: 

Is it reasonable that a nation like· ours, vrhich 
takes a special pride in its freedom, demand of 
its allies that they renounce a part of their 
sovereignty as the only price of our cooperation? 
1I1he American people and other Occidental peoples 
have vigorously and justly criticized Soviet 
Russia fo1" having reduced the nations of Eastern 
Europe to the ca.togory of satellites. Let us 
not expect our allies to be satellites.5 1 

The presence of the American bases in the Philip1)ines 

has contributed some benefits to the employment of the Fil

ipinos. As of 1975, there were 55,345 Filipinos employed in 

all U. s. bases, vli. th a payroll of t~170 million. Thus, next 

to the national government, the bases are the largest single 

employer in the country. From the U.S. Embassy sources, the 

estiinated U. s. e-xpendi tures in the bases amounted to ~n36 

million in 1971, $183 million in 1972, $217 million in 1973, 

and ~~232 million in 1974. The U.S. capital investment at 

Clark Air Force Base is estimat~d at $190.6 million and at 

Subic Naval Base is 1t327. 94 million. ?2 

Only a sm,all fraction of these disbursements, how

ever, finds its way into the Philippine economy as invisible 

·51 u.s.,. Congress, Senate; Committee on Foreign 
Relations, The Military Bases Agreement of 1947, 79th 
Cong., 2d sess., February and March 1947, P• 33. 

52 · 
The Philipnines in the World, P• 34. 
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income. Most of the appropriations for the bases is actually 

spent for maintenance and repair which does not entail con

tract servicing by.Filipino firms, and most purchases of con

sumer goods by base personnel are made at tax-free Px or 

ship store commissaries. Income from the bases is therefore 

mostly for off-base housing facilities, for entertainment 

and recreation services, and the employment of Filipinos 

on base. 

William H. Sullivan, who was ambassador to the Phil

ippines in 1973, emphasized that the presence of the U.S. air 

and naval forces in the Philippines had enabled the Phil

ippines to orient her defense budget toward internal law 

and order. The Philippines, he satd, saved what would 

necessarily have been huge outlays for air and naval forces 

of her own. When the bases go, indeed this source of dollar 

revenue would disappear. Moreover, Philippine defenses ex

penditures would increase from the present 16 percent to 

perhaps as much as 50 percent of the national budget, with 

no guarantee that. Philippine defenses would be adequate to 

counter·any form ·or external aggression. The rechanneling 

of huge government resources to the military establishment 

will hinder national development efforts.53 

But if there are tangible benefits derived from the 

· · . . 53Fernandez, The Philippines and the United States, 
The Forging of New Relation~, p. 361+. 
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presence of the American military bases, there also serious 

disadvantages, which have aroused strong nationalistic ag

itation for their removal. The communities- adjoining the 

bases, especially in the cases of Clark Air Force Base and 

Subic Naval Base, have become "sin cities4' 11 Angeles City 

outside Clark Air Force Base ·with 140 ,OOO population and 

Olongapo City adjacent to Subic Naval Base v1i th a population 

of 190,000 have hundreds of pleasure establishments cater

j_ng to the interest of off-duty American servicemen. These 

cities derived their income from these bases and servicemen. 

Many Filipinos consider the bad social implications, as well 

as the obvious health hazards, of this type of "business" 

activity to far outweight the economic benefits. Moreove~, 

outside metropolitan·Manila, these two cities register the 

highest crime rate and social disorder in the country. There 

has been rampant smuggling of PX goods, which has harmed 

Philippine economy and bred cor~uption by bypassing customs 

barriers.54 

Another m~jor complaint is that the American bases 

condone labor exploitation.55 In 1947 an exchange of notes 

providing for a forty-hour week and fringe benefits, such as 

54.b. d 
J. l. • ' p. 365. 

. 55Juanita Nepomuceno, 1tExploitation of Filipino Labor 
in American Bases," Progressive Review, Manila, July-August 

. 1964, p.. 1; 4. _ ' 
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overtime pay, separation pay, and equitable compensation, has 

been honored more often in breach than in performance. Fil

ipino workers were not allowed the right to form labor unions, 

denied the weapon of collective bargaining and thus they have 

become an easy prey to exploitation. In 1968, a labor agree

ment was signed and one of its provisions finally allowed 

Filipino workers to from labor unions. However, this agree

ment has its shortcomings: it established a labor arbitration 

board of six members with nothing more than recommendation 

powers, and its composition-three members from each govern

ment, invited deadlock. 

Another unpleasant aspect of the bases has been noted 

in community relations, particularly the arrogant behavior of 

military personnel from the lowest rank to the highest, in

cluding their dependents. It is a galling experience for 

Filipinos, especially those employed inside the bases, to be 

exposed to racial discrimination in their own country. Fil

ipino workers are subject to bodily search when coming out 

of the bases, as if all of them are thieves, a practice be

gan after some base property had been stolen from the bases. 

Actually, mo~t of the culprits are servicemeh themselves 

who often times mastermined the robbery. Discontent brought 

the Philippine-American military bases agreement into focus. 

In· 1956, the Philippines called for a reexamination of the 

bases agreement. 
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The Military Assistance Pact 

A second part of the Philippine-American mutual de

fense arrangement v,as the Military Assistance Pact, signed 

on March 27, 1947. This Pact was to strengthen the Military 

Bases Agreement signed a few days earlier, and provided for 

equipment, training, and logistical support for the develop

ment of the Philippine armed forces. This agreement con

tinued the military relationshp that had existed since the 

Spanish-American War.56 

The Philippines un'de·r this Pact may not, without the 

agreement of the United States, ttprocure arms, ammunitions, 

military equipment and naval vessels" from other government; 

nqr llengage or accept the_ services of any personnel of any 

government other than the United States of America for duties 

of an:y nature connected vii th the Philippine armed forces." 

The Pact provided for a military group composed of Filipino 

and American membe~s known as th~ Joint United States Mili

tary Advisory Group (JUSMAG), with the American members being 

paid by the Phili,ppine government. Its function was to pro

vide advise and assistance, but in the eyes of the Filipinos 

it allowed direct supervision of the Philippine Army, Navy, 

Air Force, and intelligence servj_ce. By such agreements the 

United States continued to exercise powerful economic, mili-

56Nena Vreeland, Area Handbook for the Philipuines, 
p. 350. 
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tary and political influence over Filipino affairs.57 

The military aid program has been widely criticized 

for its pitiful inadequacy with respect to the perceived 

needs of the Philippines. Still it amounted to $525.1 mil

lion for the five-year period from 1964 to 1969 alone. In 

1973 the United States turned over 16 C-1964 military trans-

port planes to the Philippines. In the same year, the U.S. 

Congress, despite the protest and lobbying of some Filipinos 

abroad, approved $22.3 million as military assistance for FY 

1974. On May 7, 1974, Defense Secretary Juan Ponce Enrile 

and U.S. Ambassador to the Philippines, William Sullivan, 

signed a memorandum of understanding in which the United 

States v1ould extend an ~ts. 6 million loan to the Philippines 

to finance an H-16 rifle factory and ammunition plant. Also, 

in July 1975, six U.S. Navy ships (auxiliary harbor craft) 

with a total value of $1,398,000 were turned over to the 

Philippines.58 

In recent :years, concurrently with a growing desire 

for greater milit.ary self-reliance, there has been a mounting 

Filipino demand for the revision of the military assistance 

57William J. Pomeroy, American Neo-Colonialism: Its 
Emergence in the Philipuines and Asia, (New York: Inter
national Publishers, 1970), p. 23. 

58Alejandro Fernandez, The Philipuines and the United 
States, The Forging of New Relations, p. 329. 
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agreement and for much less reliance on the U.S. for their 

national defense. Under U.S. military advisers, it has been 

alleged, the armed forces of the Philippi~es have been or

ganized, trained, equipped, an·d developed according to West

ern conventions. The nAmericanization" of the armed forces 

includes indoctrination in American strategic and tactical 

concepts, whicµ may serve the American purpose well, but is 

often unrelated or unsuited to the local milieu and needs. 

Filipinos also noticed the deteriorating quality and ob

solescence of military equipment given by the U.S. govern

ment under the military assistance program. 

President Marcos himself criticized the U.S. military 

aid when he said: "Military aid, when it came, was insuffic

ient and limited. Instead we were unjustly 1'nade to appear as 

begging, if not extorting, what had been committed under the 

agreement as consideration for another military agr(eement. u 59 

For FY 1976, the Ford administration recommended to Congress 

only ~t20 million in gran~s and an unspecified smaller amount 

for military 'cre,dit sales to the Philippines, compared to an 

announced assistance package of $200 million for South Korea, 

$42.5 million for Indonesia, $37 million for Thailand, and 

59Ferdinand E. l-farcos, Address before the University 
of the Philippines Alumni Homecoming, Bulletin Todayj 
December 12, 1976, p. 1. 
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$80 million for Taiwan. 60 

The Philippines answer to these obvious pressures is 

military self-reliance within the -larger framework of an in

dependent foreign policy. Furthermore, the unreliability of 

American military commitments, as shovm in her withdrawal in 

South Vietnam followed by the policy of detente with China 

and the Soviet Union in the early 1970's, r~nder u.s. assist 

ance, in view of its critics, a liability rather than an 

asset to the security of the Philippines. 

The Mutual Defense Treaty 

A third part of the Philippine-American mutual secur

ity arrangement was the Mutual Defense Treaty. 61 After the 

second World War, the Filipinos, who were still s~ffering 

from a war psychosis, feared another external attack and 

entered into another military agreement with the United 

States in 1951. The Mutual Defense Treaty was concluded 

not only for the protection of the Philippines, but also 

to justify the existence of the U.S. military bases in the 

country. The Mu.tual Defense Treaty with the Philippines 

was only one expression of the revived concern of the United 

60Philippine Daily Express, November 11, 1975, P• 1. 

61 Department of Foreign Affairs Treaty Series, vol. 2, 
11 M1:1,tual Defense Treaty, 1951, between the Republic of the 
Philippines and the United States of America, 11 (Manila: Govern
ment of the Philippines, January 1953), p. 14. 
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States for security in the Pacific after the Korean War. 62 

Article lV of the defense treaty provide: 

Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in 
the Pacific area on either side of the Parties 
would be dangerous to its own peace and safety 
and declares that it would act to meet common 
dangers in accordance with its constitutional 
processes.62 

Article V stated: 

For the purpose of Article lV, an armed attack 
on either of the Parties is deemed to include 
an armed attack on the metropolitan territory 
of either of the Parties, or on the island ter
ritories of their jurisdiction in the Pacific, 
or on its armed forces~ public vessels, or air 
craft in the Pacific.6~ 

Filipino nationalists, headed by Senator Claro M. 

Recto, questioned the provisions of Article lV and V be

caus_e of the flexibility of their provisions, charging that 

the United_States would not defend the Philippines if attack 

by another power. Other Filipino leaders consider the U.S. 

guarantees to them less reassuring than those Washington has 

given to allies like NATO, or ANZUs, to neutral powers like 

Spain or even to former enemy countries like Japan. In the 

absence of a specific provision in the Philippine-American 

62George E. Taylor, The Philippines and the United 
States:· Problems of Partnership. p. 148. 

· · 63Raymond Dennett and Katherine D. Durant, ed. "Treaty 
between the Government of the United States and the Government 
of the Philippines Concerning Mutual Defense," Documents on 
American Forei~u ReJatious, vol. XJ.11, January 1-December 31, 

. 1951, (New York: Vail-Ballou Press Inc., 1953), p. 263. 
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agreement for an automatic declaration of war or immediate 

retaliation by the United States in case the Philippines is 

attacked by a third power, the extent of the American com

mitment is subject to varying interpretations, depending on 

the mood of the American Congress. And if the U.S. Congress 

could decide that the war would not be in the national in

terest to the United States, in such a situation, the Phil

ippines would be left to her own devices to protect itself. 

According to Robert A • . Smith, the apparent limitation 

embodied in the last phrase of Article 1 V, 11 ·would act to meet 

common dangers in accordance with its constitutional processes," 

was inserted because of some congressional opposition to mili

tary pacts that would be self-enforcing on the ground that they 

would abridge the 11 sole11 power of Congress to declare war. 64 

Smith cited President Truman, who had been bitterly criticized 

for his dispatch of troops to Korea without prior action of 

Congress. He further stated th0t, in the case of the Phil

ippines, the situation was different, since the United States 

had substantial naval and air bases in the country and the 

United States would defend these bases if attacked, at the 

same time defending the Philippines too. 

·secretary of State John Foster Dulles assured the 

64Robert A. Smith, Philippine Freedom: 1946-1958, 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1958), p. 87. 
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Philippines that she would be protected by the United States 

if attacked by an enemy. 65 However, the recent hearings of 

the Sym~ngton Committee, for instance, put forth the theory 

that the United States is obligated to repel an attack on 

the Philippines "only if the American bases on Philippine 

territory are directly attacked." This new congressional 

theory is an apparent contradiction of the assurances made by 

past American chief executives like President Eisenhower and 

President Johnson that any attack on the Philippines would 

necessarily involved an attack on American forces and would 

therefore be instantly repelled. 66 · The Filipinos had been 

demanding the removal of the military bases which according 

to them would be the first target of the enemy irr case of 

another war. 

The Multilateral Agreement 

The Philippines and the United States also became 

partners in SEATO, in a multilateral agreement. Western 

imperialism in Asia had suffered a setback after the second 

World War, due to the wave of nationalism that swept over a 

large part of the colonized countries, especially in South~ 

east Asia. In this postwar confusion, Communism stepped in, 

identified itself with the nationalism of the struggling 

65Tillman Durdin, 11 Dulles in Manila; Gives Philippines 
a Defense Pledge," New York Times, September 4, 1954, p. 3. 

66The Philippines in the World, P• 36. 
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colonials, and provided large quantities of weapons necess

ary in overthrowing their colonial maters. Nationalist 

colonials realized that Western powers were not invincible, 

as proven by Japan during the war. Therefore when their 

colonial masters came back after the war and tried to dom

inate them once more, they resisted. · These actions may be 

termed revolutionary by Westerner's, but because of the con

tinuous poverty, filth, graft, and cor~uption, added to the 

arrogant discrimination by Western powers in their own colon

izced country, the native peoples in general turned to dis

illusionment and desperation. They were ready to embrace Com

munism in spite of the fact that many do not know the meaning 

of Communism, except that~it promised "equality and breadtt to 

the always hungry populace. 

The first pattern of the Communist movement emerged 

in Inda-China when, in 1945-1946, the native Communists gained 

control of the guerrilla movement and led the war against the 

French. It did not take long before Communist activities 

spread to other ~arts of Asia: Malaysia, India, Korea, In- · 

donesia, Burma, and the Philippines. The movement gained 

momentum in 1949, when Mao Tse-Tung overan the Chinese main

land and drove Chian Kai-sek to the small island of Formosa. 

On June 24, 19.50, the Communist North Koreans invaded 

South Korea, forcing the United Nations to contribute fightin~ 

forces and relief materials to South Korea. In July 1953, an 
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armistice was signed ending the Korean War. But years later, 

the Communist-led Viet-Minh from North Vietnam invaded the 

province of Tonkin.and advanced into Laos. This little Viet

namese war was ended in 1954 when the Geneva Conference pro

vided for the temporary withdrawal of Communist and French 

forces to zones North and South of the 17th parallel line. 

South Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos were recognized as in

dependent states. 

The danger posed ~Y the Communist aggression to the 

Western powers' position in Asia became evident after the 

French.defeat at Dien Bien Phu in 1954; Secretary of State 

John Foster Dulles now proposed the formation of collective 

arrangements to promote the security of free peoples of South

east Asia. Before Secretary Dulles proposed this formation, 

the idea of regional association had been pushed by the 

Philippines for some years; they were keenly aware of the 

threat that some Asian states seemed to ignore. 67 

Consequently, the Philippines joined the group of 

anti-Communist nations to discuss in Manila the Southeast 

Asia Collective Defense Treaty. The Manila Pact, as it came 

to be called, creating the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 

(SEATO), was signed on September 8, 1954. The signatories 

were Australia, New Zealand, France, the United Kingdom, the 

67Robert A. Smith, Philippine Freedom, pp. 207-208. 
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United States, Thailand, Pakistan, and the Philippines. Thus 

the United States tied up all her bilateral arrangement with 

the Philippines in SEATO so as to regionalize the American 

umbrella, which would lend added legitimacy to American in

fluence in the Philippines. 

Other countries such as Burma, India, and Malaysia 

refused to become members and preferred to be neutral. Of 

the eight member state, three-the United States, United King

dom and France-are not Asians, while two-Australia and New 

Zsaland-are far from the Southeast Asian orbit. Actually 

only Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand are Southeast 

Asian nations, hence the name SEATO was sometimes misleading. 

The Republic of the two Vietnams, Cambodia and Laos were not 

considered for m~mbership in SEATO for.reason largely re

lated to the 1954 Geneva Agreement on Vietnam. These states 

were however accorded military protection by a protocol. 

ment: 

Article lV of SEATO provided a mutual defense arrange-

Each Party recognizes that aggression by means 
of armed attack in the treaty area against any 
of the Parties or any State or Territory which 
the Parties by unanimous agreement may here
after designate would endanger its only peace 
and safety, and agrees that it will in that 
.event act to meet the common danger in accord
ance with its constitutional processes.68 

It also provided for the peaceful settlement of international 

68 · .. · · · · 
Conference Secretariat, "The Southeast Asia Collect-

ive Defense Treaty," Manila, September 8, 1954, p. 77. 
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disputes in which the signatories might become involved. 

The system of bases and alliances made it possible for the 

United States to control the Western Pacific. 69 SEATO, al

though fashioned in the style of the European collective 

defense community (NATO), had a striking preponderance of 

non-Southeast Asian members that demonstrated its lack of 

congruence with the needs of the region as most Southeast 

Asians saw theme 

Besides the SEATO Pact, the representatives of SEATO 

also signed the Pacific Charter sponsored by the Philippines. 

This charter affirmed the "principles of equal rights and 

self-determination of peoples, their cooperation in the 

economic, social and cultural fields in order to promote 

a high standard of living; economic progress, and social 

well-being in the region; and their determination to pre

vent or encounter by any appropriate means any attempt in 

the treaty area to subvert their fr.eedom or to destroy their 

sovereignty or territorial integrity."70 

The SEATO, headquarters, located in Bangkok, Thailand 

had no standing forces but relied on the mobile striking 

69George E. Taylor, .TI!e Philippines and the United 
States; Problems of Partnership, p. 10. 

· ?O"The Pacific Charter," The Signing of the Southeast 
As~a Collective Defense Treaty, the Protocol to the Southeast 
Asia_Collective Defense Treaty and the Pacific Charter Pro
Q.eeding, Manila, September 1954, p. 88. 
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power of its member states, which have engaged in combined 

military exercises. . A secretary-general acts under the . 

direction of the council, and an international staff in Thai

land supplements the work of the organization's committees on 

public relations, area security, cultural affairs, and cer

tain economic matters. 

The agreement creating SEATO is weak in comparison 

to other agreements .... There were disagreement with the Asian 

members, such as in the case of the Laotian question in 1958 

between the right-wing government headed by Prince Boon Oum 

against the pro-Communist Pathet Lao. Britain, France and 

the United States decided to work with the reactivition of 

the International Commission to help the right-wing govern

ment without consultation with their Asian partners of SEATO. 

Philippine Secretary of National Defense Felixberto Serrano 

resented this snub and se~t protest to the ambassador of 

Britain, France, and the United States. In his words: "The 

main trouble with SEATO is that it is composed of me~bers, 

some of which a1~e. more NATO minded than SEATO-wise. 11 71 

During the past twenty odd years, SEATO has ex

perienced a number of vfcissitudes that had seen the rise 

and fall · of the American invol vem·ent in Vietnam, the advent 

of the Gaullist Fifth Republic, the promulgation of the Nixon 

71 The Manila Chroni~, January 28, 1961, P• 1; 16. 
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Doctrine and the Sino-American detente. These events made 

the role of SEATO as a counterpoise to Communism and China 

doubtful. Frnace, for all practical purposes, had ceased 

to be a SEATO member in the 19·60' s, while Pakistan had for

mally withdrawn after the loss of its eastern province in 

1972, now known as the People's Republic of Bangladesh. 

While attending the Ministerial Council of SEATO in 

Canberra, Australia, Foreign-Secretary of the Philippines 

Carlos P. Romulo, appealed for a change: 

SEATO needs to redefine its purpose in the 
light of rapidly-evolving times ••• It 
needs to change its orientation to meet the 
new requirements of Southeast Asia. It needs 
to take full account of the popular aspiration 
to be free from all kinds of interference in 
internal affairs.- It may be that in refashion
ing SEATO in accordance with that prescription, 
the old SEATO will cease to be.72 -

- In the 1970' s the Philippines and Thailand, the 

remaining Asian SEATO members, began to reorient their 

security strategies in line with the new realities that 

had been taking place in Asia. These changes affected 

their participation in SEATO, their bilateral security 

agreements with the United States, and their position 

with the Communist and Socialist states. The Philippines 

and Thailand have ricognized the · People's Republic of China 

72Alan F. Pater and Jason R. Pater, comp. and ed. 
fhat They Said in 1972, A Yearbook of Spoken Opinion, 

Beverly Hills, California: Monitor Books Company, Inc., 
i9'73), P• 355. 
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and established diplomatic relations with reunited Vietnam. 

The Philippines and Thailand suggested that while 

SEATO had served ~ts purpose commendably,- the organization 

should be phased in accordance with the new realities in 

the region. This suggestion was promptly endorsed by 

Australia, and this view was rati£ied by the entire SEATO 

Council in its final ministerial meeting in 1974. With 

minimal publicity and audible expressions of regret, the 

phasing out of SEATO was concluded.73 

Although semi-militarily, the SEATO was weak; never

theless, it had succeeded in cultural matters, especially in 

sending scholars of Southeast Asian member-states to under

take social and economic studies. Its program OL activities 

in economic and social assistance for small-scale projects 

such as family.planning, water supply projects, hill tribes 

development, community development, rural education, tech

nical training, and research, which had been geared toward 

the improvement of living standard among the peoples of 

Southeast Asia, had made some changes in the region. 

73Richard P. Stebbins and Elaine P. Adams, ed., 
American Forei n Relations 1 a Documentar Record, 

New York: New York Press, 1977, pp. 487-489. 



CHAPTER lV 

ECONOMIC AND SECURITY CRISIS 

Factors Contributed to the Economic Crisis 

By the 195C>'s the economic situation in the Phil

ippines was so grave. Several factors contributed to the 

economic crisis of the new Republic--mass poverty because 

of inefficiency economic system; rapidly growing population; 

graft and corruption in the government; and the economic 

dependency on the United States economy. 1 But the' United 

States alone cannot be blamed for all the ills in the Phil

ippines; the Filipinos themselves created a major part of 

their ovm economic chaos. 

The Philippines, like most countries in Southeast 

Asia had experi·enced mass poverty for centuries. Most of 

the people are basically poor, with no middle class and few 

super rich who control the country's economy. The annual 

population growth rate in the Philippines is more than 3 

percent a year, one of the highest in the world, which re

su.lted in unemployment and the country's inability to feed 

its people. 

The low standards of public morality became evident 

1onofre Corpuz, The Philippines, (New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), pp. 125-128. 
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in the succession of scandals involving both politicans and 

bureaucracy. There were scandals in the handling of surplus 

property disposal, the "surplus scandal" in· which a few 

opportunists became rich overnight by selling the surplus 

property; issuing of visas for Chinese immigrants; and 

corruption in import licensing by government officials 

which resulted in the loss of confidence in political in

sti tutiorl°s and processes. With persistent fiscal irrespon- · 

sibility, the Philippine government refused to levy taxes 

adequately to cover expenditures and furthermore failed to 

collect existing taxes. With low taxation and inefficient 

collection, taxes supplied only a little more than 60 per

Gent of the national expenditure and the deficit was deepen

ing in the treasury. 2 Even when the legislature voted for 

new levies, these were ignore by big corporations and land

lords who themselves did not pay taxes according to what 

they earned. 

The heavy influx of American goods, particularly 

luxuries and non-essential items, led to a continuous drain 

on the country's foreign exchange reserves and eventually 

compelled the Philippine· government in January 1949, to im

pose partial impo~t controls in order to minimize the out-

2Frank. H. Golay, The Philippines: Public Policy 
and National Economic Development, p. 68. 
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ward flow of the dollar. In 19.50, imports amounted to P1 

billion and exports to only P5 million.3 Filipinos them

selves were to blame for their heavy spendings on luxuries 

and they could have spent the rehabilitation money intell

igently in capital goods or agricultural implements instead 

of luxury items. 

As a result, agriculture, the backbone of the econ- ·· 

omy, remained primitive and inefficient. Industrialization, 

which was in vogue immediately after World War 11, bogged 

down after 1947. In the same year industrial production was 

77.5 percent of the 1937 level, which represented an increase 

of 65 percent over 1946. However, in 1948, the increase over 

tne preceeding year was only 12 percent, and in 1949 a mere 

5 percent over 1948. Machinery was outmoded; transportation 

and communication facilities were inadequate and costly. 

Local manufactureres were unable to meet the need of the 

population and a wide range of goods had to be imported.~ 

Less than a year later, the Manila government introduced 

foreign exchange controls as a complementary measure to 

correct the country's imbalance of payments. 

3Konrad Bekk.ar and Charles Wolf, Jr., "The Philip
fines Balance of Payments," Far Eastern Survey, XlX 

]'ebruary 22, . 19.50), pp. 41-48. 

4James J. Halsema, "The Philippine Financial Policies," 
Far Easter Survey, XVlll {May 4; . 1949, pp. 97-108. 
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The continuing balance of payment difficulties merely 

m~-~ored the fundamental maladjustments in the economy. The 

le7s-l of imports, which constituted 20 percent of national 

eZ?end;tures during the entire period of free trade in the 

pcEtwar era, betrayed the inadequacy of the country's prod

uct.i-:;e structure. More serious for the long-run, this con

cli.tion measured the shortcomings of Philippine industrial 

ef:orts, especially the manufacture of consumer goods. 

Tr~ Bell Mission 

By 1950, it was obvious that when the U.S. Congress 

wa3 fulfilling the promise of independence in 1946, it was 

not laying the foundations for the development of a strong 

a.ni independent Philippines. The most serious shortcoming 

of the American record became apparent within a few years 

of independence when the United States, at the request of 

Pr~sident Elpid.io Quirino in 1950, sent the Economic Survey 

Mission in an effort to save the economic situation. 5 The 

Bell Hission as it was known, was headed by Daniel W. Bell, 

a ~ormer under-secretary of the United States Treasury. The 

functions of the Mission were to survey the economic situation 

in the Philippines, to make recommendations by which the 

yc-=.ng Republic could help itself, and to suggest ways for the 

5shirley Jenkins, 11 Philippine White Paper," m 
Ea2tern Survey, XX (January 10, 1951), pp. 1-6. 
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U.S. to assist the rehabilitation of the economy. 6 

The Bell Mission upon its findings of the economic, 

social and political life made its report in October 1950: 

Inefficient production, the standard 
of living below prewar level; increased 
population and no lands open to new cul
tivation to help these people; reliance 
heavily on export products like sugar, 
coconut oil, and hemp; no new industry 
opened; the buying of imports and non
essential goods by the Filipinos which 
transfers capital abroad; the inequal-
ities of income, profits by businessmen 
and income of large landowners are much 
higher than those of employees and tenant;• 
Under these conditions rising prices had the 
effect of transferring real income from the 
poor to the rich.7 

The Mission summed up the Philippine economic situation: 

Unless positive measures are under- · 
taken to deal with the fundamental causes 
••• it must be expected that the economic 
situation will deteriorate further and 
political disorder will insvitably follow. 8 

The Bell Mission recommended a number of alternatives, re

forms and measures, which were in the Quirino-Foster Agree

ment: 

1. To increase and improve the productivity of 
agriculture in order to support the develop
ment of the industry; financial reforms such 
as revision of the tax structu·res, efficient 

6Russel H. Fifield, The Diplomacy of Southeast Asia, 
1945-1958, (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1958), p. 67. 

7Re ort to the President of the United States, "U.S. 
Economic Survey Mission to the Philippines," Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1950), p. 1. 

8 ·b"d 3 J. J. ~ ' p. • 
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tax collection and improved credit 
and investment policies, as it was 
estimated that only 25 percent of 
taxes due were collected and the 
elite were guilty of excessiv~ tax 
evasion; 

2. Recommended the re-examination of 
the Bell Trade Act of 1946, as it 
pointed out that evidence of the 
past indicated that such have ben
efited American interests and the 
Filipino upner class rather than 
the average-Filipino; called for 
social reforms to bring about a 
rapid change in the condition of 
the peasants, and the ·workers. In 
particular to stress the need for 
legislation to improve health, ed
ucation, and housing; to establish 
minimum \1ages in agriculture as well 
as industry and give workers the 

9 right to organize free labor unions. 

Al though intended, mainly as an economic survey, the 

duscussions and recommendations of the B~ll Mission extended 

to the social and institutional changes that VJere necessary 

for economic growth. Nany of the changes, especially those 

relating to land tenure and productivity, could have been 

brought about during the fifty years of American occupation 

of the Philippines. It became clear that the U.S. interest 

in the stable Philippine economy, strong enough to provide the 

basis for political independence, niu.s·t take precedence over 

special concerns. It also became clear that the United States 

had to devise a new approach and use new techniques to help 

bring this about. The approach of the Tydings-McDuffie era, 

9n•d ~-' PP• 22-24. 
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which so strongly influenced the Trade and Rehabilitation 

Acts, was already out-of-date before World War 11 was over. 

President Truman sent William c. Foster, chief of 

the Economic Cooperation Administration (forerunner of the 

Agency for International Development), to work with the 

Philippine government in implementing the reforms recommended 

by the Bell Mission. On November 4, 1950, Quirino entered 

into an agreement with Foster to the effect that the President 

would submit to the Philippine Congress the Following: tax 

legislation that will lead to a balanced budget, minimum wage 

laws for farms and industrial workers, and a resolution stat

ing the intention of Congress to implement by legislation the 

social reforms and economic programs recommended by the Bell 

Mission. 10 

The Quirino-Foster Agreement assured the Philippines 

of an American aid of $250 million over several consecutive 

years, but only after the Philippine government agreed posit

ively to act bodly and promptly on a major program designed 

to fulfill the aspiration of the Filipino people as recommend

ed in the Bell Report. 11 President Quirino had to induce the 

10nepartment of Foreign Affairs Treaty Series, vol. 11 
"Memorandum of Agreement Between President Elpidio Qurino and 
William C. _Foster, E. c. Administrator, 11 (Washington: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1950), pp. 10-12. 

11 David Wurfel, "Problems of Decolonization," in 
Frank H. Golay. ed, The United States and the Philippines, 
(New York: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1966), p • . 157. 
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the legislature to pass the reform measure which the program 

called for. There was opposition to the proposed legislation, 

especially to the tax measure and minimum wage law for agri

cultural workers, who at that time were earning only fifty 

cents a day. After several months of debate in Congre~s, the 

measure were passed though in somewhat diluted form. 

Filipino Criticism of the Bell Mission 

The Filipinos criticized the Bell Mission, resenting 

the U.S. for pressuring t~em to exert and enact the reform 

measure. According to them, the basic ills which the Bell 

Report laid bare were of long standing. In the decades when 

the U.S. had the responsibility of governing the Islands and 

could have enacted these reforms themselves, the American ad-/ 

ministration did little to change the pattern of the economic 

life of the country. And now that it no longer had the res

ponsibility, it was using pressure to induce the Philippine 

government to make reforms which they themselves had not even 

attempted in more than four decades of administering its for

mer colony. 12 

The Filipinos also resented the findings and reports 

made by the Bell Mission which tended to blame the Philippine 

economic crisis solely on the corruption, mismanagement and 

12Amry Vandenbosch and Richard A. Butwell, Southeast 
~sia Among World Powers, (Lexington: University of Kentucky 
hess, 1958), pp. 86-87. 
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inefficiency of the Filipino administration and social organ

ization. They also objected to American supervision of their 

economic affairs. Some of the psychological problems that 

arise in the relations between a large power and a small one 

were revealed in a famous statement written by Federico 

Mangahas, private secretary to Quirino, and issued from 

Malacanang, the presidential palace. The commentator wrote 

in part: 

What is not widely understood is that 
Philippine "bankruptcy" and "corruption11 

have an intimate relation to American ex-
ample in racketeering and to the insidious 
inspiration provided by conspicuous con
sumption otherwise known as the so-called 
American standard of living. It still re-
mains to be generally appreciated that, in 
the matter of graft and corruption, Filip-
inos are mere pikers compared to their more 
accompl~she~ and eminently successful mentors 
who had had, and still have, a vase continent 
in which to base their onerations. The 
Filipinos, there is no question, are ineffic
ient all right-even in their grafting-due, no 
doubt, to simple lack of sufficient ex
perience. With more time and greater chances, 
they will yet show they can equal, or even 
surpass, the stink familiar and now taken for 
granted in Washington and such very proper, 
exemplary center of powers, prosperity and 
culture. Those who talk pO gibly of 2 billion 
U.S. dollars poured into the 11rathole" that is 
the Philippines ••• seem extra careful not 
to remember the billions of dollars worth of 
property and life the Filipinos paid for the 
luxury of welcoming General MacArthur's 
truimphant return to their violated shores ••• 
Filipinos are now getting it in the neck 
because they are not rich enough to cover up 
their own stink and to be lofty and moral about 
it before a devasted and hungry world ••• 



115 

When you are wealthy, such as America is, 
you can afford to step on anybody without 
so much as saying, by your leave. You can 
elaborately pretend to the loftiest prin-
ciples and idealism and so conveniently 
forget about the whited sepulchers filled 
with dead men's bones. Filipinos can, and 
do, admit that there is something wrong 
with them ••• and they want to do some-
thing about it ••• but they cannot be 
bullied to accept that their friends, how-
ever well-meaning and altruistic, have 
cornered all the stock there is of effiency, 
competence, vision and integrity in the 
world ••• The U. s. i$ so well-endowed 
and powerful that it should not be too awk-
ward and embarrassing for her to display a 
little more becoming grace and modesty of 
spirit for the benefit of a needy and sorely 
distracted world ••• even if only for the 
purpose of Public Relations, Incorporated. 13 

Although the Bell Mission was extremely critical of 

"Philippine economic policies, the report v,as accepted by the 

Filipinos as an·opportunity to initiate changes with the help 

and cooperation of the United States that the report would 

contribute to sustain economic growth. l4 The Philippine 

government did not meet all the. conditions laid down in the 

Bell report, but it met enough for the United States to pro

ceed with the economic and technical assistance. The terms 

of cooperation were incorporated in an Economic and Technical 

Cooperation Agreement, knovm as the STEM Agreement. A 

_13The Manila Chronicle, October 26, 1950, p. 1. 

1~rank H. Golay, The Philippines: Public Policy 
Economic Development, p. 80. 
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Special Technical Mission arrived in Manila to carry out the 

program and to oversee "reforms" and to assist the Philippine 

government in carrying out its agricultural and industrial 

development, fiscal controls, public administration, labor 

and social welfare programs. 

In essence, at a time when Philippine economic con

trols were in effect, the technical mission placed U.S. ''ad

visers" in key Philippine government - departments with vir

tually all policy subject to U.S. vetoeing, much like a re

turn to colonial style administration. All aid projects and 

fund allocations, at the center of government planning re

quired the approval in every detail of the u. s. Head of the 

T~chnical Mission. A Philippine Council for U. s. aid 

(PHILCUSA) served as a mere figurehead liason ·with the 

Philippine government. 15 

During the specific five-year period of the Quirino

Foster Agreement, only $133.4 million of the U.S. aid was 

actually expended out of the $240 million pledged. Barely a 

fifth of this was listed for "industry and mining," as the 

vast proportion went into anti-Huk measure connected with 

suppression • . Even the Magsaysay admi·nistration rebelled 

against the direction given to the aid. program by the tech-

15William J. Pomeroy, American Nee-Colonialism: 
Its Emergence in the Philippines and Asia, p. 36 
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nical mission and adopted a resolution in 1954 protesting 

that undue emphasis had been placed on agricultural develop

ment. 16 

Nevertheless, the Bell Mission was important for its 

analysis of Philippine problems, for its recommendations, 

and the reactions of the Filipinos to its findings. It was 

an example of a thoughtful, carefully prepared statements of 

policy based on a well-documented survey of the situation 

and an integrated view of the Philippine society. The goals 

were socio-economic in the broadest sense of the term, but 

revolutionary in the Philippine context. The Mission was 

America's first direct effort to reform a conflict-torn 

society in order to create a sound basis for political 

democracy. 

In looking back in the perspec:ti ve of American policy, 

the Bell Mission was a last minute effort to correct the re

sults of almost fifty years of neglect in the Philippines. 

The responsibility for the low incomes, inefficient production, 

and gross inequalities in wealth cannot be put entirely at the 

doqr of the oligarchy, because the United States had made no 

serious or effective effort to build a sound economic base for 

political democracy in its half-century rule. The United 

States did not turn over .to the Filipinos an economy marked 

16.b.d 
- 1. 1. .m p. 37. 
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by diversifieduse of natural resources for the benefit of 

the Filipino people. 

The High Commissioner to the Philippines, Francis 

B. Sayre, had reported in 1941 that, "neither a sizable 

independent middle class nor an influential public opinion 

has developed. The bulk of the newly-created income has 

gone to the Government, to landlords, and to urban areas, 

and has served but little to ameliorate living conditions 

among the almost feudal peasantry and tenantry. 1117 For the 

United States to change all this in 1950, when it bad all 

the disadvantages of being the former imperial power, was 

obviously impossible. In the fifty years of U.S. administra

tion of the Philippines, she could have initiated land re

form programs, by giving lands to the peasantry, and initiated 

small business and industries to curb the Filipino impluse of 

buying goods abroad. Instead, the United States prepared to 

rule the country with the help of the cacique, the native-born 

oligarchy which suppressed the poor, who became poorer, ·while 

they became richer year after year. But the willingness of 

the U.S. government to meet Filipino objections and the will

ingness of the Philippine government to cooperate with the 

Bell Mission recommendations indicated that both countries 

were adjusting to the difficult task, especially in helping 

17Francis B. Sayre, Glad Adventure, (New York _: 
. MacMillan, 1957), p. 23. 
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the Filipinos help themselves. 

The Hardie and MacMillan-Rivera Reports 

The Hardie and MacMillan-Rivera Reports also pro

vided suggestions for reform in the Philippines. Under the 

Quirino administration, land reform was dormant, as Congress 

refused to appropriate funds for this purpose. Distribution 

of titles of land previously acquired by peasants was slow. 

The absence of progress towards land reform led to another 

economic survey of the Philippines in 1952. This .survey was 

headed by Dr. Roberts. Hardie, an American labor expert, in 

collaboration with Dr. Ronald R. Rene, the chief of the 

Mutual Security Agency, America's agency charged with ad

ministration of postwar economic aid to the underdeveloped 

nations in Asia. MSA was later replaced by AID. 

The Hardie Report was ~ot the first, neither the last, 

nor necessarily the best American study of the Philippine 

economy. But it was the first large-scale systematic postwar 

survey made by top U.S. officials to bring about changes in 

the political and economic policies of an independent Phil

ippines in full view of public opinion of. both countries. 

This marked the beginning of the new era of U.S.-R.P. relations. 

· On December 18, 1952, the famous Hardie Report, en

titled "Philippine Land Tenure Reform,n was released in 

Washington. This Report had been prepared to "serve as the 

· policy discussion and program planning" in what Dr. Rene 
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called the "mutual adventure" to speed up Philippine re

covery. In a summary statement, the Hard..."ie Report described 

the Philippine economy: 

Agriculture furnished a livelihood to nearly 
three-fourths of the population and accounts 
for about four-fifths of the national income. 
The industry is plagued by a pernicious land 
tenure system which resisted all efforts for 
technical improvements in agriculture. Chron
ic poverty and unrest among tenants has cul
minated in an open and violent rebellion which 
the Communists are exploiting to the full. 
That tenants seek to become ovmers of the land 
they cultivated is evidence against adherence 
to, or their understanding of, the basic 
principles of Communism. This knowledge afford 
little comfort, however, for the fact remains 
that misery and unrest among tenants is being 
used to advance the goal of Corw1unism in Asia. 
The problem is not a postwar phenomenon; it 
has been developing for years, deeply rooted 
in feudal customs.18 

And the Report bluntly issued a warning: 

The land tenure system prevents industrial growth 
and development of stable democratic institution, 
threatens the very existence of the Republic of 
the Philippines, and bodes evil for the United 
States or Western interest ••• Continuation of 
the system fosters the growth of Communism and 
harms the United States position~ Unless cor
rected, it is easy to conceive of the worsening 
to a point where the United States would be forced 

. to take direct, expensive and arbitrary steps to 
ensure against loss of the Philippines to the Com
munist bloc in Asia and would still be faced with 
finding a solution to the underlying poroblems. 9 

18Robert s. Hardie, Philin ine Land Tenure Reform: 
Analysis and Recommendation, Manila: U.S. Technical and 
Economic Mission to the Philippines, October 23, 1951), p. 5 .•. 

19 ·b·d 6 J_ J_ • ' p. • 
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The Hardie Report was factual and informative, but 

its arrogance ignited sensitive Filipino nationalism. Public 

leaders in Congress quickly aroused and e~sily manipulated 

public opinion; the enraged leaders of the Liberal Party 

wanted President Quirino to lodge a formal protest against 

the Report. Quirino refused, perhaps because of the coming 

election in which he wanted the support of the United States. 

But he called the Report "unfortunate'' and an "exaggeration" 

of existing conditions. 20 However, the Hardie Report argued 

and presented the fact th~t· the land tenure system thwarts 

all efforts for t _echnological improvements in agriculture 

and was one of the chief obstacles to economic progress. 

The Report also stated that the Philippine government 

professed an interest in protecting tenants ~nd helping those 

on landed estates to become owner-operators. However, when 

laws were passed, they were made ineffective by legal ambig

uities, lax enforcement and failure of the Philippine Congress 

to provide funds to achieve their stated aims. 21 If the 

government did nothing to correct the inequities there would 

always be discontent and revolt as long as there would be 

high rents, insecurity of tenure, inadequate credit and lack 

of transportation. 

form: 

20Philippine Free Press, January 3, 1953, p. 52. 

21 Roberts. Hardie, ttThe Philippine Land Tenure Re-
Analysis and Recommendations," p. 5. 
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There was criticism of the U.S. assistance programs. 

It was rumored that they were infiltrated by Communist sub

versives trying to embarrass the Philippine government. The 

Speaker of the House, Eugenio Perez, suggested that the 

Philippine government should be allov1ed to screen American 

personnel and, in apparent pique, he asked, "Do .our officious 

American friends expect us to do in 7 years what they failed 

to do in 47 years? The MSA is in position to help us yet its 

assistance is lagging. 1122 Aside from imperfection,s in its 

own organization and program the MSA had to cope up with prob

lems of delay and with political advise and interference. The 

MSA kept its composure in spite of the political wangling 

about the report. It was obvious that the landowners and the 

politicians wanted to cover the truth about the feudalistic 

land system in the Philippines. 

Within a week of the Hardie Report the MSA issued a 

companion report by Hardie's colleagues Robert MacMillan and 

Generoso Rivera of PHILCUSA. Their study merely fanned the 

flames of bitter partisan reaction and threatened repercuss

ions; the American Ambassador, at that time Raymond Spruance, . 

was accused by the ruling party of nmeddling" in Philippine 

affairs. · He was accused of being "anti-Filipino" for enders-

22shirl.ey Jenkins, American Economic Policv Toward 
the Phil:i.J.?.12ine§., p. 21. 
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ing the "un-American" MSA reports. 23 It was not that the . 

rel-?orts said something untrue that incensed the "politicos," 

but rather it was the fact that the reports would reveal the 

corruptions of the Quirino regime; with the election forth

coming, the "politicos" wanted to hide the feudalisti9 sit

uation in the Philippines. 

The MSA was simply paraphrasing the findings of the 

Hardie and MacMillan-Rivera Reports. The latter was a re

port on 11 fuedalistic 11 conditions in the villages which stated 

that nearly half of the village residents were worse off than 

they were ten years ago. The kernel of the report was farm 

tenure, which is considered the problem of primary importance 

in the Philippines. Lik-e all countries confronted by problems 

of farm tenure, the Philippine economy lags because of wide

spread landlessness, concentration of land ownership, frag

mentation of fields, small operation units, inequitable crop 

sharing arrangements, unscrupulous money-lending practices 

and emphasis on single crop farming which resulted in poverty. 

The MacMillan-Rivera Report singled out the strong 

opposition of a small minority of large landholders who op

posed changes which could possibly contribute to the solution 

of existing problems. The report also stated that the economic 

and political p-ower in the Philippines is concentrated j_n the 

23 · Hernando Abaya, The Untold Story, pp. 71-72 



124 

hands of a relatively small minority of landowners who were 

indifferent to the e)..'isting conditions and indignant to change 

which might improve the welfare of the majority. 24 The con

troversial findings of the Hardie and MacMillan-Rivera Reports 

about the peasantry and caciquism had been reported by Willam 

Hov,ard Taft durine; the early years of the American adminstra

tion of the Oslands. 25 After fifty years, cacique system was 

still the same and no action had been taken by a congress 

dominated by landlords in the 19,5C)'s and 1960's until martial 

law was declared in 1972. 

The solution of the trbetter livingtt envisioned by U.S. 

foreign aid planners in the Philippines was not only the im

provement of Philippine economic patterns, but that improve

ments in the agricultural economy must go hand-in-hand with 

improvements in the industrial economy. An agricultural 

economy which was an appendage to the U.S. industrial economy 

would not help the Filipinos, but American laborers who .worked 

in factories to process the raw materials from the Philippines. 

There must be industrialization, but the Bell Report and other 

reports made by American experts were conspicuously silent on 

the problems. 

24. b. d-
i J.. • ' p. 73. 

. 25Golay, J1he Philippines: Public Policy and Economic 
Development, p. 274. 
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It was illogical to talk of social reform first, as 

U.S. aid planners have done, before industrialization. The 

two are complimentary. What is essential is that the people 

have the free ·will, the power to undertake social reform and 

to industrialize~ The measure of the people's success in so

cial reform and ec~nomic development would be determined in 

the long-run, by hovr much would the people have in the direct

ion and implementation of their policy. 

An economic studies of any advanced country, such as 

the United States, England, West Germany, and Japan, reveal 

that many more people are employed in processing the basic 

goods of industry than in creating raw materials. The changes 

brought about by the Industrial Revolution, notably in the 

tremendous rise in the living standards of working people, in;... 

dicate that it is only through industrialization that the 

economy of a nation can become stable and self-sufficient. 

Coinci~entally, the increase in productivity brings with it 

the accelerated implementation of social reform and social 

justice. 

In the United States agricultural income accounts for 

only 5.5 percent of the total 1952 national income. And the 

trend was to reduce it further; in 1955 it was only 3.8 percent. 

bven vii th all the protection, subsidies, price props . and other 

forms of relief, the American farmers continue to complain of 

low income. This is because farm products can command only so 
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much price in the market. The income from the land is a bare 

fraction of the income from processing of the products of the 

land. 

In spite of the shortcoming of some of the American 

policy goals in the Philippines, problems could be solved 

with the help of the people themselves and the technical 

help of the Americans in implementing agricultural improve

ment or industrialization. Michael J. Deutsch, former indus

trial adviser to the Bell Mission, provided hope in his address: 

If we can assist the better elements in 
the Philippines in planning a constructive 
development program, we shall be doing some
thing positive to counteract both Sovietism 
and administrative ills. To fail is unthink
able; that would augment unrest and provide 
a field day for Communist agitators. To 
succeed is to record a significant step to
ward a more ~tability, enchanced welfare~ and 
the achievement of the kind of world to which 
both our nations are irrevocably dedicated.26 

The Security Crisis: The Hukbalahap Problem 

In addition to the economic problem, there was a 

security crisis in the Hukbalahap problem. Immediately after 

World War 11, the new Republic had been faced with the threat 

o~ civil disorder. The peasant-based hukbalahap movement 

which emerged during the war years, threatened to undermine 

the political, social and economic stability of the new Phil-

26Michael J. Deutsch, "Address before the Advance
ment of Management," The Manila Times, December 7, 1950, p. 1. 
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ippine Republic. 27 The internal Communist insurgency 

challenged and nearly successfully crashed the young 

Republic, a government weakened by fiscal irresponsibility 

and a serious decline in public morality. 

In the postwar period, with few exceptions, political 

change took place within the boundaries set by the elite, who 

represented both traditional landed interests and newly 

, established large industries and business. The elite success

fully limited the effective implementation of various economic 

and agrarian reforms. 28 To understand how the Hu..lcbalahap 

movement grew, it -is necessary to go back before the days of 

the Japanese occupation of the Philippines, then further back 

during the Spanish and American colonization of the Islands. 

The basic source of social unrest in the Philippines, 

as elswhere in other Southeast Asian countries, was the 

agrarian problem, where its political roots ran deep in the 

soil of peasant discontent. In the case of the Philipptnes, 

the agrarian problem was marked by abuses during the Spanish 

period which grew out of the exploitative system of land owner

ship and land tenure. After the Philippines was ceded to the 

27Hukbalahap is an abbreviation of a Tagalog phrase, 
"Hukbo Ng Bayan Laban Sa Hapon," meaning "People's Anti
Japanese Army.". In short it is popularly called the "Huk.s." 
It is now renamed "The People's Li"beration Army." 

28vreeland, Area Handbook for the Philippines, 
p_~ 44. 
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United States in 1898, the new colonial power was not success

ful in solving the peasant problems, although a number of land 

reforms were initiated. In general, the problem was a contem

porary eArpression of a continuing social struggle to break the 

bondage of the soil and improve the socio-economic condition 

of the peasantry. 

Causes of Social Unrest Under Spain· 

The Philippines had witnessed social unrest under 

the Spanish rule. Before the Spaniards colonized the Islands, 

the natives owned the land. Under Spain, the system of land 

acquisition readily gave rise to agrarian problems, since 

Spanish officials and friars through the encomienda system 

and other grants from the Spanish Crown were able to dispose 

farmers of their landholdings. A succession of Spanish 

governors in the Islands, concerned with making their 

fortune and keeping their health before returning to Spain, 

found their authority limited by a lethargic, petty and 

corrupt Spanish bureaucracy, and by rich, powerful, landed 

indispensable friars. 29 Therefore, the peasants were totally 

ignored. 

Another form of acquisition of land by the friars 

involved farmers who were unable to pay their debts; they 

normally' lost the title of ovmership to the land, which they 

29~., p. 46. 
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had used as collateral. Land-grabbing or usurpation by friars 

with connivance of corrupt judges and unscrupulous ·surveyors 

made the peasants landless. By the eighteenth century, ten

nancy was becoming widespread, as many small farmers lost 

their lands and were forced to become sharecroppers.30 

Another source of social unrest was the complex and 

manifold system of land tenure during the Spanish period due 

to practices on big estates owned by religious orders and by 

private individuals. Under the share-cropping arrangement 

practiced in these large landholdings, the farmers' dependence 

on the landlord for his daily existence slowly deepened. The 

landlords often took undue advantage of their tenants by means 

of an oppressive rent-rate system. Tenants were iequired to 

pay high rentals on the land or face eviction, compelled to 

perform services vri thout pay, and e·nticed to borrow money at 

exorbitant interest. · Asa result many peasants became peren

nially jndebted and remained bonded to the soil from generation 

to generation. 

In the eighteenth century, Spain developed in the Is

lands an export economy, based on agricultural crops, that 

worsensed the oppressive system land tenure. In the hands of 

abusive landlords, the haciendas (corresponding to the plant-

30Renato Constantino, A History of the Philipnines: 
From the Spanish Colonization to the Second World War, pp. 41-
47. 
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ations in the South prior to the Civil War) which produced 

export crops became built-in instruments of agrarian exploit

ation. The \Yorkers were paid starvation wages and lived un

der deplorable conditions. Many haciendas were enlarged 

through land-grabbing. Peasant indebtedness was deliberately 

fostered to ensure that unborn generations would provide an 

ample supply of manpower. Thus a large class of oppressed 

and exploited peasants and workers came into being. At the 

same time, hacienda enabled a small number of Filipinos to 

gain economic prominence. These were the predecessors of the 

cacique, the native landed aristocracy of.the twentieth cen

tury.31 

As early as 1607, ·. there were . agrarian revolts in which 

farmers openly agitated against Spanish rule ·and petioned the 

Spanish King for the restoration of Filipino lands granted to 

the Spaniards. These petitions were unheeded and became one 

of the causes of the Philippine Revolution against Spain, in 

1896. In this first national revolution, one of the insistent 

demands of Filipino revolutionists "was the expulsion of the 

despotic friars who owned the best agricultural lands.n32 

There had already been more than 100 minor revolts against 

Spain during her colonial adminstration of the islands, but 

31 ibid., pp. 67-77. 

32Lesley B. Simpson, The Encomienda in New Spain, 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966), pp. 145-198. 



131 

all these revolts had failed because of the absence of nation

alism and the lack of national leaders. 

The failure of the Spanish colonial administration to 

check the abuses of the landlords was a blot on the Spanish 

agrarian legacy. The Spanish government deliberately en

couraged the growth and development of haciendas for the pur

pose of promoting an export economy in the country. It was 

not until the nineteenth century that the Spanish government 

belatedly realized that something had to be done to moderate 

the explosive agrarian situation. Between 1880 and 1898, a 

series of~laws attempting to correct the system of land titles 

and registration went into effect. However, Spain attempt to 

correct the past abuses proved too late. For one-thing, friars 

resisted the government's efforts to correct the agrarian in

justices committed against the peasants. 

The civil authorities, considering their stormy rela

tions with the Church, had no control over the lands owned by 

the religious orders. In addition to the obstructionist policy 

of the clergy, there were limitations in the agrarian legislat

ion enacted by the colonial government. Spain's failure to 

educate the natives, whom they called "Indios," proved to be 

crucial and devastating to her agrarian policies, for the down

trodden 11 Indios11 could hardly understand the complexities in

volved in legal proceedings. Consequently, deception followed 

and too often the landlord took advantage of the situation. 
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The welfare of the landlords was identified with that 

·of the Spanish rulers, not that of the peasants. While the 

landlords prospered, tenants and landless agricultural workers 

suffered. Peasants could not protest without running afoul of 

the local police, v,ho were the agents of the landlords. They 

could not complain, for neither the landlord nor the govern

ment would hear. Agrarain unrest in Spanish times was limited 

to secret societies, banditry, or isolated, fanatical religious 

movements. But when the rebellion against Spain started in 

1896, it was the peasants who flocked to the revolutionary 

army in the belief that in fighting against Spain they were 

fighting against the established socio-economic order. 33 This 

basic social unrest cnntributed heavily to Spain down-fall in 

the PhiJ.ippines •. 34 

§ocial Unrest Under American Colonization 

-The Americans inherited the seeds of agrarian unrest 

from Spain, which continued during its administration of the 

islands. The tenants fought agaist the United States just as 

they had fought against Spain. When the Americans had pacified 

the islands, the peasants returned to the rice plots that they 

·33David R. Sturtevant, ttPhilippine Social Structure 
and its Relation to Agrarian Unrest,u a detailed study of the 
origins of the agrarian unrest in the Philippines, (Unpublished 
Ph.D. Dissertation, Stanford University, 1958), pp. 156-188. 

34Teodoro Agoncillo, The Revolt of the Masses: The 
·story of Bonificio and Katipunan, p.3. 
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had abandoned and hope that the Americans would not champion 

the landlords as the Spanish had done. The dilemma that the 

Americans faced was how to win the aristocratic, leadership 

elements to the cooperative task of nation building and at 

the same time promote the welfare of the neglected peasant 

masses. 

The Americans could have solved the agrarian problems 

which were the causes of social unrest, after they acquired 

the islands from Spain. But, like Spain, America failed to 

launch an effective program on land reform. The new colonial 

masters in effect perpetuated the onerous structure of the 

Spanish land system. What the Spaniards started, the Americans 

continued, for the latter-pref@rred to rule the country through 

the help of the caciques. For many varied r~asons the early 

American administration failed to check the dterioration of 

the conditions of tenancy and to improve agrarian problems. 

The American colonial administrators did embark 9n a 

. 
11 land for the landless" agrarian program. They rationalized 

the system of land registration with the issuance of land 

titles, established a land registration court, and introduced 

the Torrens Title, v1hich helped to safeguard the cultivated 

lands owned by private persons. ·rn support of the agrarian 

policy, the Home.stead Act of 1902 was passed affording every 

Filipino citizen the opportunity to acquire 24 hectares of 
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land, discouraging the development of large estates.' In add

ition to the Homestead Act, the Organic Law of 1902 set a 

limit of 144 hectares for private, and 1,023 hectares for cor

porate holdings ·for undeveloped land.35 

In late 1903, civil-governor William Howard Taft, went 

to Rome to negotiate with Pope Leo Xlll for the purchase of 

the ttfriar ___ lands" in the Philippines, whj~ch Filipino tenants 

claimed were rightfully owned by their ancestors who lost them 

to the friars in ways neither exactly legal nor moral. Taft 

negotiated with the Vatican, resulting in an agreement in r.rhich 

the Americ:an colonial administration purchased 156,676 hectares 

of "friar ·lands11 for the sum of $7,230,000 for resale to the 

peasant-tenants.36 

But the avowed objectives of redistributing these lands 

to the peasants was never seriously implemented and did little 

to arrest the growth of widespread tenancy for a number of 

reasons. Firstly, most of the lands the friars sold were less 

suitable for cultivation, although their landholdings were ex

tensive. Secondly, since the American government was determined 

to recover the purchase price plus interest, the selling price 

proved to be beyond the reach of most tenants, and because of 

35Renato Constantino, A Hj_story of the Philil>pines: 
From the Snanish Colonization to the Second World ~ar, 
pp. 298-299. 

36Teodoro Agoncillo and Milagros Guerrero, History of 
the f.ili~ino People, (Q,uezon City: Malaya Books, 1970), 
PP. 5l1- 1-_:)4-2. 
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inadequate govermnent provision for credit facilities, it in 

effect did not tal-re long before the lands were rever·ted to 

tenancy. ~L1hirdly, Americans were reluctant· to apply the 

. necessary pressure on the landowning class upon which the 

successful implementation of land policy rested.37 Hence, 

the redistribution process proved to be long, costly, and 

disappointing. Subsequently, the peasants were neglected by 

the Americans, who showed great concern for the sophisticated 

and well-to-do in the Philippines-the traders, landlords, law

yers, political leaders, and the nevi middle class-but little 

for tenants and land.less rural workers. 

Consequently, the landowners became the chief benefic

iaries of the supposed redistribution, since they were the 

only ones who ha<l the funds to buy lands offered for sale. 

Besides, a number of prominent Americans living in the islands 

were interested in these properties. In fact there was some 

scandal regarding transactions ~nvolving American officials 

associated vlith Governor Taft. Grinding poverty, high taxes, 

usury, oppressive treatment by caciques, the frustration of 

of the tenants' hopes of acquiring plots of their own, dis

possession of poor farmers through land-grabbing, frudulent 

titling ·and other legal tricks e~ployed by the rich and power

ful landlords all these farmed the backdrop for a nev; upsurge 

3?william Cameron Forbes The Philipuine Islands, 
· (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1928~, p. 316. 
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of peasant unrest in the 1920 1 s. 

Since the American administrators were concerned with 

peace and order, they usually supported the .landlord and sup

pressed with force any telltale signs of peasant unrest. The 

Colorums and the Sakdal Revolt of 1935 were an example. In 

1923 and 1924, a subversive group known as the Colorums at

tacked the constablulary and government buildings in Mindanao 

and Luzon, but they were easily suppressed. In the early 

thirties ~ school teacher :who had been dismissed founded a 

secret ·society called the Sakdalistas (after the Tagalog 

word 11 sakd~" meaning to strike). Eventually the Sakdalistas 

grew so bold as to publish their own newspaper and run their 

~wn candidates for public office. Their platform called for 

complete, .absolu~e, Q.nd immediate independence; opposition to 

Philippine oligarchs and their American supporters; and estab

lishment of a national government of the poor, for the poor, 

and by the poor. On the night of May 2-3, 1935, they stormed 

government buildings in fourteen towns in the neighborhood of 

Manila. As many as . 68,000 peasants may have been involved.38 

The Sakdal Revolt had strong agrarian sentiments but 

wealthy landlords forcibly suppressed it without any attention 

or investigation as to its real cause. For the most part, 

American officials and Filipino politicians tended to support 

38Joseph Ralston Hayden; The Philippines: A Study 
-in National Development, pp. 376-400. 
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the landowner's summary view of all tenant protest and up

risings as fanatic movements or Communist radicals or bandit

ry. These were suppressed immediately for the interest of 

the public. 39 Though poorly armed, disorganized and badly 

led, the members of the peasant uprising fought back; faced 

imprisonment or hanging. 

Under the American colonial regime, the naked exploit

ation of the tenants merely passed from the hands of corrupt 

Spanish officials and friars to the caciques. Since the 

latter held high positions under the American administration, 

they were able to obstruct land reform measure. Although the 

American officials made a determined effort to arrest wide

spread tenancy by sponsoring the passage of Rice Tenancy Act 

in 1933, the caciques managed somehow to circumvent its pro

visions. This Act had tried to improve the conditions of 

tenancy by enforcing proper contracts between tenant and land

lord and equitable crop-sharing _arrangements. But the neglect 

of three decades could not be overcome overnight, and the 

agrarian problem posed a serious threat to the stability of 

the Commonwealth government. The rapid increase of rural 

population meant lower living standards. Moreover, as the 

populati·on grew, tenants competed for work in the same fields. 

Al though President Manuel L. Quezon advocated "Social 

39salvador s. Lopezs 11 The Colonial Relationship," in 
·Frank H. Golay, ed., The United States and the Philippines, 
pp. 22-23. 
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justi.ce" as the government solution to combat tenancy, the 

caciques who were influential in the government adopted dil

atory, evasive, or- obstructionist measure·to neutralize the 

government's agrarian policy. Quezon pushed vigorously with 

the purchase of estates and distribution of land and estab

lished resettlement areas in Mindanao for the depressed and 

crowded population of Central Luzon. He took the side of 

small farmers against his own 11 cacique11 supporters and thus 

sharpened the clash of interests between the peasant unions 

and landlord associations. Throughout the Commonwealth per

iod, discontent in the rural Philippines around Manila seethed 

to the point of violence.4° The majority of the people were 

illiterate peasants burdened with heavy taxes and other in

equities, impositions which made their lives unbearable. 

But if the American administration failed to solve 

the agrarian problems and its evils, it nevertheless brought 

to the Philippines a new conscience and a new attitude which 

dignified labor. Labor leaders emerged and they organized 

labor unions, which declared strikes for better wages not only 

in the "farms but in factories and industries. The peasants 

and workers of Central Luzon, though not Communist themselves, 

were nevertheless Communist-led. The socialist-Communist 

orientation of Central Luzon peasants gave them discipline 

40navid R. Sturtevant, "Philippine Social Structure 
and its Relation to Agrarian Unrest," pp. 206-218. 
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never before shovm by any labor or peasant organization. 

The Rise of the Hukbalahan 

These conditions formed the agrarian problem in the 

Philippines before the second World War. It was in this 

oppr~ssive agrarian situation that the wartime Huk.balahap 

movement was able to obtain a large following among the 
• I • · •• 

ag~rieved peasant farmers, especially in Central Luzon where 

most of the lands were owned by the caciques. The militant 

Hukbalaphap intended to carry out an ambitious program of 

socio-economic and political transformation; hence its three 

objectives were economic, political and military. The econo

mic aspect consisted of the development of all means of pro-
~ 

viding the people with food. The political aspect consisted 

of discrediting .the "puppet regime" under the Japanese and 

the destruction of its influence. The military aspect con

sisted of sabotaging Japanese efforts 0 to loot the country" 

and harassing the enemy. 

Throughout the War, the Hukbalahap movement enjoyed 

strong economic and political support from the tenants and 

small farmers of Central Luzon. The high .command of the Huks 

imposed a strict discipline on all its members. There was no 

excuse for deviating from the rigidity of its rules and prin

ciples, a trade mark which made the Huk. organization the most 

disciplined and powerful resistant outfit during the Japanese 
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occupation.4 1 The Huks not only imposed an iron-hand dis

cipline among its followers, but also in towns, cities, even 

the whole province under their control. They carried out a 

program of land reform and the landlords fled from their 

large estates to seek refuge in Manila. Central Luzon \Vas 

transformed into a "guerrilla base" for :purposes of military, 

administration, taxation, membership recruitment and supply. 

Effectively armed and highly motivated, the Huks under 

the lead.ership of Luis Taruc, conceived of themselves as part 

of the worldwide anti-Fascist united front and established 

guerrilla_ bases after the fashion of Mao Tse-Tung through-

out the mountainous regions of Luzon. They claimed to have 

killed 25,000 victims, of whom 5,000 were Japanese and the 

rest alleged co~labo~ators • . At the end of the war, the Huk.s 

had an army of 10,000 and 100,000 reserves. They were well 

supplied with guns and ammunition and represented the only 

political authority outside Manila. They were determined to 

extend their power by ordinary political processes if possible, 

by force against the government if necessary.42 

In contrast to the Huks, some of the guerrilla units 

of the defunct USAFFE were poorly armed, badly led, and in-

4 1Eduardo Lachica, Huk: Philippine Agrarian Society 
in Revolt, (Manila: Solidaridad Publishing House, 1971), 
pp. 1 14- 1 1 7. 

. 42Alvin Scaff, The Philippine Answer to Communism, 

. (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1955), pp. 26-67. 
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adequately trained. The Huks fought independently outside 

of ~he guerrilla cha.in of command, an act v1hich was bitterly 

resented by the USAFFE Guerrilla forces. The Huk organiza

tion was built from the bottom to the top, for many or most 

of their leaders came from the lovrest stratum of soci~ty. 

The leaders understood the peasant prejudices, customs, 

tradition,- vrnaknesses, and strength of the people from 

whose ranks they sprang. Under the sovereignty of the Huks 

the peasants believed that a neu vista had been opened to 

them to whch they, and not the landlords, 1,vere the lords and 

masters.43 

To maintain the peasants' loyalty, the leaders of 

the Huk organiz,ation had ·to present a unified front and 

leadership that was ready for sacrifices~ The leaders, 

coming from the ranks of the poor, knev1 the value of psycho

logical weapon that could arouse the spirit of their followers. 

That weapon was rooted in a historical fact, namely, that for 

ages the peasants had been the victim of landlordism which vras 

mainly responsible for their plight. The peasants, although 

some were illiterate, understood this simple ~istorical fact. 

It was for this reason that their acceptance of the aims and 

purposes, together with the duties and responsibilities of the 

Huk organization, became a matter of faith. This peasant 

L' 1-.)Abaya, Betrayal in the Philippines, pp. 212-220. 
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psychology, which the leaders understood and exploited to the 

fullest, was the fundamental factor in the growth of the Huk 

movement during the Japanese occupation.44 

In pursuit of its social aims, the Huks conducted an 

anti-landlord campaign which antagonized the country's pre

war elite. Although they initiated a campaign to win mod

erate landlords to their sides, they liquidated those whom 

they considered and regarded as "enemies of the people." The 

rift betwee·n the two social classes became irreparable and 

turned into a bloody war when after World War 11, Philippine 

leaders restored the elite to their estate, and the latter; 

undertook a vindicative campaign against the Huks.45 During 

the early postwar period, the Americans regarded agrarian un

rest as the outcome of an alien ideology, which called for a 

military solution, rather than a problem to be solved through 

an effective program of socio-economic reforms. 

Liberating Army Harassed the Hukbalahap 

When the American army reached the island of Luzon, 

it found the I~uks in command of the provinces of Pampanga, 

Nueva Ecija, and Tarlac, where religious qrders and the elite 

· 44r,uis Taruc, He Who Rides the Tiger, (New York: 
Frederick A. Praeger, 1967), pp. 181-188. 

45Teodoro A. Agoncillo and Oscar M. Alfonso, A Short 
History of the Filipino People, (Manila: University of the 
Philippines, 1960), pp. 531-532. 
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owned most of the lands. The American forces had only to 

assume command, since the Huks had already pacified the 

areas from the Japanese. Moreover, the Huks aided the U.S. 

Army in recapturing the city of Manila from the Japanese. 

But d~ring the closing months of liberation in 1945, the 

American forces turned against the Huks. 

The U.S. Army ignored the role of the Huks as a 

resistance force against the Japanese. Although the Huks 

helped in the liberation of the country, they were regarded 

as obstacles in the way of the liberation forces. Both the 

liberating Army and the restored Commonwealth government 

dealth harshly with the Huks. On the American side, accord

ing to George E. Taylor, the Huks did not pass the "loyalty 

test, 11 although they, too, had fought the Japanese, because 

they refused to cooperate with the United States. On the 

Filipino side, the elite applied the test of loyalty to the 

Philippines and. the Huks did not pass the test either, be

cause they wanted a different kind of government from that 

of the ruling elite.46 

When the U.S. Army issued orders ~or guerrilla units 

to surrender their arms, most of them continued to retain 

their weapons; on the other hand, the U.S. Army forcibly 

46aeorge E. Taylor, The Philippines and the United 
States: Problems of Partnership. p. 118. 
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disarmed the Huk.s. Huks units which had liberated towns 

and cities ahead of the American forces were treated roughly. 

Their leaders were thrown in jail and their-weapons were con

fiscated on charges of liquidating their countrymen in viola

tion of specific instruction to end the civil war between the 

peasants and the landlords. In one instance, American of

ficers ordered the Huks who had been fighting with the Amer

ican troops in Manila disarmed, and the astonished Huks re

fused. Beside disarming the Huks, American-appointed Fil

ipino officials arrested Huk.s on charges ranging from re

fusing to surrender weapons and thievery to "Communist sub

version" and pro-Japanese collaboration. :F'requently, USAFFE 

leaders v,ho had been appointed to local government positions 

by the American forces were the sources and accusers of 

"intelligence information" fed to investigating crc. 47 

The worst single offense that the USAFFE and the U.S. 

Army did to the Huks was the massacre of 109 Huks guerrillas 

in Malolos, Bulacan, in early February 1945. After helping 

the liberating army recapture Manila from the Japanese, the 

Hults were walking home to their province of Pampanga, about 

60 miles away, when a USAFFE colonel accused them of raiding 

47Benedict J. Kerkvliet, The Huk Rebellion, (London 
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1977), 
p. 112. 
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and looting the city of Malolos. The Huks commander denied 

the charges. Without trial the US.AFFE colonel forced them 

to dig a mass grave and ordered his soldiers to shoot them. 

This was done with the knowledge and consent of the CIC of

ficers who were present at the time. The Americans later 

appointed the USAFFE colonel mayor of Malolos.48 The U.S. 

Army and CIC officers, acting on the premise that the Huks 

were all Communists, rounded up and imprisoned their leaders. 

These were- -but a few of the injustices which the liberation 

forces committed against the Huk.s. Later, the peasant sup

port of the Hu.ks can be attributed to the treatment of the 

liberation forces when the Philippines was liberated. 

The peasants who had fought off the Japanese and won 

their freedom in the· struggle, now found that they were back · 

where they ·were before the Japanese crune. Unable to under

stand the problems, they only knew that they sacrificed, 

fought for their land and felt that they deserved to own it. 

The peasants could not understand why they had to be chained 

again to the old system simply because of jealousy and in

timidation by the USAFFE and landlords. There was unrest 

in the great haciendas of liberated Philippines. Unsolved 

problems and tensions that had accumulated over the years, 

48Luis Taruc, Born of the People: An Autobiography. 
(New York: International Publishers, 1953), p. 191. 



coupled with the immediate troubles during the early liber

ation, fueled Central Luzon as another battleground and by 

mid-1946 the peasant movement became a peasant rebellion. 

As early as October 19·45, President Truman saw the 

threat of civil strife in the Philippines. The Huk.s re

mained in possession of their arms, "threatening the stabil

ity" of the government. He therefore ·sent Paul v. McNutt, 

to ··the Philippines in December 1945 as the last high commis

sioner~ His instructions were to investigate agrarian un

rest, the status of guerrilia armies, and the influence of 

ex-collaborators in the Manila government as well as to amel

iorate economic and financial conditions in the Philippines. 49 

Truman al~o gave McNutt special powers to act as his per

sonal representative to disarm the Huk.s.- · He · reminded McNutt 

that the peasant army, now outlawed as Communists, had a 

"legitimate claim" to "fair treatment11 and should not be 

"dealt with ruthlessly. 11 He further ordered McNutt to look 

into the Hukbalahap problems and recommend a program of 

action.50 

In choosing McNutt to implement remedial measure on 

the agrarian problem, the United States deprived the Filipinos 

of a chance to deal effectively ·with the Hukbalahap challenge. 

49Garel Grunder and Livezy, The Philippines and the -
United States, p. 249. 

50Hernando Abaya, The Untold Story, pp. 13-14. 



147 

McNutt not only did not make nor encourage any investigation 

in the field, but he was also openly critical of the Huks, 

despite Truman's directives. Two of McNutt•s staff recom

mended a first-hand "on the spot" survey, but McNutt ignored 

them. Despite the clear instructions from Truman, he failed 

to conduct any investigation of the agrarian problems. Fail

ing to formulate a program of action, he also prohibited 

members of his staff from making contact with the Huks. Like 

General MacArthur, McNutt acted as if he were more competent 

than any American or Filipino leader to handle the many prob

lems facing the liberated Philippines. 51 

To solve the Hukbalahap problem required the coop

eration of the United States. 1

.But it was clear that the 

American authorities in the Philippines were reluctant to 

have anything to do with a movement whose members they re

garded as Communists. Fearing a Communist take-over of the 

country, the Americans embarked on a policy of suppression, 

neglecting the root social causes of the problem. The Huk.s 

considered the Osmena and Roxas government run by the elite. 

Their antipathy toward Roxas, however, was stronger, for he 

was a landlord himself and, to the Huk.s, an American stooge. 

Thus in the national election of April.1946, the Huks gave 

their full support to Osmena. In a desperate effort to sway 

5libid., p. 16. 
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the Huks' vote, Roxas told Luis Taruc, the Huks supremo, that 

he was more radical than the Huks. 52 The Huks joined with 

other opposition elements in a party known ~s the Democratic 

Alliance and were successful in winning the election of seven 

of their leaders, including T~ruc. 

After Roxas was elected to the presidency, he made no 

attempt to conceal his scorn for the Hu.ks. Supported by the 

landlords, he launched a relentless punitive policy against 

what he considered the "lawless element of the society." Al

though Taruc and six other members of the Democractic Alliance 

Party had been elected to the House of Congress, Roxas, yield

ing to American pressure, refused to recognize them and had 

them unseated on charges of "fraud and corruption" in the 

election. 53 The· Americans did not want Communists recognized 

in the Philippine government and did not want their voices in 

Congress when the constitutional amendment granting Americans 

parity rights with Filipinos was up for a vote. Roxas knew 

that the Hu.ks were anti-parity and against the Bell Trade Act, 

which were pending in the U.S. Congress at the time. Denied 

participation in the government by peaceful means, Taruc and 

his followers went back to the hills, defied the government 

52Teodoro A. Agoncillo and Alfonso, Short History of 
of. the Filipino People, p. 535. 

531uis Taruc, He VJho Rides ~he Tiger, pp. 25-26. 
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and resorted to terror and military action. Roxas, unable 

to conquer the Huks, outlawed the movement in 1948 and or

dered the arrest of the Politboro members. McNutt, who be

came ambassador to the Philippines, encouraged Roxas to adopt 

a mailed-fist policy against the Huks and supported Roxas to 

the hilt in this policy. Thus the door was closed to a peace

ful solution of the Hukbalahap problem. 

Ramon Magsaysay Pacified the Hu.ks 

The death of President Roxas in 1948 brought into 

povJer Elpidio Quirino, who followed a different course in 

dealing with the Huks problem. On June 21, 1948, he granted 

amnesty to the members of the peasant movement who would sur

render their arms and return to the fold of the la:w. When 

Quirino promised the Hu.ks that amnesty would be absolute, 

covering crimes such as rebellion, sedition, and illegal 

association, Taruc and his followers agreed, laid down their 

arms and took advantage of amnesty. 

However, the success of President Quirino 1 s policy of 

amnesty was short-lived because of misunderstanding. Land

lords sabotaged Quirino's program, opposi~g the Huks demand 

of "extensive reform in the government and. economy generally." 

Bitter disputes led to the resumption of hostilities.54 The 

Huks were once again outlawed and the military ordered to 

54Harley F. MacNair and Donald F. Lach, Modern Far 
Eastern International Relation, (New York: D. Van Nostrand 
Company, Inc. 1955), p. 694. 
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search them out and kill them. Landonners began forming 

their ovm private armies under the guise of defense against 

the Huks. The barrio peo1)le who sympathized with the Hu.ks 

flocked to their side. 

By 1950 the Hu.ks now knm·m as the People's Liqer

ation Army was physically and psychologically ready to over

throvr tho Quirino government and its ttAmerican adviserstt and 

set up a 11people 1 s government.tt Like other Communist move

ments in Asia, the Hults avov,edly began working for a "new 

democracy in a stage of transition on the road to full Com

munism., 11 55 ~rhe Huks had worked out a sophisticated quasi

government of their own. They levied taxes in the provinces, 

which, along with occasional raids on landowners, succeeded 

in filling their treasury. The Hu.ks v,er·e better trained, 

equipped,- and disciplined than the Philippine militia. Since 

the Communist take-over vras a threat to both American bases 

and business interests in the country, it was not difficult 

at this time to win American attention and financial support. 

President Quirino appointed Congressman Ramon Magsaysay, 

a famed guerrilla fighter during the Japanese occupation, as 

Secretary of National Defense with the tasls:: of overcoming the 

Huk movement. With full financial and advisory backing from 

36. 
55scaff, r.rirn Philinuine Ansvrnr to Communism, pp. 30-
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America, Magsaysay launched a brilliant counter-attack 

against the Huks. Reversing the "kill the Hu.ks" policy of 

previous years, he reorganized and revitalized the Phil

ippine Army, making it a liason between the government and 

the people in rural areas where Hu.ks sympathizers was nu

merous. Magsaysay was able to squelch the Huk rebellion, 

which almost threatened the government in Manila. 

Luis Taruc and his followers accepted Magsaysay's 

offer of amnesty. The surrender of Taruc and many Huk leaders 

who were tired of running, fighting, and being hunted, weak

ened the movement. This achievement transformed Magsaysay 

into a national figure and eventually lead to his presidency 

in 1953. His sound judgment, experience, and sympathetic 

attitude toward the cause and problems of the peasants en

deared him to the people. He was able to deal with the worsen

ing peace and other problems more effectively than his pre

decBssors in office. 

While Magsaysay deserved credit in checking the Huk 

rebellion and breaking the backbone of the Communist movement, 

it was doubtful that the Philippines alone could have success

fully suppressed Communism without the help of the U.S. govern

ment. The U.S. provided arms, equipment, military and tech

nical assistance and supplies which enabled the Philippine 

military to maintain int~rnal security. Magsaysay rejected 

the idea that Communism was the wave of the future. To him, 
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world freedom was destined to overcome. He suggested that 

if there were still those who suspected American motives, 

knowledge of the Philippine-American experience in dealing 

with the Huks would help to change their attitude.56 

As President, Magsaysay proposed social welfare prog

rams for the poor, but his ideas scarely got off the ground 

due to lace of support in Philippine Congress. However, he 

succeeded in setting up a farmers' cooperative credit which 

loaned money to farmers. He established an Agricultural 

Tenancy Act which was designed to break up large land hold

ings and gave the government the authority to purchase large 

estates for resale to the tenants, a plan which could have 

done much to ease the agrarian problem, except that there 

was no funding for ~t. Magsaysay's Congress was made up 

principally of the landlord class, who were completely un

sympathetic to the President's democratic desires. They 

vigorously refused to legislate or implement any bills which 

concerned the peasant. 

Granting all the good intentions of the Magsaysay 

administration, he nevertheless failed to uplift the status 

of the masses, since he had no blueprint for progress. All 

his plans were mere improvisions~ patchworks, a temporary 

56c1aude A. Buss, The United States and the Philip
pines, Backgroud for Policy, (Washington: American Enter
prise for Public Policy Research, 1977), p. 33. 
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expedient which required the continued alliance of the 

masses with him. The result was that after his death in 

1957, the rural areas remained what they had been before 

he became president. His administration, however, is re

membered as having given the masses the serious attention 

no other Filipino chief executive had ever given them. Had 

he live longer, he could have been the leader of the dovm

trodden against the elite who had dominated Filipino society 

since the Spanish time, and thus paved the way for a society 

~ominated by the masses through their legitimate leaders. 

Magsaysay gave the people a new hope in the democratic ideals 

of the government, a new faith and new confidence. 

Vice-president Carlos P. Garcia succeeded . to the 

presidency after Magsaysay's death, promising to continue 

the good work of his predecessor. At this time the Huk 

stragglers posed a problem to his government and, with 

continued graft and corruption and blackings of reform 

programs in Congress, his hands were tied to do anything 

constructive for the peasant. In 1961, Diosdado Macapal 

was elected president. He belonged to the peasant family 

and knew the plight of the peasants from personal experience. 

An indefatigable worker who well understood the basic needs 

of the country, Macapagal created some excellent programs, 

including the first full-scale land reform bill, but as 

usual he was faced with stalemate of landed interests re-
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sisting all changes. It was not until President Ferdinand 

E. Marcos came into power that the land programs were fully 

implemented. 

The Laurel-Langley Agreement 

The next major step in Philippine-American relations 

was incorporated in the Laurel-Langley Agreement. Toward 

the end of the free trade period, as provided under the Bell 

Trade Act of 1946, the Philippines and the United States in 

1954 agreed to re-examine all aspects of the 1946 trade agree

ment and other related matters. President Magsaysay appointed 

a Philippine Economic Mission to the United States headed by 

Senator Jose P. Laurel, and President Eisenhower appointed 

an American delegation headed by James L. Langley, a news

paper publisher from New Hampshire. In the meantime, the 

two governments agreed to extend free trade for 18 months, 

from July 4,1954 to December 31,1955, while the negotiations 

for a new trade agreement were underway. 57 

The two parties met in Washington to begin their 

discussion from September to December 1954. The Philippine 

panel stated their objectives and proposals wishing to elim

inate or modify the provisions in the Bell Trade Act, which 

according to the Filipinos, were inconsistent with their in-

57u.s. Treaties and other International Agreement, 
"Extension of Duty-free Entry Period," Vol. 5 Part 2, 
(Washington: Government Printing Press, 1956~, pp. 1629-
1639. 
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dependence. The Philippine panel was seeking to remove, 

correct, or improve these provisions which had led to in

equalities or worked hardships upon the Philippine economy. 

In addition, the Philippines was seeking either to find a 

mutually satisfactory formula.or to abrogate "parity rights," 

since it operated only in favor of the Americans. The Phil

ippines was also seeking 11 selective free trade" in the U. s. 
market for her major export products, but the Americans dec

lined this request. On the other hand the American delegates 

wanted the Filipinos to give up their 17 percent tax on dollar 

exchange, which was a disadvantage to Americans doing business 

in the Philippines.58 

After three months of discussions, the two governments 

reached a revis~d igreement on ~ecember ~5, 1954. This new 

trade agreement replaced the Bell Trade Act of 1946, and both 

delegations expressed hope that the revised trade agreement 

would enable the Philippines to· attain "a better balanced 

economic status as a free nation" as well as strengthen the 

political ties of the two countries. This Agreement would: 

1. · Yield to the Philippines control over its 
own currency by eliminating Article v, of the 
prior agreement; 

· 2. Eliminate most absolute quota allocation on 
Philippine articles entering the United States. 

58smith, Philippine Freedom: 1946-1958, p.· 189. 



156 

3. Eliminates quota allocation limitations 
on Philippine articles subject to quotas 
in the United States; 

4. Make the enjoyment of parity rights by 
citizens of either country in the terr
itory of the other reciprocal; 

5. Nalre imposition of quantitative restrict
ions on the products of both countries 
reciprocal; -

6. Give to citizens of either country the 
right to engage in business activities 
in the territory of the other on a 
reciprocal basis; 

7. Provide security exemptions on the mutual 
interest of both countries; 

8. Increase tariff preferences for Philip
pine articles entering the United States; 

9. Decrease tariff preferences for United 
States articles entering the Philippines; 

10. Provide for elimination of the Philippine 
exchange tax·and the dual rate of exchange 
it creates by substitution of an import 
levy to be progressively reduced· and elim
inated; 

11. Permit the Philippines to ask the United 
States Congress for possible increases in 
the sugar quota when other nations are 
permitted to do so; and 

12. Increase duty-free quotas on Philippine 
articles which are subject to declining 
duty-free quotas in the United States.79 

The Agreement was recommended for approval to the 

Congresses of the two countries and on September 6, 1955, a 

new trade formula known as the Laurel-Langley Agreement, or 

Revised United States-Philippines Trade Agreement, was con

cluded to take effect on January 1, 1956. The new trade 

59.b.d 
J. J. •, P• 189. 
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agreement was a definite improvement in Philippine-American 

relations, as it not only eliminated the one-sided infringe

ments on Philippine monetary autonomy of ·the earlier agree

ment and mutualized the provision of parity, but it also 

establshed a trade arrangement designed specifically to 

make the Philippines less dependent on the American market. 

The United States accepted .the view that the weaker partner 

was entitled to sp~cial treatment and needed to protect its 

infant industries and increase its revenue through higher 

tariffs. 60 

The Laurel-Langley Agreement was to expire in 1974 

and the two governments agreed to consult with each other 

not later than July 1, 1971 on joint problems which might 

arise as a result, or in anticipation, of the termination 

of the new agreement. The faith of the U.S. government in 

President Magsaysay's administration made the revision of 

Bell Trade arrangement possible. Some economists said that 

the Philippine government gained more than the United States 

from the new agreement. Actually, the new agreement did not 

really ·grant new rights to the Filipinos but merely restored 

those denied to them in the previous trade agreement, which 

were theirs to begin with. Moreover, the tariff preferences 

merely served to equalize the obvious economic advantages of 

60George E. Taylor, The Philippines and the United 
States: Problems of Partnership, p. 208. 
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the American industrial economy over the developing Philip

pine agricultural economy. 

The new trade agreement helped the Americans more 

than the Filipinos, because American businessmen were more 
I 

influential in the Philippine government than Filipinos were 

in the U.S. The national treatment given to Americans doing 

business in the country had consequences of direct concern 

to a new and weak developing country like the Philippines. 

Through their ovm Chamber of Commerce and the U.S. Embassay, 

the Americans could bring' pressure to bear on a weak govern

ment and, in some instances, this pressure could make it more 

difficult for that government to impose controls necessary to 

improve its position in international trade. 61 

Summing up, the Laurel-Langley Agreement had redressed 

the imbalance of the 1946 Trade Agreement. The nevi trade for

mula was important because it allowed the Filipinos greater 

leeway to develop a more balanced economy than was possible 

under the previous one. The new schedule of declining tariff 

preferences give Philippine export industries time to adjust 

their operations in the American market and develop other 

markets as well. At the same time, Philippine domestic in

dustries were provided with a built-in mechanism against com

petition for mass production of American products. 

61Frank H. Golay, "The Philippine Monetary Policy 
Debate," Pacific Affairs, yol. 29, (September, 1956), 
pp. 253-264. 



CHAPTER V 

THE POLITICS IN PHILIPPINE FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Formulation of Philippine Foreign Relations 

There had been a number of influence in the for-

. mulation of Philippine foreign relations. The Philippines 

became a sovereign state in July 4, 1946, and as a nev, Re

public, assumed full responsibility for the conduct of her 

international affairs and the formulation of its national 

foreign policy. This responsibility was completely new to 

the Philippines• experience for under the Commonwealth, all 

foreign relations and policy had been handled by the United 

States. ~he Philippines, however, had participated in world 

politics. The Commonwealth government, while exiled in the 

United States, ~igned the UNRRA Agreement on November 9, 

1943, and the Bretton-Woods Agreement in 1945. 1 Throughout 

the second World War, the Philippines was a member of the 

Pacific War Council. 

Shortly before the country became independent, the 

Philippines, under their chief delegate General Carlos P. 

Romulo participated and signed the Charter creating the 

United Nations at the San Francisco Conference in September 

1Bretton-Woods Conference was an informal name for 
the United Nations Monetary and :F'inancial Conference for the 
purpose of making financial arrangements for the postwar world, 
after the expected defeat of Germany and Japan. 
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1954, and became one of its original 51 members. 2 At this 

Conference, the Russian chief delegate Vyacheslav Molotov, 

protested- the participation of the Philippines and India. 

He complained, nwny are they here" Their country is not 
7 

even independent yet. n.:> Technically this was true since the 

Philippines did not regain her independence until the follow

ing year. But the Philippines and India symbolized the 

emergence of people of new forces in Asia--a force of free

dom. There was confidence in these countries, and among the 

prospective members of the United Nations, their voices should 

be heard. 

The Philippine delegate took an active part in the 

San Francisco Conference~ particularly in the movement of _ 

small nations to restrict the great powers' -veto and to mak.e · · 

the provisions of the United Nations articles on a non-self 

governing territories as broad as possible and free from 

European domination. The role of General Homulo in the 

United Nations has contributed a significant example in the 

formulation of Philippine foreign relations.4 

2carlos P. Garcia, "Philippine Foreign Affairs in 
the Last Thirty-years," Fookien Times Yearbook: Thirtieth 
Anniversary Number 1926-1956, (Manila: The Fookien Times, 
1956), pp. 15-23. 

3Homulo, I Walked with Heroes, p. 34. 

4vanderbosch, Southeast Asia Among World Powers, p. 93. 
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Preparations for foreign diplomacy was organized in 

September 1945 with the creation of the Foreign Relation Of

fice. Filipino trainees in foreign relations were sent to 

the United States where their training was to a great extent, 

with the United States Department of State. 5 This factor, 

combined with the "special relations" with the United States, 

invested Philippine foreign policy in the early postwar years 

with a tendency to cohform to the United States position in 

the world. The United States government and services were to 

exercise considerable influence over the Philippine govern

ment as well as over a sizeable segment of the Philippine 

working population. 

Realities in Philippine Foreign Policy 

Through6ut the first years of Philippine independence, 

th~ United States continued to be a dominant influence in the 

international relations of the Philippine government. 6 The 

young Republic acquired with all major policies of the United 

States' policy in Asia long before the 11 cold v1ar11 began. By 

following the American foreign policy, the Philippines also 

inherited the problems of its former colonizer in the Far 

East and Western Pacific. 

5Edward W. Mill, "Philippine Foreign Affairs Training 
Program," li1ar Eastern Survey~ XV (July 3, 1946), pp. 256-266. 

6Abraham Chapman, "American Policy in the Philippines,u 
·far Eastern Survey, XV (June 5, 1946), pp. 164-169. 
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The Philippines accepted both economic and military 

aid, allowed American forces to remain on Philippine soil, 

refused to recognize Communist China, sent troops in the 

Korean War, and spoke for demo·cratic ideals by supporting 

the United States positions not only in the United Nations 

but in conferences among Afro-Asians. The Philippines sup

ported American policy at the price of serious differences 

with Burma, India, and Indonesia, who followed a neutral 

line and refused to accept American aid or join in any region

al arrangements for collective security. The Philippines was 

one of the very few Asian countries to reject neutralism, a 

decision that identified her even more closely with the United 

States. 

Asian neighbors often questioned-the Filipino alliance 

with America, particularly since the Philippines was the only 

Asian nation willing to allow American businessmen an equal 

right to invest in their country. This concession, plus the 

military alliance with the United States, had cuased other 

Asians to view the Filipinos with distrust and supicion, con

sidering them as capitalist as the rest of Western countries. 7 

In some of Afro-Asian secret conferences the Philippines was 

excluded from attending for bein·g pro-American. The Afro

Asian bloc was formally organized in 1955 as a caucusing group, 

7steven Warshaw, Southeast Asia Emerges, (Berkeley: 
Diablo Press, 1975), Po 294. 
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meeting when the United Nations General Assembly was in sess

ion as well as during the rest of the year. All Africans and 

Asian states were members, with the exception of Nationalist 

China. 8 To most of these countries, unfortuneately, the 

United Staes symbolized for imperialism and militarism, a 

national personification of a twentieth-century Metternich. 

The trend of the Philippine foreign policy toward 

Asia was to follov, American policy and to act as a "spokeman" 

for the V/estern camp in Asia. When Richard Nixon was still 

vice-president he said, ••You Filipinos knew and understand 

our habits in the United States ••• You can speak for us 

as one v,ho knows and understand. 119 The Filipinos, stressing 

their westernized, Christian and democratic features as con

trasted with other p~oples in Asia, were willing to play the 

part. President Carlos Garcia noted that the Filipinos, hav

ing a fair understanding of both East and West, were willing 

to become a bridge of understanding between the two, a role 

which "we would be happy to perform in the highest interest 

of the 'free world' and in the service of world peace." 10 

8T. Hovet, Jr., Bloc Politics in the United Nations, 
(Cambri~ge: Harvard University Press, 1960), pp. 78-91. 

9Richard M. Nixon, Public Address in Manila, Review, 
(Manila: Department of F_oreign Affairs, August 1956), p. 5. 

10carlos P. Garcia, Address to· a Joint Session in the 
_u.s. Congress, June 18, · 1958, Review, (Manila: Department 
of Foreign Affairs, October 1959), p. 4. 
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However, the desire of the Filipinos to make a con

structive contribution toward peace in Asia by understaking 

the combined roles of a representative of Asia to the West 

and interpreter of the East was a failure. The Filipinos 

discovered they could not represent Asia, because they were 

not accepted by their fellow Asians, and they realized they 

could not speak for Asia because they did not know the his

tories and cultures of their Asian neighbors. This lack of 

knowledge was the result of almost four centuries of isolat

ion under Spain and later with the United States. Although 

the Filipinos had trade relations and contact with their 

Asian neighbors before western civilization began, the Europ

ean colonizers had made it a point to erect arbitrary bound

aries to separate their colonies from one another. For a 

long period of time there was no contact among Southeast 

Asian countries until after World War 11. 

After assimilating the Spanish and American cultures, 

the dualism in these cultures inevitably reflected in the 

Philippines' contemporary foreign policy. For almost four 

centuries as a colony, first of Spain and then of the United 

States, the Philippines faced outward and away from Southeast 

Asia. It is this reality of the Philippine experience that 

has been searchingly examined by Filipinos in recent years. 

The divergent directions given to Philippine aspirations by 

their Asian geography on one hand, and by their historical 
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associations with the West on the other, have caused the 

priorities in their foreign policy to undergo a pendulum

like oscilation. 

In the past the Filipinos tried to develop closer 

relations with their Asian neighbors but with only moderate 
1 1 success. It was difficult for the Filipinos because al-

though their country is in Asia, it is not a part of the 

Asian mainland, such as Burman, Malaysia, Thailand, Korea or 

Vietnam. The Philippine archipelago is kept apart from its 

A~ian neighbors by the South China Sea, and its location in 

the Pacific made her a long way from her Asian neighbors. 

Furthermore, the Filipinos differ from the rest of Asians 

in that they are the only Christian country, predominantly 

Catholic, whereas the remainder of Asians are Buddhist, Hindu, 

Islamic or belong to another religion. The other Asians have 

shown distrust and have criticized the Filipinos for having a 

western culture when they are p~rt of Asia. 

A Return to Asia Foreign Policy 

The 1950 1 s and 1960 1 s may be said to be the Phil

ippine era of Asian rediscovery and reawakening. This was a 

period when Filipino nationalists advocated neutralism as a 

safer course for the Philippine foreign policy to follow. 

p. 95. 
11 vandenbosch, Southeast Asia Among the World Powers, 
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Convinced that the United States would eventually give up 

its commitments in Asia, ·while the Philippines was compelled 

by its geographic location to co-exist peadefully with power

ful neighbors like the People's Republic of China, Senator 

Claro M. Recto, in one of his debates among his colleagues, 

reasoned that the Philippines should follow a neutral foreign 
12 policy and stop any war mongering posture. 

Recto also believed that PRC should be in the United 

Nations. It was not realistic, he said, that a nation of 700 

million people should be denied a seat at the same time that 

fiew little nations of Africa had a voice in world problems. 13 

He urged the Philippine government to recognize PRC and re

frain from taking dictation from the U.S. government in their 

foreign relations. The recent normalization between the U.S. 

and PRC and the eventual withdrawal of the U.S. in Vietnam 

proved how right Recto was in his beliefs. 

There were few people who seemed to agree or follow 

Recto in his suggestions that the Philippines redirect her 

foreign policy tovmrd Asia. As one senator argued: "Where

ever America is, there we shall be •• ·• Our foreign policy 

is the same as that of the United States, to fight Communism 

12Philippine Congress, Senate, Debates on the Neutral
ization of Philippine Foreign Policy, 3rd Cong., 2sess., 
Congressional Record, (Manila: February 24, 1955), pp. 292-293. 

13The Manila Chronicle, October 1, 1960, p. 1. 
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everywhere and anywhere." Another senator said, 11Whether 

or not we expressly support the U.S. policy, we are with 

that country and the rest of the world in the common fight 

against Communism.n 14 For criticizing Philippine foreign 

policy, opponents labelled Recto as anti-American or even 

a Communist, but he was neither. He was concerned only 

about the welfare and future of the Philippines if it fol

lowed blindly the dictates of the United States. 

The Philippines, in fact, was torn between their 

membership in the western camp and their desire to achieve 

a compromise with the main currents of Asian solidarity. 

They desired to allign with Asia, but the Asians believed 

that the Filipinos were still a "virtual colony of the 

Uni t ·ed States. 11 • Secretary of Foreign Affairs Felixberto 

Serrano complained of this role: 

There is no consolation in being free when 
peoples around us think we are not. In 
such a degrading enviro~ment, we cannot 
pursue our national destiny with honor and 
dignity. It is in the light of this new 
outlook that we have set in motion the 
forces that will enable us to rediscover 
the roots of our national soul and revive 
the mainspring of Asian identity. 15 

Under-secretary of Foreign Affairs Leon Ma. Guerrero favored 

14Philippine Congress, Debates on the Neutralization 
of, Philippine Foreign Policy, p. 296. 

15 . 
Felixberto Serrano, Speech before Congress, June 23, 

. 1959, Review, (Manila: Department of Foreign Affairs, 
October, 1959), p. 52. 
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a foreign policy based on the principle of "Asia for the 

Asian" as the best defense against Communism. He urged 

that the Philippines should stop looking upon the rest of 

Asia with "suspicion, a groundless assumption of superior 

knowledge and apprehension ••• We are going to be in Asia 

for a long long time and the sooner we realized it, the 

better. 1116 Guerrero further stated that the Filipinos could 

not afford to antagonize their neighbors whose destinies were 

inseparable from Asia. 

There were some who argued that the Filipinos could 

not strengthened their relations with other Asians without 

weakening their position with the United States. Others be

lieved that the future of the Philippines in the long-run 

would inevitably be associated with Asiaj and the quicker 

this fact is realized, the better it would be for the Phil

ippines. 17 As a member of the western alignment in Asia, the 

Philippines has been used to further the influence of the 

leading powers of the "free world" in Southeast Asia. At the 

same time the Filipinos have also tried to take advantage of 

their simultaneous membership in the Asian solidarity move

ment to impose retraints on the western powers and to question 

authority especially when the United States put pressure on 

16The Manila Chronicle, February 8, 1954, p. 4. 

17Fifield, The Dip~omacy of Southeast Asia, 1945-1958, 
pp. 13-15. 
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the Philippine foreign policy to conform to its own. 

By late 1960 1 s and towards the early 1970 1 s there 

was a gradual change of emphasis in Philippine foreign policy. 

This change was due to the Philippine reassertion of the 

country's autonomy vis-a-vis the United States. Western ob

wervers have noted this change in foreign policy, observing 

that it meant less reliance on the United States and more 

r~gional arrangements with Southeast Asian countries. 18 The 

reassertion has taken a sense of urgency. The Philippines, 

fearful of Red China and doubtful that the United States will 

come to their aid, had secured a friendly relations with Red 

China and the rest of Southeast Asian countries. However, 

Philippine-American relations remain a concern of overriding 

importance in P4ilippine foreign policy. 

Foreign Policy of Philinpine Presidents Since Independence 

It would be worthwhile at this point to present a 

brief review of foreign policy µnder various presidents in 

order to understand better, first, the constants and var

iables in Philippine foreign policy and the shifts in their 

direction over time and second, the place of Philippine

American relations in the context of the total picture. In 

general one may detect a wanning of Philippine-American 

18seymour Topping, "Asian Nationalism Curbs U.S. Role," 
New York Times, May 4, 1974), p. 14. 
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relations. 19 This change was partly the result of the con

siderable expansion of America's concern and responsibility 

around the world due to her rivalry with Soviet Union, and 

partly due to the inevitable deepening of Philippine relat

ions with her Asian neighbors in recent years, and the 

strengthening of political and economic relations with Japan, 

the Socialist countries, and the Arab states. Furthermore, 

the Filipinos felt that their country had not been treated 

generously in economic aid compared to countries in Europe 

and Asia, and that in wooing the neutralist countries, the 

United States has forgotten its staunchest friend in Asia, 

the Philippines. Although there were strains in the Phil

ippine-American relations, which at times became serious, 

these were not by any means critical. 

Manuel A. Roxas 1946-1948 

Philippine foreign policy under President Manuel A. 

Roxas 1946-1948, had three major planks. The first was 

closet cooperation with the United States in all matters con

cerning common defense and security. 20 In practice, therefore, 

Philippine foreign policy hewed closely to the international. 

· 19 Theodore Friend, "Goodbye America: Overview of 
Philippine-American Relations, 1898-1969," Asia, No. 15, 
Summer, 1969, pp. 1-12. 

p. 60. 
2°Fifield, The Diplomacy of Southeast Asia, 1945-1958, 
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programs of the United States. This was rigidly implemented 

with the series of economic and military agreements that 

formed the basic framework of Philippine-American relations. 

The second planl'\'. of Roxas' foreign policy envisioned 

cultivating close relations v~th Asian countries, particularly 

with Southeast Asia. He recognized the important role played 

by these non-Communist countries in the security and stability 

of the region. As the leader of the first Asian country to be 

free of colonial bondage, Roxas sympathized with other Asians 

who aspired to be free and had to fight for their freedom at 

conference tables or on battlefields. Unlike the United 

States which voluntarily gave back to the Filipinos their 

independence, other colonial powers still clung to the ves

tiges of their domination and were reluctant to give their 

colonies their independence. 

However, this second objective of Roxas' foreign 

policy never went beyond rhetoric. When India, Burma, In

donesia and Pakistan became independent, the Philippines 

failed even the common courtesy of sending official represent

atives to their independence ceremony. This slight was due 

to the fact that these countries had explicitly indicated 

their desire to remain neutral once they became independent, 

and the Philippines followed the tone of American policy to

ward these countries. 

The third plank of Philippine foreign policy com-
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mitted the country to the cause of peace and security em-

. bodied in the United Nations. Thus, the Philippine actively 

participated in the ideas and vmrks of the United Nations. 

Under the leadership of their.permanent delegate Carlos Po 

Romulo, the United Nations was the favorite forum of the 

delegates in voicing out their aspirations and those of the 

new and emerging states. But in reality, the Philippines 

never really excercised freedom of opinion, since the record 

showed their tendency to follow the American lead. 

An example of Philippine foreign policy alignment 

v,i th the U. s. foreign policy v1as the proposed partitioning · 

of Israel in 1947. 21 At first President Roxas opposed the 

partitioning of Israel as, according to him, it would mean 

potential danger to the peace of the world, especially with 

the Arab states. He instructed Romulo in the United Nations 

to vote against it. However, after some pressures from the 

U.S. _government and from the "Jewish Bloctt which threatened 

cutting further American aid to the Philippines if it did 

not vote in favor of Israel's partitioning. Roxas had to 

give in and wired Romulo to vote in favor of it. This in

cident bothered Romulo, who immediately wired President 

Roxas his resignation as permanent delegate to the United 

21 Robert J. Donovan, Conflict and Crisis: The Pres-
idenc of Harr s. Truman 1 -1 Li.8, (New York: VJ. w. Norton 
and Company, Inc., 1977, pp. 312-329. 
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Nations. 22 

Since the Philippines follov,ed every dictate of the 

United States in the United Nations, the U.S. in turn sup

ported the Philippines for terms in the Trusteeship Council, 

the Security Council, and other United Nations bodies, in

cluding the presidency of the Fifth General Assembly which 

Romulo won in 1949, the first Asian elected to that post. 23 

The Philippines conceived that her national interests were 

close to, it not identified vii th, those of the United States 

and acted accordingly in the United Nations. Although 

the Philippine delegates were seated alphabetically with the 

delegates of Poland, the Philippine delegates, on advise of 

the United States, never·spoke with the delegates of that 

country until the Philippines opened diplomatic relations 

with the Socialist countries. 

Elpidio Quirino 1948-1953 

President Roxas died with a year and a half of his 

term of office unfulfilled. His vice-president Elpidio 

Quirino became president on April 15, 1948, serving until 

1953. The foreign policy of Quirino . differed slightly from 

that of his predecessor. The main difference lay in the 

fact the Quirino administration advocated a greater thrust 

22Romulo, I ~alked with Heroes, p. 288. 

23 ·b·d 282 l. J.. • ' p. • 
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towards regional cooperation with its Asian neighbors and 

at the same time a strengthening of the Philippine-American 

security arrangements. 

President Quirino was the first head of state to 

entertain seriously the option of bringing the Philippines 

closer to her Asian neighbors. In 1949, he wrote a letter 

of instruction to Romulo in the United Nations placing him 

in charge of establishing "a closer union among the peoples 

of Southeast Asia dedicated to the maintenance of peace and 

freedom in the region through appropriate methods of polit

ical, economic, and cultural cooperation with one another. 1124 

In the same year, he proposed a "Pacific Union" as a counter

part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization which was 

essentially a military pact against the Communist aggression. 

In his belief, 

••• Our answer to the common threat of Com
musnism is a union of those countries in the 
Far East, as a measure of self-defense based 
on mutual cooperation for the economic, polit
ical and cultural development of the countries 
concerned, believing that only the full and 
coordinated development of these countries can 
effectively and permanently counteract the in
fluence of Communism • • • 25 . 

24Elpidio Quirino, 11 The Need for Asian Union, 11 

Quarterly Review, Vol. 1, (Manila: Department of Foreign 
Affairs, May 1950), p. 34 • 

. 25M. N. Querol, "Freedom and Peace-the Foundations 
Philippine Foreign Policy," The Philippine Yearbook, 195Q,
.l.2.2.l, p. 17. 
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Without the support of the United States, the idea of a 

"Pacific Union11 failed. 

However, Quirino was instrumental•in convening the 

Baguio Conference of 19 50, the first governmental discussion 

of political, economic, and cultural interests of Southeast 

Asian. and Western Pacific nations. 26 Although Indonesia, 

India, Thailand, Ceylon, Pakistan, and Australia joined the 

Philippines at the Baguio Conference, the concrete results 

were not significant, as in reality the effort to reach a 

common agreement resulted in too many platitudes.' The Con

ference however, pointed up the vddespread conviction that 

in solving the problems of the South and Southeast Asians, 

the interests of the people themselves should be primary. 

Japan and Red China were conspicuously omitted at this Con

ference. It recommended to the governments concerned that 

they 11 act in consultation with each other through normal 

diplo~atic channels to further the interests of the peoples 

in the region.u 27 Furthermore, the Baguio Conference served 

as a forerunner to other regional meetings of more specific 

purpose, notably the Bandung Conference of 1955. 

The Philippines contributed to support programs of 

26Harold Isaac, 
Phili ine Yearbook 1 
Foreign Affairs, 1951 , 

Conference of 1950," The 
(Manila: Department of 

27Final Act and Proceedings of the Baguio Conference, 
(Baguio : 1 9 50 ) , p. 5. 
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the United States in the United Nations, and the western 

powers could safely count on the Philippines' vote on a 

straight East-West controversy, like the Korean issue of 

1950. President Quirino instructed Romulo to vote in favor 

of any United Nations sanctions against the aggression of 

South Korea. Vlhen the v1ar finally broke out, the Philippines 

was the first country to send an expeditionary force of 5,000 . 

combat veterans to serve in the Korean War in spite of the 

fact that at this time the Philippines was fighting their 

own Communist-led Hu.ks and needed the troops at home. 28 For 

helping South Korea, the two countries have had good relat

ions ever since. 

The Philippines later became a member of the United 

Nations Commission for the Reunification an~Rehabilitation 

of Korea. Quirino sent a delegation to the Geneva Conference 

on Korea in July 1954, with instructions to follow closely 

the lead of Great Britain, France, and the United State~. 29 

In spite of Quirino sensitiveness to American intervention 

in purely domestic affairs, which resulted in his constant 

disagreement with the American ambassador, Raymond Spruance, 

his administration supported American foreign policy and re

jected any proposal of neutrality. 

28vreeland, Area Handbook for the Philippines, p. 2.33. 

29The Manila Chronicle, March 23, 1954, p. 1. 
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Ramon Magsaysay 1953-1957 

There was a change in foreign policy with the pres

idency of Ramon Magsaysay, 1953-1957. Filipinos had noted 

that ever since their country attained independence, Amer

ican "tutelage" had reached a point reminiscent of the 

11 colonial11 period. They referred to the sweeping reorgan

ization of the Philippine A:rmy and the appointment of Cong

ressman Ramon Magsaysay as Secretary of National Defense in 

1950 as two measures inspired by the United States. 30 In 

the 1953 national election, the Americans supported Magsaysay, 

with JUSMAG detachment personnel observing the conduct of the 

polls, while American warships anchored at Manila Bay. Later 

the defeated Quirino charged the United States with inter

vention in Philippine affairs.3 1 

As president, Magsaysay provided the United States 

with the most servile of the Republic's governments. He 
,. 

placed considerable reliance on the American ambassador and 

on other American officials like Major General Edward Geary 

Lansdale, the "mystery man" of Philippine politics. 32 His 

30 J. s. Lansang, 11 The Philippine-American Experiment: 
A Filipino Point of View, 11 Pacific Affairs, September 1952, 
pp. 227-228. 

31carlos P. Romulo, The Magsaysay Stor:y, (New York: 
Pocketbooks, 1957), pp. 233-235. 

· 32Beth Day, The Philippine: Shattered Sho-r,case of 
Democracy in Asia, p. 131. 



178 

press-secretary said that the Magsaysay administration was 

one of "heavy intrusion of Americans of all description in 

Malacanan Palace. 1133 The American influenc·e was not felt 

in strictly political fields alone, but also in ma~ing 

policy recommendations in the _military field against the 

Huks by JUSMAG advisers. These advisers excercised such 

influence over the Philippine A:rmy that members of Congress 

were afraid the Philippine Army might become the 11 satelite 

army of the banana republic. 1134 The u.s. government in

creased military assistance form $15 million to $20 million 

as an expression of confidence in President Magsaysay's ad

ministration.35 

It was during Nagsaysay's administration that SEATO, 

conceived by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, v1as or

ganized. This new treaty was added to the already imposing 

limitations of agreements which tied the Philippines to the 

Unit.ed States and was to lend added ligitimacy to American 

influence in the Philippines. Magsaysay willingly fronted 

for the United States in pushing through the regional security 

33J. V. Abueva, Focus on the Barrio, (Manila: 
Institute of Public Administration, 1959), pp. 300-336. 

34ibid., p. 338-346. 

35u.s., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Mutual Security Program, Hearings before a subcommittee on 

. Mutual Security Program for FY 1952, 83rd Cong., 2sess., p. 219. 
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pact, because he believed that SEATO would be an effective 

force in deterring Communist aggression in Southeast Asia 

as long as it provided the following: first, the right of 

the Asian peoples to self-determination would be respected, 

and second, that the Philippines be given a plain and un

equivocal guarantee of U.S. help under the Mutual Defense 

Pact. His closeness to the Americans strengthened Phil

ippine-American relations. 

Magsaysay supported regional cooperation with Asian 

countries. In his inaugural address, he sent "fraternal 

greetings to Asian brothers," and in his first message to 

the state· of nation he said: 11 As good neighbors to the 

countries of Southeast Asia, we shall participate-in all 

activities that will promote close economic and cultural 

relations among. us. 11 36 He sent Romulo to the Afro-Asian 

Conference in Bandung, Indonesia, a pet project of Pres

ident Sukarno. At this conference, Romulo observed that 

all Asians and Africans present were concerned with colonial

ism, political freedom, and racial equality. No "whi tes11 

were invited to this conference.37 

Before the delegates left Manila for Bandung, they 

36Ramon Magsaysay, Address to the State of Nation, 
January 25, 1954, Official Gazette, Vol. 50, (Manila: 

· January 1954), p. 86. 

37carlos P. Romulo, The Meaning of Bandung, (North 
Carolina: University Press, 1956), p. 22. 
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were given drastic guide-lines and were to oppose any of 

several possible moves at the conference: endorsement of 

Peking's admission · to the United Nation; any move of part

icipating states to renounce military agreements with west

ern powers; and the adoption of Indian Premier Nehru's five

point formula for peace. The Philippine participation at 

this conference was an effective stabilizing influence which 

prevented the meeting from becoming an anti-West affair. 

Secretary of States Dulles, for his part, wanted pro-western 

nations besides the Philippines, like Turkey, Thailand, and 

Japan to gather enough strength to neutralize China and In

dia's influence at Bandung Conference. 38 This conference was 

intended to become a regular event, but it became- instead a 

vehicle for the expression of purely non-aligned views or 

the views of the entire Third World. 

In spite of Magsaysay's vigorous participation with 

his As~an neighbors and his strong support of the United 

States foreign policy in Asia, he was actually more concerned 

with national rather than international or regional problems. 

He left the conduct of foreign affairs to his vice-president 

Carlos P. · Garcia, while he devoted his attention to the agrar

ian problems of the peasants and generally the poor people. 

His concern for the peasant, whom h-e believed could be saved 

~8Newsweek Magazine, (January 17, 1955), p. 32. 
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from Communism through understanding their grave problems, 

lead him to initiate a number of agrarian reforms. Whatever 

his obstacle in implementing these land reforms, they usually 

became an issue in Philippine politics and affected Philippine

American relations. The people love and adore Magsaysay and 

hailed him as the man who saved democracy in the Philippines, 

but because of his pro-American leanings, his critics accused 

him of being a "puppet" and subservient to the United States. 39 

Nevertheless, the Philippines under Magsaysay enjoyed cordial 

Philippine-American relations than any other administration 

before him and after. 

Carlos P. Garcia 1957-1961 

President Magsaysay died in a plane (?rash in 1957, and

his vice-president, Carlos P. Garcia, became president in 1957-

1961. Garcia's foreign policy was to follow an independent 

course and to assert Philippine sovereignty in the face of 

relentless outside pressure. He adopted the slogan "Filipino 

First" to generate a nationalist movement aimed primarily at 

emancipating the Philippines from economic dependence on the 

United States. 

His policy towards his Asian neighbors was aimed at 

uni ting the 11 free nations" of Southeast Asia within a poli t

i cal, spiritual, and economic regional association. Thus he 

· , 39J. v. Abueva, Ramon Magsaysay: A Political Biographx. 
(Manila: Solidaridad Publishing House, 1971), p. 389. 
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advocated a policy of "Asia for the Asians.u40 Secretary of 

States Dulles referred to this slogan as being inspired by 

Communist propaganda and against American· and European pol

icies. The implication soon hecame clear to the Filipj_nos 

that the United States was not inclined to encourage the 

Philippines to pursue an active . policy in the Asian area. 

The cooperation envisaged by Garcia v1as a formal type 

comprising multilateral treaties, a central secretariate, and 

provisions for consultations at the highest level. · This 

change was the first mod.ification of Philippine foreign pol

icy. It should be noted that at this time the Filipinos were 

becoming a-v1are of their Asian identity and their alignment to 

their Asian neighbors. The Philippine official statements 

presented this idea as a 11 new" line in the country 1 s foreign 

policy. But at this time Philippine-American relations were 

the object of a critical re-appraisal, and reorientation of 

the Philippine foreign policy towards Asia was necessaryc 

The Department of Foreign Affairs took steps to reassign its 

top diplomats to Asian capitals: in India, Indonesia, Japan, 

Malaya, and Thailand.41 Before, diplomats had been assigned 

only to the United States and other V/estern European capitals. 

4°carlo9 P. Garcia, 11 This is My Program of Government," 
Panorama, Vol. X, (January 1958), pp. 30-36. 

: 41Manila Bulletin, January 26, 1959), pp. 1; 19. 



183 

President Garcia's idea of regional cooperation in 

economic and socio-cultural fields found support when the 

Prime Minister of Malaya, Tungku Abdul HaJ1man, visited Manila 

in early 1959. The Garcia-Rahman communique stated that both 

countries would seek ways and. means to improve the material 

welfare of their peoples in association with other countries 

of Southeast Asia. Both leaders expressed the need for fre

quent meetings among leaders of the region for ttexchanges of 

views on matters of common interest. n 1+2 There v1ould be no 

formal treaty but rather a cooperative movement'' for the mut

ual benefit of the participating countries. Garcia's em

phasis on regional political security pact was intended to 

disengage the Philippines from active involvement in 11 cold 

waru politics. 

In July 1961, the Association of Southeast Asia (ASA) 

vras organized by the Philippines, Thailand, and Malaya, for 

the purpose of closer cooperation, better understanding and 

cultural excahnge aJnong member nations. The organization, 

honever, v1as soon inoperative because of a diplomatic crisis 

betrrnen the Philippines and the new state of .Mal a::;r sia over a 

conflicting claims to areas on the island of Borneo. 43 The 

42Review, (Manila: Department of li1oreign Affairs, 
October 1959), p. 21. · 

43vreeland Area Handbook for the Philippines, p. 72. 
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Garcia administration was credited in a somewhat patronizing 

manner with making the monumental discovery that to regain 

the respect of other peoples and to put an end to the bane

ful habit of depending too much on the United States for 

econ9mic and strategic security, it was necessary to estab

lish a respectable independence. 

Some writers analyzed the efforts of Garcia's closer 

relations with his Asian neighbors as an indication of a 

complete break with the United States, feeling that in order 

to align herself with the rest of Asia, the Philippines must 

establish =·a neutral foreign policy. Other writers criticized 

the Philippines for being anti-American. But the Filipinos 

are basically not anti-American, though they firmly believed 

that their relationship with the Americans needed updating to 

conform with the constantly changing world and the changes in 

American foreign policy around the world. 
-

· President Garcia for all his rhetoric on "Filipino 

First" and 11 Asia for the Asian" foreign policy, in fact re

mained closely in line with American policies in Asia.44 Un

der his administration, the Philippines joined a number of 

western 11 frontn organizations in an effort to combat Com

munism in the area. "Front" organizations such as the East

ern Regional Organization for Public Administration and the 

44Buss, The United States and the Philippines, p. 39. 
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Asian Productivity Organization are actually western in 

character made to appear as Asian organizations.45 More

over, the Philippines played a prominent part in other 

training 11 program.mes11 sponsored by the East. 46 Manila is 

frequently chosen as a meeting place or as headquarters 

for these organizations. And it was during Garcia's ad

ministration that he outlawed Communism in the Philippines. 

Another achievement under the Garcia administration 

with regard to Philippine-P--i.merican relation \'las the revision 

of the Military Bases Agreement of 1947, which resulted in 

the Bohlen-Serrano Agreement. The provisions of the new 

Military Bases Agreement were: 

p. 50. 

1. Reduction of· the term of the bases lease 
from 99 years to 25 years; 

2. The relinquishment by the Uriited States 
of approximately 118 ,OOO hectares of 
base lands and the transfer of Olongapo 
community to the Philippines; 

3. Prior consultation with the Philippine 
government on the military operational 
use of the bases for purposes other 
than the mutual defense of both countries; 

4. Prior consultation with the Philippine 
government before the United States could 
put up a missile launching site in the 
Philippines; 

45J. L. Vellut, The Asian Policy of the Philippines, 

46Programmes such as the United States Agency for 
International Development (AID). This program from 1955-
1961 had trainess from Taiwan, Indonesia, South Vietnam, 
Cambodia, and Thailand. 
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5. The creation of Mutual Defense Board and 
the placement of Filipino liason officers 
on American bases in the Philippines.47 

The United States was to retain several minor installations 

in addition to four major bases. 48 In spite of this new 

military bases agreement, the Filipinos were not satisfied, 

because the question of jurisdiction was not explicitly de

fined, causing 11 friction" among the local government and 

bases authorities. 

Diosdado Macapagal 1961-1965 

The foreign policy of President Diosdado Macapagal, 

1961-1965, was the cultivation of continued relation with 

Asian countries. In 1962 Macapagal took an active interest 

in bringing together peoples of Malay stock. At a summit 

metting in Manila MAPHILINDO, v,as created named after the 

first letters of Malaya, Philippines, and Indonesia. This 

association of three nations conjured up the dream of a 

potentially powerful single confederation of states of 150 

million Malays with base reserves of unexplored natural re

sources. It was launced for cooperation and consultation 

in matters of security, development, and socio-cultural af-

fairs. 

47Re ublic of the Philin ines Treat Series, Vol. 111. 
(Manila: Department of Foreign Affairs, 1959, pp. 72-75. 

48New York Times, October 13, 1959), p. 1. 
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VlAPHILINDO was actually an earnest effort to mend 

broken, long-neglected ties and to rediscover and understand 

themselves better. For the Philippines it was a return to 

Asia after long centuries without contact.· However, this 

form~tion proved to be premature and ineffectualo MAPHILINDO 

failed after Malaysia was formed in 1963 because both the 

Philippines and Indonesia disputed the territorial claims of 

the new federation of Malaysia. The Philippines had formally 

leid c~aim to Sabah (North Borneo) in 1962, one of the fed

eral states of new Malaysia. 

W:tth the failure of MAPHILINDO, the foreign policy of 

the Philippines returned to the "American first" orientation.49 

In fact, at the beginning of the Macapagal administration, the 

President anchored his foreign policy in good relations with 

the United States. Feeling secure in the mutual defense relat

ionship, Macapagal was primarily concerned to maximize American 

assistance in solving his economic problems. Without, the 

United States, he saw no wa:y out of his domestic difficulties. 

The rate of population growth, near the highest in Asia, ex

ceeded the increase in the GNP. The gove.rnment' s budgetary 

deficit together with the paucity of private savings and foreign 

investments left little hope for success in schemes for national 

development, while a Land Reform Act passed in 1963, aimed at 

L~9salvador P. Lopez, "Foreign Policy Transformation and 
Reconsiderations," Fookien Times Yearbook, 1963, pp. 61-62. 
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the abolition of tenancy and share cropping, remained a dead 

letter for lack of money to buy out the landlords. Imports 

exceeded exports, and for the first time rice had to be pur

chased abroad.50 

In 1962, at the insistence of the United States, and 

in order to stimulate exports, President Macapagal abolished 

all economic controls from froeign exchange and devalused the 

peso. He literally surrendered the management of the Phil

ippine economy to the International Monetary Fund, the World 

Bank and other financial agencies controlled by the United 

States. Instead of striving for an import-export income out

go balance to safeguard Philippine savings and reserves, he 

placed the country on the toboggan of international fiscal 

barrowing, which burdened the Philippines with immense debt 

and left the economy open to foreign contro1. 51 

In spite of what Macapagal had done, the American 

press labelled him as anti-American. But basically he was 

anti-Communist. The Macapagal administration refused to dis

turb the practical stalemate with Japan and would not tolerate 

any changes in Philippine relations ~ith Communists anywhere, 

particularly China. During his term of office, Macapagal re

fused the entry of a Yugoslav basketball team to play in 

50Buss, The United States and the Philippines, p. 41. 

51 Pomeroy, An American Made Tragedy: Neo-Colonialism 
and Dictatorship in the Philippines, p. 68. 



189 

Manila, because their country was aligned with the Communist 

countries. He would not allow Filipinos to travel to main

land China or Chinese Communists to enter the Philippines. 

He also accepted the resignation of his Foreign Affairs Sec

retary Salvador P. Lopez, when the latter openly advocated 

a review of Philippine policy towards the Soviet Union and 

the Socialist states of Eastern Europe. 

Toward the end of his term, Macapagal had disagree

ment with the Americans. He impounded large quantities of 

American tobacco that had been legally admitted by his pre

decessor. In retaliation, the U.S. Congress threatened to 

reduce the Philippine sugar quota. When the U.S. Congress 

again re.fused to pay the- remaining :rayment of the $73 million 

War Damage Claim, Macapagal postponed a-good will visit to 

the United States.52 At the srune time he declared June 12 

as Philippine Indpendence Day, rather than the traditional 

July .fourth. 53 He changed tne name of Dewey Boulevard,_ the 

famed sunset drive named after Commodore George Dewey, to 

Roxas Boulevard. In 1965, he was aslo bitter over lack of 

American support for his reelection bid to the presidency, 

which he lost to Ferdinand E. Marcos. 

52American Forei n Policies: Current Documents, 196,.?., 
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, p. 1088. 

53July 4th is now celebrated in the Philippines as 
Philippine-American Friendship Day. 
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Ferdinand E. Marcos 1965-Present 

li"'erdinand E. Marcos, the Philippine~• most decorated 

war hero during World War 11 became president in 1965. In 

the early years of his administration, Marcos' foreign policy 

maintained close ties with the· United States. He urged the 

Philippines and other Asian countries to depend on American 

power as a :protective shield against Communism until the 

United Nations could provide collective security. He elab

OJ?ated, "• •• the only acceptable power here in Asia right 

now which can be utilized as a shield against Red China is 

American po\'ler. I therefore feel that American power should 

~elp within the limits of our capacity. 1154 

During a state visit of President Marcos to the United 

States in 1966, President Lyndon B. Johnson welcomed Marcos 

as a "brother. 11 At a White House dinner, Marcos responded, 

"We have. follow you and we do not regret it • • • We have 

come to offer you the spirit of the Filipino people ••• 11 55 

According to Johnson, Marcos vms his right arm in Asia. Al

though as a senator Marcos had opposed Macapagal's proposal 

to send Philippine forces to Vietnam, as president he asked 

Philippine Congress in 1966 to provide funds for a Philippine 

Civic Action Group (PHILCAG) to serve in Vietnam. PHILCAG in-

54The Manila Times, September 10, 1966, p. 1. 

55,rhe Manila Times, September 15, 1966, p. 1. 
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eluded medical and dental teams, engineers, and appropriate 

security guards. 

Marcos had to answer such pointed questions in the 

Philippine Congress as "Why meddle in someone else's war" and 

Why ta~e the Vietnam monkey off the back of LBJ?" Public 

opinion was marshaled behind the government line and the media 

reiterated arguments in defense of the President's position. 

11 If the Reds win in Vietnam, that victory vrlll signal the re

activation of communist insurgency all over Southeast Asia, 

including the Philippines; 11 · 11 Asian Communists have a common 

policy of aggression: Korea yesterday, Vietnam today; India, 

Tibet and the rest of Southeast Asia tomorrow ••• We must 

stop aggression here if the security of Asia and ultimately 
,, 

the world is to be safeguarded." 11 We ar.e not going to Vietnam 

to kill and destroy, but on a mission of peace." Vie are going 

to put out the fire in our neighbor's house and to rescue our 

friends in distress. 11 56 

Philippine officialdom insisted upon the importance 

of Vietnam to the security of the Philippines and identified 

itself completely with the objectives of the United States. 

It was argued that, by defending South Vietnam, the United 

States stood for the safety of all free nations in Asia and 

that if the Philippines should fail to participate convincingly 

in collective action to preserve peace and security, it would 

56Buss, The United States and the Philinpines, p. 48. 
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disappoints their friends and damage their image as the cham

pion of freedom and democracy in Southeast Asia. The military 

bases in the Philippines were vital to the -United States dur

ing the Vietnam war, and it was rumored that nuclear weapons 

were kept inside the bases.57 The nationalists criticized 

Marcos for involving the Philippines in the Vietnam war and 

called him a "co-belligerent of Johnson" in Asia. 

In 1969 President Marcos and Secretary of Foreign 

Affairs, Carlos P. Romulo, together devised an innovative 

approach to Philippine foreign policy that they called the 

New Developmental Diplomacy.58 Based on the Philippine peo

ple's sense of their national identity and the ideals of the 

-United Nations, it was designed to cater to the _needs of 

economic and social development and to reduce the excessive 

reliance of the Philippines upon the United States. To a 

great extent, the Filipinos were driven to their new dip

lomacy by the uncertainties of American policy. Fearful that 

the United States might abandon Southeast Asia entirely, the 

Philippine government had to prepare for any eventuality. 

By the early 1970 1 s Marcos had begun making strong 

efforts to r ·edirect Philippine foreign policy to one which 

57Neil Sheridan, The Pentagon Papers, (New York: The 
N~w York Times Company, 1971), pp. 47-48 

58carlos P. Romulo, "An Innovative Approach to Our 
. Foreign Relations," Department of Foreign Affairs, (Manila: . 

January 2, 1969) • . 
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would mesh more closely their relations with the outside 

world. He opened a drive toward the discovery of new markets 

in an expanding series of new relationships with the Common 

Markets in Europe, a·nd with Socialist-Communist countries. 

For the first time in its independent history, the Ph~l

ippines has established formal relations with the Socialist

Communist countries in Europe and Asia, including the Arab 

states. The Philippines also has excellent relations in an 

informal sense with both Moscow and Peking. 

During the "cold war" period, Filipinos and their 

leaders had been made to believe that the Socialist countries 

were enemies of the Philippines and that these countries 

threatened national secuiity. President Marcos now believes 

it is in the best interest of the Philippines to promote 

economic, social, cultural and political relations with them. 

Rapprochement with the Socialist countries has been the most 

dramatic aspect of Philippine foreign policy. 59 The re

orientation of Philippine foreign policy reflected the 

changes of political developments in Asia as a result of 

Peking-Washington detente in 1972 followed by the U.S. with

drawal in South Vietnam. Furthermore, the Filipinos had been 

agitating for and demanding a more nationalistic foreign 

policy based solely on the national interest of the country. 

59The Philippines in the World: The Foreign Relations 
of the New Society, pp. 63; 67. 



CHAPTER Vl 

POSTWAR NATIONALISM AND ANTI-AMERICANISM 

Modern Nationalism in Asia 

Nineteenth-century imperialism, even with its ideal

istic aspects, produced a political and, in many respects, an 

economic, social, and cultural pattern that did not possess 

the elements of permanence. Its greatest foe was the national

ism of the twentieth-century, reaching a climax in the creation 

of sovereign states with many untries approaches to domestic 

and international problems. 

It was the Western powers who brought the concept of 

nationalism which ironically precipitated their own with

drawal in Asia. Emotional and dynamic in nature, nationalism 

has fired the revolt against foreign rule and has helped to 

make possible the birth of new states. It is reflected in 

pride, in national sovereignty, in their demand for equcµity 

of nations, and in rabid opposition to any foreing inter

ference in domestic affairs. It is almost synonymous with 

anti-colonialism. 1 

Nationalism in fact, is becoming a potent force, 

though the new mood has been insufficiently recognized by 

1Fifield, The Diplomacy of Southeast Asia: 1945-
~, P• 496. 
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some Western powers. 2 President Sukarno of Indonesia in his 

address to the joint s~ssion of U.S. Congress in May 1946, 

said: "• •• Nationalism may be out-of-date doctrine for 

many in this world; for us of Asia and Africa, ~tis the 

main~pring of our efforts. Understand that and you have the 

key to much of postwar history. Fail to understand it and 

no amount of thinking, no torrent of words, and Niagara of 

dollars will produce anything but bitterness and disillusion

ment.113 With these words, one may only ponder the lesson 

from the recent Vietnam war in which Communism under Ho Chi 

Minh capitalized on nationalism and almost everyone knmu the 

outcome of that misunderstood country. 

Modern nationalism emerged first in the Philippinese4 

During the second half of the nineteenth century, nationalism 

took form against Spanish abuses and the rise of the caciques. 

Filipinos hastened its growth when the Spanish officials in 

Manila executed three Filipino priest in 1872 on false charges 

of treason and sedition against the Spanish authorities in 

· 2George Farwell, Mask of Asia: · The Phili~yines Today, 
(new York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 196 , p. 3 • . 

3President Sukarno, Address before the U.S. Congress, 
The Department of State Bulletin, (Washington: Government 
Printing Press, June 1946), p. 919. 

4navid Joel Steinberg, ed., In Search of Southeast 
Asia: A Modern History, (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1974), 
p. 259. 
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in the country. The three priests were Fathers Gomez, Burgos 

and Zamora, known as 11 Gomburza," whom the Filipinos used as 

an inspiration in their revolt against Spain. This incident 

was a costly mistake on the part of the Spaniards because it 

ignited and encouraged the nationalist movement and ultimate

ly brought about Spain's dovmfall in 1896 when the Filipinos 

revolted.· After Spain ceded the Philippines to the Americans 

in the Treaty of Paris on December 10, 1898, without the con

sent of the Filipinos, the latter revolted against the Amer

icans.5 

The revolt against Spain vms not a class war, but the 

political expression of a nation who desired to be free from 

tlle absolute authority of its rulers. It was the expression 

of social, intellectual, and economic revolutions. \'/hen the 

Filipino nationalists look back to the men and events of the 

last century, they can draw upon a rich heritage of liberal 

and democratic ideas and a choice of methods of bringing about 

change; the Propagandists tried peaceful persuasions but 

failed and the Katipunans tried force and succeeded. 6 Above 

5The Treaty of Paris on December 10, 1898, Spain re
ceived ~~20 million from McKinley's government as indemnity 
which the Filipino revolutionists declared was blood money 
to purchase their country over their protesting heads. 

, 6The Pr;pagandists belonged to the middle ,·class who 
studied in Europe and worked for reforms for their country, 
vvhile the Katipunan was a secret society whose members were 
mostly peasants and the poor; their purpose was to overthrow 
the Spaniards. 
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all, the nationalists can take pride in the extraordinary 

degree of unity among Filipinos, for the first time, in 

their struggle against Spain and the long bitter resistance 

to American arms. 

When the Spanish-American War broke out in 1898, the 

Filipinos had already started their revolution against Spain 

in 1896, unaware of the war between the United States and 

Spain over Cuba. After Commodore George Dewey destroyed the 

Spanish Fleet at Manila Bay, he sought the help of the Fil

ipino revolutionists in the name of friendly assistance 

against the mutual enemy, Spain. 7 The revolutionists collab

orated with the Americans because they thought they came to 

liberate them from Spain, as they did in Cuba. Only later 

did the Filipinos realize that the Americans would be their 

new colonizer. 

Actually colonialism was hardly a majority choice in 

the United States, because the official policy at that time 

was isolationism. But a few American officials, such as 

Senator Henry Cabot Lodge and the young Assistant Secretary 

of the Navy, Theodore Roosevelt, favored imperialism and ex

pansionism. They saw the possibility of taking the Phil

ippines as an opportunity for America to acquire baseland in 

. 7Agoncillo, Short History of the Filipino People, 
(Manila: University of the Philippines, 1960), p. 235. 



198 

Asia for strategic and commercial purposes. 8 

Captain Alfred T. Mahan, wrote that a nation, to be 

great, must have not only land power but also sea power to 

expand its shipping and protect its commerce. America, he 

argued, must look outvmrd, must search for distant markets 

and sources of raw materials. It must acquire a largo mer

chant marine, a powerful navy, safe ports and coaling stat

ions, naval bases around the world and colonies. 9 Accord

ing to Mahan, expansion was natural, necessary, and irre

pressible, and a throng of neo-imperlialists agreed. Their 

thoughts came to focus on the China market-and a way station 

in the Philippines. 

Thus the .United States found themselves a colonizer 

for the first time, in their only colony in the Far East, 

after the u.s. Senate approved the Treaty of Paris and the 
. 10 

Philippines became American territory on February 6, 1899. 

The fact that the Filipinos had won their fight against 

Spain and declared themselves a Republic and no longer be

longed to Spain was a minor detail completely ignored by both 

8The Annals of America, 1895--1904, Populism, Imperial
ism and Reform, 11 William McKinley: The Acquisition of the 
Philippines," Vol. 12, (London: Encyclopaedia Britannica, 
Inc., 1968), pp. 231-233. 

, 9 Alfred T. Mahan, Influence of Sea Power Unon History, 
1660-1783, (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1890), pp. 3-16. 

1°Fred L. Israel, ed., Ma.ior Peace Treaties of Modern 
History, (New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1967), p. 851. 
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1 1 powers. At a conference table in Paris, where the big 

powers decided the fate of the Islands, a Filipino lawyer 

sent by the Revolutionary government to plead the cause of 

their freedom was not permitted to attend the peace confer

ence or to have any say in their own destiny, since the 

Philippine government he repi-'esented was not recognized by 

the family of nations. 

Thailand can lay claim as the only Southeast Asian 

country that has never been colonized by an western powers, 

but the Filipino people can boast that it fought the first 

nationalistic revolution against western colonizers in Asia 

and established the first democratic republic which survived 

from 1898 to 1901, when the United States officially took 

control over the Islands. The superior-arms of the United 

States crushed the short-lived first Philippine republic, 

the same arms which, strangely enough, helped to establish 

the Cuban republic. 

In forcing her sovereignty upon the Filipino people, 

the Americans crossed 7,000 miles of ocean with 126,468 of

ficers and men, in addition to the navy, which guaranteed 

complete command of the sea. It took the Americans over two 

1 1 June . 12, 1898, was when the first Philippine Repub-
lic was proclaimed as a signal of independence from Spain. For 
the Filipinos, July 4th was a date on which the occupying 
power ·agreed to give up its control and can be compared, in 
their view, to November 30, 1782, v1hen the British acknow
l~dged . the independence of the United States. 
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years to conquer the Filipinos with 2,811 recorded fights. 

The Philippine-American War was costly for the United States, 

which spent ~t6oo,ooo million with 4,234 dead, and 2,818 wound

ed8 12 On the other hand, the Filipinos, in defense of their 

independence, suffered greater losses-16,000 died in action, 

200,000 civilians perished from famine and pest:Llence, and 
1,. 

untold million of pesos worth of property were destroyed.~ 

The Filipinos resisted annexation by the United States 

because they assumed that America's rule would be about as in

tolerable as Spain's had been, and because they sa:w no earthly 

reason why their countrymen should not govern themselves. - To 

them the charge that they were incapable of governing them-
H• selves was preposterous. r Al though defeated in · war, the 

Filipinos did not give up their independence cause. They 

fought and lost, but their cause was not lost. 

Unlike Puerto Rico and Hawaii, the Philippines made 

it cl~ar that they would rather be an independent country 

than under any colonial rule. As Commonwealth President 

Manuel L. Quezon once said, that he would rather have a 

government run like hell by Filipinos, than one li..~e heaven 

12rn American books and newspapers, Philippine
American Viar ·was termed 11 Insurrection. 11 

13\'lilliam T. Sexton, "Soldiers in the Philippines," 
The Infantry Journal, (Washington: GPO, 1944), pp. 217-219. 

141.eon Wolff, Little Brm·m Brother, (Nevi York: 
Doublesday and Company, Inc., 1960), p. 11. 
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under the Americans. Filipinos have always fought foreign 

domination-Spain, the United States, Japan and even their own. 

Nationalism developed through the early years of American re

gime, then under the Commonwealth although cautious and con

servative. The anti-climax resulted to a long and arduous 

struggle for emancipation which was finally achieved in 1946. 

Emergence of Postwar Nationalism 

It was the immediate years following World War 11 

that witnessed the sudden outburst of Philippine nationalism. 

It was during these years of grave physical sufferings and 

shattered lives in ruined towns and cities, that the Filipinos 

ironically found themselves at the mercy of the Americans for 

Vlhom they offered their lives and honor in the last vmr. The 

Filipinos had trusted the American sense of justice and fair 

play too much, and found themselves victims of their own 

delusion, which still afflicts many of them to this day. 

Philippine-American relations were all the more- com

plicated because the latter had left a massive amount of 

goodwill in its former colony. Through education and long 

exposure to American culture, many Filipinos in public life 

became Americanized. They were almost incapable of seeing 

anything wrong with America and they automatically took the 

United States position on political issues, both local and 

foreign. It was thus, that approximately five years after 

the painful liberation of .1945, Filipinos swallowed their 
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pride and self-respect and, with misgivings, accepted Amer

ican impositions in order to survive. A destroyed improvised 

country, it had to get aid somewhere. There was nowhere else 

to turn to, except America. No other major power was interest

ed in financing the Philippines or offering them a hand after 

the war. Britain, France and Holland all had their own prob

lems-their own ex-colonies who had welcomed the Japanese, but 

now needed their help. 

The United States took advantage of the sad plight of 

the devastated Philippines, at the time it most needed help 

from the Americans for rehabilitation and reconstruction, by 

extracting special privileges economically and militarily. 

After Filipinos had bled and died for America during World 

War 11, America-refused to recognize the rights of their vet

erans as equal as those of American soldiers. While forcing 

economic privileges from the Philippines, the United States 

Congress refused to give Filipi~o veterans equal benefits with 

American soldiers. Unlike any other foreign soldiers who 

served in the American forces, the only rights the Filipino 

veterans were allowed to share equally with American veterans 

were funeral rights. Otherwise their allotment was one peso 

to the American dollar-less than.one half the official value. 

· · · 15nay, The Phili~uines: Shattered Showcase of 
Democracy in Asia, p. 11 • 
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The nationalists also argued that the United States 

assistance to the Philippines was insufficient, particularly 

with regard to the war damage payments. This became a wide

spread issue because of the F1lipino complaint that the u.s. 
had not made good on its war-time pledge to rehabilitate com

pletely war damage on Philippine facilities and resources. 

It was only in 1964 that the U.S. Congress passed a final 

Philippine war damage claim law and the remaining $73 million 

was finally given to the Filipinos after almost twenty years 

of waiting. Filipinos have strong opinions about these claims 

and interpreted U.S. reluctance to come to a settlement as an 

indication of ingratitude for their loyalty during the war. 

The resentment over these war claims may be summed up 

in General Romulo 1 s sppech before the U.S. Congress when he 

said, 

••• the general impression that we have 
been beneficiaries of extra lavish American 
assistance must be corrected for, aside from 
war damage payments which vrnre certainly due 
us who suffered incredible destruction from 
an enemy attack aimed at the United States, 
the Philippines was .American territory at the 
time-the actual receipts of economic aid are 
much less than those given to other countries 
in Asia, some of them former enemy countries, 
others neutral or uncommitted, certainly not 
linked by political, military, and economic 
ties as closely as the Philippines ••• 16 

16carlos P. Romulo, Speech before the U.S. Congress 
Regarding 11 u.s. Reluctance in the Payment of War Damage 
Claims, 11 ,Congressional Record, Vol. 105, (Vlashington: Govern
ment Printing Office, Janu~y, 1959), p. A-487. 
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Filipinos repeatedly referred to U.S. assistance to European 

countries and stressed that the Philippines had every right 

to seek comparable · aid. 17 They also felt their friendship 

and good will were being taken for granted by the United 

Stat~s. They felt that these were scarely reciprocated, and 

that American responses to Filipino needs was dictated by 

profit-motive pragmatism rather than any sentiment inspired 

by shared wartime calamity. 

Filipinos like to describe their grievances against 

the Americans in the language of polite discourse, as "ir-

ri tants·. 11 - In fact, these irritants form the context of an 

anti-American posture of many nationalists, particularly the 

youth. Today's youth grew up without memories or' the generous 

outpouring of ~entiment between Americans and Filipinos which 

occured during the war. They grew up at the height of the 

bitter national debates concerning parity, the bases question, 
·-

the termination of veteran benefits, and the involvement of 

the Philippines in the Vietnam v1ar. They grew up at a time 

when it ·was obvious that the former enemies of the United 

States were receiving all possible assistance while former 

allies were ignored. 

By the mid-1950's and 1960's, postwar nationalism, 

17Forei n Relations of the United States 19l1:7, Vol. 
VJ., "The Far East, 11 Washington: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1973), p. 1120. 
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at first directed towards the Chinese, became more militant 

and were now aimed towards the Americans. 18 This change was 

due to the new generation of national leaders v1ho instilled 

in the minds of the youth that in order to survive and gain 

the respect of other countries, their rights must be res

pected and recognized by their former colonizer. This nat

ionalist reawakening has never been fully understood bymost 

Americans, particularly by their policy-makers, and, mis

understanding its nature and directions, they unwittingly 

contributed to the nationalist resurgence. 

Some American officials have been insufficiently aware 

of present-day Filipino think.ing. There is little contact, 

perhaps even little sympathy, if any, with the lower class. 

Attention ·is directed to the elite. Before the second Vlorld 

War, the support of the foreigners for the wealthy and corrupt 

officials in China, and their indifference to mass poverty,. 

brought the Communists to power. From the United States, the 

Filipinos wanted respect and equality of status much more than 

money or favors. They YJanted the American government and peo

ple to accept their nationalism, whatever its strengths and 

weaknesses, as naturally as they accept that of other count-

18Albert Ravenholt, 11 The Spoils of Nationalism: The 
Philippines," in Kalman H. Silvert ed., EA!ectant Peoples: 
Nationalism and Devel 01Jment, (Nevi York: fred A. Knopf, 1963), 
pp. 178-186 • . 
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ries. 19 But most Filipinos felt that they were not treated 

fairly by the Americans. 

Postwar nationalism was led by such men as Senator 

Claro M. Recto and Jose P. Laurel. Although neither men won 

the highest executive position in the Philippines, both men 

left a lasting legacy for their insistence on Philippine 

sovereignty and respect. Both men were brilliant orators 

and polemicists who strongly influenced a generation 6f war 

babies-the voters of today-who voiced their anti-American 

sentiment in their speeches. Senator Recto warned his 

countrymen of a true Republic, with "undivided loyalties to 

our own sovereign nation and people" under a just and legit

imate regime; 11 only then can we rightly claim to ·have achieved 

and deserved our independence. 1120 
• • 

Senator Recto, who excelled in such vastly difficult 

fields as literature and statecraft, studied the military 

agreements with the United States and concluded that the 

Filipinos were at a disadvantage in the bargain. He noted, 

for instance, that the bases agreement does not specify which 

flag would unfurl over the bases. As a consequence, only the 

American flag flew over the bases, to the exclusion of the 

19Farwell, The l·fask of Asia: The PhiliJ2pines Toda,.y, 
p. 218. 

20Horacio dela Costa, Readings in Philippine Histori, 
(Manila: Bookmark, 1965), _p. 302. 
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Filipino flag. Recto called the attention of the Philippine 

government to this anomalous arrangement and, to emphasize 

his point, he drew a contrast between the American bases in 

~urope, such as in Spain, France, and Germany with those in 

the Philippines. In these countries only their national flag 

flew over the American bases, while in the Philippines, only 

the American flag waved proudly--an anomaly that officials 

c·o'rrected later. 21 

A number of developments have served to intensify 

Philippine sensitiveness concerning the bases. Contributing 

to Filipino suspicion that the United States was taking advan

tage of her former colony's weakness was the declaration of 

U.-s. Attorney-General Herbert Brownell, in 1953 that the 

United States owned the base lands in the Phi"lippines and 

wanted absolute ownership_ and title to other lands acquired 

by virtue of the 1947 Bases Agreement. If valid, the Phil

ippines would have to turn over 199,580 hectares of rich.lands 

to the United States. 22 

Senator Recto wrote a detailed refutation of the 

Brownell opinion, asserting that the Philippines ovmed the 

base lands but merely granted their use to the United States 

21 Elnilio. Aguilar Cruz, 11 Year of Nationalism," Progress 
Magazine, (Manila: 1956), pp. 18-25. 

22New York Times, "Manila to Oppose Bid on Bases," 
March 15, 1953, p. 18. 
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in the bases agreement of 1947. When Brownell's opinion was 

declassified on March 16, 1954, nationalist passions aroused 

and became the target of Filipino strictures. It was obvious 

to nationalists that the U.S. was bent on making Philippine 

inde~endence a mockery. In public vehicles, in coffee shops, 

and in university classrooms, Brownell's opinion was assailed 

with a maA7imum of emotional involvement. Students staged 

demonstrations against the Americans. Slowly the image of 

the U.S. as humane colonizer disintegrated; she was now pic

tured as an opportunist, a greedy imperialist. 

Recto maintained that the Treaty of General Relations 

with the U.S. signed on July 4, 1946, shows that what v1ere 

now the base lands became Philippine territory on· the day of 

Philippine independence, as Article 1 of the treaty provides 

that, "The United States agrees to.withdraw and surrender, 

and does hereby withdraw and surrender, all rights and possess

ion, supervision, jurisdiction, control, or sovereignty exist

ing and excercised by the United States in and over the terr

itory and people of the Philippines.n23 Recto argued that 

under the principle of the law of lease, Americans as the 

leasee could not acquire any title from the lessor, the 

Philippines. 

23Bevans, Treaties and other International Agreements 
of the United States of AmericaJ 1776-1942, Vol. 11, p. 3 
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The anti-American demonstrations, with written and 

oral denunciations of the U.S. government, subsided tem

porarily when the U.S. recognized the validity of Recto's 

logic. In the course of vice-president Richard Nixon's 

visit to the Philippines in 1956, he issued a statement 

affirming Philippine sovereignty over the U.S. military basesc 

He said: 11 The United States has since the independence of the 

Philippines alw_ays acknowledged the sovereignty of the Phil

ippines over such bases, and expressly reaffirms full rec-

ognition of such full sovereignty over the bases u24 
• • • 

The anti-American demonstrations in the Philippines 

probably would have not been an elefuent in the postwar 

development of Filipino nationalism, had not some Americans, 

both servicemen, their dependents and civilians, acted as if 

the Philippines was still their colony. After Philippine in

dependence, the U.S. administered the bases areas as if they 

were an American territory. The tovm of Olongapo, where Subic 

Naval Base is located, was once administered by base authorities. 

This usually created friction between the local government 

and the servicemen. Even the Philippine Congress, whose mem

bers were pro-American, passed a resolution in 1956 calling 

for a reexamination of Philippine-American relations. This 

24zinner, "Joint Statement on Talks Held Bet.ween Vj.ce
President :rixon and President Magsaysay Concerning Military 
bases, July 3, 1956," Docur.1ents on American Foreign Relations, 
p. 390. 
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protest resulted in the revision of the Military Bases Agree

ment in 1959. But the question of jurisdiction over crimes 

committed inside and outside the base areas was not complete

ly solved and remained the main source of "irritants11 in 

Philippine-American relations. 

Under the bases agreement, the Philippines had no 

. jurisdiction over an .American serviceman who committed an 

offense while performing his military duty. The right to 

determine whether an erring serviceman was on duty was re

served for the base commander to decide. The main difference 

between the United States agreement vdth the Philippines and 

those with NATO powers, is that l!,ilipinos can come under the 

jurisdiction of the U.S. ·base authorities, whereas the base 

agreement Yli th NATO powers made no distinction betvrnen crimes 

committed on or off base and expressly excluded the base author

ities from jurisdiction over nationals of the host state. All 

agreements with the NATO powers were reciprocal, wherea~ that 

vrl th the Philippines they are not. 25 

Even when an American serviceman is accused of com

mitting an offense or crime over which the Philippine govern

ment is conceded to have jurisdiction, the base authority kept 

custody of the serviceman. This practice had often resulted 

in an accused serviceman being shipped out of the country by 

25Taylor, The Philipuines and the United States, p. 2l..t4! 
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base authorities even while the serviceman may be facing 

criminal charges in Philippine court. This technique of 

sending home the accused serviceman on the ground that he 

had finshed his tour of duty in the country, when in fact 

he had been sent home to avoid. standing trial under Phil

ippine court irritated the Filipinos. To them, it was a 

subtle attempt to ignore the Philippine court and therefore 

an insult to them. A number of servicemen often boasted 

that it did not matter if they killed a Filipino, as the 

base authorities vmuld immediately put them on the first 

plane back to the United States to avoid trial. The Phil

ippine Foreign Office had sent a formal protest to the U.S. 

Embassy in Manila regarding the ba~e authority practices. 26 

Incidents Inside and Outside American Military Bases 

The question of jurisdiction was considered as the 

single major cause of "irritants" in Philippine-American 

relations. Such anomalies were ·not troublesome until the 

coming to power of the Nationalista Party in 1953, when the 

change in temper led the Filipinos to dispute base author

ities over incidents that would earlier have passed ·without 

public comment under the Liberal Party. Now these incidents 

were brought forcefully to the attention of the press and 

26onofre Corpuz, "United States Military Bases and 
the Philippine-American Relations," Progress Magazine, (Manila: 

'Times Publishing Company, Inc., 1957), p. 30. 
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legislature. The following are incidents committed inside 

and outside American military bases in which the question 

of jurisdiction has been a problem for the U.S. military 

authorities and the Philippine government. 

In January 1956 Goerge Roe, a seaman, was accused of 

causing physical injuries through reckless driving. Under 

the terms of the 1947 military bases agreement Filipino 

authorities released him to the custody of the naval base 

authority. Naval officials, however, transferred Roe to the 

United States and then discharged him, thus making him free 

of the charge against him. 27 

At a town near Clark Air Force Base, another incident 

occurred in February 1956, when an illegal detention of a 

Filipino mining operator by the base authority brought the 

issue of sovereignty into sharp focus. The base authority 

challenged the right of Filipino miners to quarry and trans

port manganese ore in what was claimed to be part of the mili

tary reservation. It was not, in fact, part of the military 

base but adjacent to it, and to go to the mining site, Fil

ipino miners had to pass through the American check point. 

By 1960 1 s anti-Americanism, a term popularized by 

the Americans themselves, was strong, due mainly to two in 

cidents in which military and naval personnel were involved. 

27Taylor, The Philippines and the United s;tates: 
Problems of Partnership. p. 236. 
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One incident involved the case of a Filipino boy scrounging 

among debris inside Clark Air Force Base v,ho was fired upon 

and killed by an American soldier \~1ho was off duty at the 

time of the shooting. Less than a mon~h later, two American 

naval. sentries shot and killed a Filipino fisherman inside 

the territorial waters of Subic Naval Base. 28 

The loud protests over such killings led the American 

embassy in l'1anila to issue a statement that the unfortuante 

killing of the Filipino boy was the result of American secur

ity measures taken after Filipinos allegedly tried to bomb 

the American children attending school at the base. After 

showing an old bomb to the newspapermen, the U.S. ambassador 

said that the matter was still being investigated. The Fil

ipino press, fa~ed for its freedom and aggressiveness, labelled 

the ambassador's "revelation" as a canard and an insidious 

attempt to make the Filipinos appear in the eyes of the vmrld 

as murd-erers of children. The investigation showed that the 

bomb was not only old, but also a dud that could not possibly 

have exploded, and that there was no proof that it v,as hurled 

at the school. Strong public opinion against this incident 

left the professional apologies of the Americans glumly quiet 

in the face of hostile reaction. 

In a number of cases involving American court-martial 

trials of on-duty servicemen for crimes committed against 

28.b.d 
2:...1:_.' p. 
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Filipinos on base, acquittals have drawn protests from the 

Philippine government. In one such case, Petty Officer 

Michael Mooney, accused of shooting a Filipino laborer on 

base, offered as his defense the claim that he had mistaken 

the victim as a "wild boar." Mooney was acquitted, although 

he had shot the "wild boar 11 in broad daylight at a distance 

of 17 yards in an open clearing, an area known to be a cus

tomary gathering place of Filipinos working inside the naval 

base. The U.S. government rejected an official protest from 

the Philippine government.· 29 

In another instance, Lance Corporal Kenneth A. Smith, 

while on sentry duty at Sangley Point Naval Base, shot and 

killed an 18-year old Filipino bootblack who, he claimed, 

tried to flee with a stolen bicycle. Smith was acquitted, 

though standing orders at the base restrained sentries from 

using their weapons except in serious crimes such as sabotage 

and armed roberry. If these killings had happened in the 

United States or in countries other than the Philippines, 

these servicemen may have received severe punishment instead 

of an acquittal. 

An incident in which servicemen were allowed to leave 

the country involved Air Force Sergeants Bernard V/illiams and 

Cecil Moore, who vrnre in 1971 indicted for forcible abduction 

29The Philinuines in the World: The foreign Relations 
of the Nev1Society, p. 36. · 
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with attempted rape befsre the Angeles City Court of First 

Instance. But before these two servicemen could stand trial, 

they were allowed to leave the country by the base commander, 

thus avoiding trial and making a mockery of Philippine courts. 30 

These are a few incidents indicating the difficult 

problem of arranging jurisdiction over American troops abroad. 

In the revised military bases agreement in 1959, the United 

States conceded jurisdiction to the Philippines inside the 

bases over crimes committed against Filipinos by American 

servicemen off duty; while American military authorities 

retained jurisdiction over servicemen on duty. But who was 

to say whether the crime was committed on duty or off duty? 

According to the Americans it was the base authorities; accord

ing to Filipinos· it should be the Philippine courts on the 

ground that jurisdiction is inherent in sovereignty. 

Perhaps, the military reluctance to agree to Phil

ippine demands pertaining to jurisdiction lay in the American 

beliefs that the Philippine legal system, although set up by 

the United States, did not operate in fairness and justice. 

Philippine defenders agreed that in some instances there was 

some truth in that fear; but injustices also occurs sometimes 

in the United States where, in some cases, the American legal 

system does not always operate in fairness and justice to 

all, especially to minorities. 

3oibid., P• 36. 



216 

~ ,, • ~ I 
,__;·J • .. ~' .. . 



217 

In 1959, an American Congressman Phil Weaver, after 

a short visit to the Philippines, advocated moving the U.S. 

military bases to Thailand, on the ground that u.s. service

men were subject to false arrest by Philippine authorities. 

According to Weaver, the servicemen were 11 the victims of con

doned thievery, looting, blackmail, extortion and assault, 

all winked at or openly approved by the most corrupt· officials 

in the world ••• the result of a graft-ridden government 

composed of venal men whose aim in life is to make a fast 

buck at the expense of the servicemen.u31 

What Congressman Weaver did not realize was that the 

same thing also happened in Thailand and in other countries 

where American troops were stationed abroad. The anti-Amer

ican demonstrations in Thailand were so militant and severe 

in nature that they often left several deaths and damaged 

public and private properties. In 1973, the anti-American 

demonstrators in that country s1:1,cceeded in overthrowing the 

military government, and the deposed leaders went into exile. 

In 1975 the student demonstrators were also responsible for 

the complete removal of the American bases in Thailand, which 

had been ironically favored by Congressman Weaver earlier. 

The statements made by Weaver and other Americans re

veal attitudes rather than facts, particularly the morbid, 

3 1Teodoro M. Locsin, "Should the U.S. Pulls Out . 
· of the Philippines?" E-ree Press, (Manila: December 5, 1959), 
p. 3. 
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arrogant attitudes of military officials and their wives, who 

seemed to run the military bases rather than their husbands.32 

The men who hold or transmit these views see nothing wrong in 

sending out of the country Americans who killed Filipinos or 

committed other crimes. Of course Filipinos are also guilty 

of killing American servicemen, but the causes of the kill

ings lie oftentimes with the servicemen themselves, who 

brought with them their arrogance, prejudice, and superior 

attitude while they were overseas. Some Americans often for

get that they are the guest, not the master of these foreign 

countries. 

Servicemen, civilians, businessmen and expatriates 

are often the worst ambassador-of-goodwill for their country. 

Many countries reacted against the behavior of some Americans 

\
11hich they termed obnoxious and shouted "YarLltee go home. 11 Of 

course the behavior of Americans overseas does not reflect 

the true image of the American people at home. Nevertheless, 

some Filipinos charged that American conduct abroad had helped 

to make the United States the most hated country in the world, 

despite her good intentions and generosity. While many count

ries vilified Americans, in the Philippines many Filipinos still 

32some military wives, because of their jeolousy and 
envy, were often responsible for barring Filipino wives of u.s. 
servicemen from entering recreational and other facilities in
side the bases, except going to post office or to hospitals, 
an action which antagonized Philippine-American relations. 
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idolized their former colonizer in spite of all her faults 

and virtues; instead of the slogan 11 Yankee go home," they 

adopted "Yankee come back." 

Tensions and misunderstandings will continue until 

the issue of jurisdiction over crimes committed in the U.S. 

military bases is settled to the satisfaction of both count

ries. Sooner or later, the United States will have to accept 

in the Philippines the same sort of status-of-force agreement 

that it has ·with other countries. It VJill be in the best in

terests of the Americans to do so, unless they are willing to 

lose their most staunchest friend in Asia. It is extremely 

poor policy to extract every ounce of resentment, tension, 

and misunderstanding from protracted negotiations over an 

issue to which t-here can only be one conclusion. 

The year 1964-1965 marked a long season of demonstra

tions and rallies centering around unnecessary killings, mis

treatment of Filipino base emplqyees, revision of the military 

arrangements, abrogation of parity rights, and the actions of 

some Americans whom the nationalists described variously as 

"carpetbaggers, imperialist dogs, and neo-colonialists. 11 At 

no other time in the past had the Americans been the object of 

such criticism in the Philippines that other countries wondered 

why the Filipinos now seemed to be dissatisfied with their for

mer mentors. 

The United States Information Service's (USIS) easy 
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explanation to these sudden outburst of nationalism was that 

they were due to the works of "subversives," which merely 

confused rather than clarified the nagging issues involved. 

Actually they were the result of resentments hidden beneath 

the deceptive calm. It had n~eded only a spark to release 

the pent-up feelings and this was provided by the killings 

which brought to more than 30, the number of Filipino "in

truders" shot dead by servicemen in or near the vicinity of 

the U.S. military bases. 

Each of these cases was analogous to the cause celebre 

of the Girard case in Japan.33 It had taken only one case to 

arouse the Japanese national feelings against the killing of 

a Japanese by an American inside the U.S. base on Japanese 

soil. For the patient Filipinos, it took more than 30 Girard 

cases, to create the anti-American demonstrations. The .Amer

ican military authorities decided in the Girard case to turn 

the American soldier over to the Japanese authorities; this 

action indicated an acceptance of Japanese sovereignty that 

was of great interest to the Filipinos since the Americans 

had repeatedly ignored their demands in silence. 

More than a decade ago, valid criticism by national

ists against American imperialism was generally met with 

either a blank stare or a disdainful look that left critics 

33The Philippines in the World: The Foreign Policy 
Under the New Society, p. 36. 
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feeling virtually indicted of seeking to undermine a price

less and inviolate relationship between the Philippines and 

the United States. The reason for this response was quite 

understandable and no one, not even the most rabid defender 

of th_e American propaganda line, could be blamed. The very 

term imperialism was nebulous: How does an ordinary citizen 

picture the growth of the American economy to a point where 

it must extend its operations to the economies of weaker 

nations which serve as markets for its products and supplier 

of raw materials and additional capital for its productions? 

Moreover, even if one should understand the nature 

of imperialism, how is he to readily comprehend the nuances, 

·the mechanics, and implications of the system? Fbr instance, 

did economic subjugation necessarily call for political in

terference and cultural aggression·on the nation to be ex

ploited? How could the lopsided trade agreements be worked 

out? Could a citizen understand that the U.S. military bases 

must be maintained to protect American interests globally and 

in specific countries? 

Today, however, the term imperialism is no longer 

strange to many, particularly to the youth, for it is their 

very future that is being decided on the scales of history. 

They realized that if the present one-sided military-economic 

relations with the United States, mistakenly labelled as 

"special ties," should continue, they must resign themselves 
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to living and eking out a bare existence under a continuing 

semi-colonial rule in the guise of free enterprise that was 

only for the stronger partner. 

The rapid awakening of the Filipino people to the 

evils. of imperialism was in fact being fueled by the sinister 

deeds of imperialism itself. To many, imperialism was no 

longer a strange word or a vague concept; it was a reality 

they saw everyday in poverty and hardship; in the politico

economic pressures and calumy being heaped on the national 

leadership, in the injustice and arrogance of military author

ities, and in the apparent refusal by American leaders to re

cognize the valid aspiration of the Filipinos to be truly 

free, prosperous, and proud of their own identity as a nation 

and people. . Fo.r while the Filipinos welcomed friendship and 

mutual cooperation, they could never negotiate national honor 

and sovereignty. 

America's Japan First Policy 

The progressive deterioration in the Philippine

American relationship included a resentment over America's 

policy in Japan, especially in regard to the reparation issue. 

Filipinos had been proclaimed "heroes," during the war after 

their heroic defense of Bataan and Corregidor, and then again 

at the time of liberation when it became known that the brave 

guerrillas had cut short the retaking of the Philippines by 

many months, thus bringing the war in the Pacific to a swifter 
\, 
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conclusion. But by 1946 Americans had forgotten. Their eyes 

were focussed elsewhere-West Germany and Japan, whom American 

leaders believed must be rebuilt immediately to prevent the 

expansion of Communism. 

The rationale of American postwar policy in assisting 

the speedy recovery of West Germany and Japan, was the need 

of America for dependable allies to 11 contain,u if not roll 

back, the rising tide of Communism in Europe and Asia. In 

the American view, only West Germany and Japan had the mili

tary experience with their demonstrated industrial potential 

to be able to do this effectively. Thus the United States 

adopted the realistic approach of rebuilding them to their 

former strength, as announced by Secretary of State George 

Marshall to the United Nations meeting in Paris in 1948: 

We should, therefore, make ·every effort 
to achieve an early and just peace settle
ment so that Japan and Germany may exist 
as democratic and peaceful nations subject 
to safeguards against revival of military 
or economic means of aggression, that may 
in due course demonstrate their qualification 
for admission to membership in the United 
Nations.34 

Moreover, Japan's strategic position in the Far East, enabled 

her to be the primary base for such a policy of containment, 

directed not only at the Soviet Union, but at the colossus 

China. 

34Abaya, The Untold Story, p. 48. 
\, 
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No one was worried about the loyal little Philippines. 

It was a democratic country trained by America herself, al

ready imbued with democratic ideals; hence, in the American 

view, the Philippines did not seem threatened by Communism 

and it successfully brought dovm the Communist inspired "Hu.ks" 

in the past and could do so again. Since there was no appar

ent threat of Communism in the Philippines, America took the 

country's political stability for granted, pouring all her 

money and attention not only to Japan, but India as well, for 

America believed that if India fell to Communism, it vould 

mean the failure of democracy in Asia. 

America's postwar preferential treatment of Japan 

became a sore point in the Philippine-American relations, 

resulting in a great deal of resentment against the former 

colonizer and providing fuel for anti-American nationalists • 
• 

In both financial aid and political concern, Japan received 

top priority. At a great fair ~n New York, devoted to World 

Trade, an entire display floor was given to the enormous 

range of products from Japan, while a single booth held all 

the Philippines could offer. Everywhere in America new Jap

anese stores and restaurants were doing a brisk business, and 

Japanese products were in most American stores.35 While Jap

anese trade was being nourished and reactivated in the United 

35Romulo, I Walked with Heroes, p. 276. 
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States, the Philippines had to fight or settle for a "quid 

pro quo" for everything from the United States. It is no 

wonder why Filipinos indulged in bitterness towards America. 

One aspect of the 11 cold war" in Asia was the American 

strategy of preventing direct ~rading between China and Japan, 

while there was tremendous pressure from Japanese business 

sectors for such trade relations with mainland China. Before 

the War, Manchuria, Korea and Taiwan had been the major 

source of food and essential raw materials for Japan. To 

prevent the resumption of Sino-Japanese trade, the American 

taxpayers EfUbsidized the Japanese economy, but they quickly 

realized that this could not possibly continue forever. 

To thwart Japan away from Chinese influence, the 

United States underwrote Japan's re-entry into Southeast Asia, 

for this region could be a substitute source of raw materials, 

to restore Japan's industrial potentials, and a market for 

her finished products. America ,was in effect underwriting 

Japan's war time dream of a "Greater Southeast Asia Co

Prosperity Sphere. 11 A strong Japan is an effective ally. 

More important for Americans, a rehabilitated Japan could 

stand on her own, unpropped by American taxpayers' money.36 

The Philippines played a vital role in the great 

renascence of Japan as the foremost postwar industrial power 

3GAbaya, The Untold Story. P• ,50. 
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in Asia. On August 15, 1947, MacArthur and Roxas signed a 

11 top secret" treaty reviving trade between the Philippines 

and Japan. MacArthur acted on behalf of Japan Board of 

Trade. The document v,as kept secret because both MacArthur 

and Roxas knew the Filipino people would reject outright any 

deal with Japan, particularly one in which Japan might be 

rebuilt at the expense of Philippine recovery. 37 

The treaty was only revealved five months after 

Roxas died of a heart attack at Clark Air Force Base. His 

successor Quirino was asked by an aroused public to explain 

this deal, ' but he answered that MacArthur headquarters knew 

what it was doing. V/hen he was reminded that the people had 

the right to know the facts, he replied evasively: urt is 

not customary to publish such notes. • • We cannot always 

go_ on hating Japan, other enemies a.re now trading with Japan, 

why shouldn't we? 1138 · The Filipinos were afraid the Japanese 

would become militaristic again once their economy was res

tored and voiced their strong opposition to trading with 

Japan at this time. 

After the War, countries that had been occupied by 

Japan, including the Philippines, presented demands to the 

37.b.d 
i i • ' P• 47. 

38carlos R. Lazo, Quirino: Selected Speeches, (Rizal: 
Kiko Printing Press, 1953), pp. 256-257. 
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Japanese government for reparations as indemnity for damages 

they suffered during the vmr. The reparation issue was how

ever, complicated by the American interference; the United 

States supported Japan's claim.at the 1951 Peace Treaty negot

iations in San Francisco that she was insolvent and therefore 

not in a position to pay reparations to the Philippines and 

other claimants. On the strength of the Japanese plea, the 

United States sought, on behalf of the Allied Powers, to in

corporate a reparations waiver clause in the peace document. 

The Philippines objected to the United States proposal and 

refused to ratify the 1951 Peace Treaty.39 This meant tech

nically that the two countries were still at war, and a 

settlement of the reparation problem seemed a long way off. 

The reparations settlement took several years and a 

great deal of bargaining. A confident Japan, assured of the 

full support of the United States, kept temporising, hoping 

that the Philippines would whittle down her claim. The 

Japan-first policy of the United States required that the 

Philippines settle for less than her original reparations 

demand and brought pressure on the Philippine government to 

normalize relations with Japan and bring the reparation to 

an end. 

39Abueva, Ramon Magsaysay: A Political Biography~ 
pp. 401-404. 
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Finally on May 9, 1956, the Philippines and Japan 

signed a reparation agreement providing for Japan to grant 

within a ma.ximum of 20 years $550 million worth of reparation 

as follows: $500 million in capital goods; $30 million in 

services; and $20 million in the form of price reduction on 

items the Philippines buys from Japan in normal trade outside 

reparations. In a separate agreement the Japanese government 

would expedite from private industrial sources in the nation 

long-term credits for capital goods, available to Philippine 

private enterprise, up to the amount of $250 million. With 

the final approval of the reparation settlement and the San 

Francisco peace treaty, the way was·paved for the establish

ment of normal relations between the Philippines and Japan. 40 

Thus, the problem of reparation came to a close, ob

viously too little and rather late. The delay seriously ham

pered Philippine economic development efforts. Indonesia, 

which suffered less destruction from the Japanese, clinched 

an $800 million reparation settlement. The Filipinos were 

simply not in the best bargaining position. Shortchanged in 

war damage payments by the United States in 1946, the Phil

ippines was likewise shortchanged by Japan, with the United 

States playing the role of a not-exactly-disinterested broker. 

p. 82. 
4°Fifield, The Diplomacy of Southeast Asia, 191+5-1958, 
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In the long-run, however, the chief result of the 

reparation agreement favored the Philippines. Japan is back 

in Philippine trade and is strongly influencing the growth 

of the Philippine economy. Trade with J·apan before the 

reparation settlement amounted to P22,700,000 in expo~t and 

P32,100,000 in imports; in 1959 the year after the settlement, 

the figures rose to P233,300,000 for exports and P179,900,000 

for imports. L,- l There is a growing tendency to assume that 

this trade was a natural exchange of Philippine raw materials 

for Japanese manufactures, and that the Philippines was now 

willing to allow Japan to share in her economic development. 

The reparation settlement brought millions of dollars 

to the Philippines-to individuals, private firms, and the 

government. However, the old fears had not disappeared, 

particularly the fear of aggressive Japanese economic pen

etration. 1+2 The Filipinos do not even wish to give the Jap

anese the most favored nation treatment that they demand. 

It will be a long time before the memories of the Japanese 

occupation recede, but the trade with Japan is so profitable 

that, other things being equal, economic relations between 

the two countries are likely to become more and more intimate. 

4 1Naotoshi Tsuchiya, "Trade Possibilities Between the 
Philippines and Japan, 11 Fookien Times Yearbook, 1960, (Manila: 
The Fookien Times Company, Inc., 1960), p • . 115. 

42Abueva, Ramon Magsaysay: A Political Biography. 
pp. 405-407; 468. 
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The Japanese trade may, indeed, become a means of undermining 

the special privileges enjoyed by the United States. 

It seem ironic though, that these·two countries-Vlest 

Germany and Japan-whom the Americans rebuilt after the war, 

were in some way responsible for the decline in the value of 

the dollar in the market today. As one newspaper in the 

Philippines wryly commented: "The victor of the last war, 

in the final analysis, is not Russia or the United States, 

but Japan ••• The country which touched off the war in the 

Pacific by invading Southeast Asia lost its "Co-P·.cosperi ty 

Sphere' only to get it back on the silver platter, courtesy 

of the United States.n43 

The sudden emergence of Japan as an economic power 

enjoying a massive surplus in trade with the United States, 

the success of Japanese industry in competing with American 

products, _the simultaneous difficulties confronting America 

as it ~houldered alone, for better or for worse, and the var

ious "cold war" legacies-all shook American complacency, caus

ing her to reassess her relations with Japan. Economically 

the relationship now favors the Japanese and this the Amer

icans increasingly begrudge. 44 

43The Philinpine Herald, June 17, 1953, p. 2. 

44zbigniew Breszinck, The Fragile Blossom, Crisis and 
Change in Japan, (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1972), 
p. 112. 
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In the 1951 Peace Treaty between the Allied Powers 

and Japan, the latter renounces war. But recently, Japan 

is building up her military and U.S. policy agrees to Japan's 

strengthening of her military for self defense in case of an 

attack. The Japanese people also support this military build

up. In 1978, Japan spent $8 billion for military defense 

alone. Some Americans are perturbed over the Japanese mili~ 

tary build-up.45 

Japan as a senior military partner and arm of the 

United States in Asia is alarming the Asian peoples, even 

if their leaders appear unfazed. Their memories of Japanese 

brutalities during World War 11 cannot be easily erased. 

Too many of the victims are still alive today to recall 

their miseries •. What is missed by the American strategic 

geniuses is that the Asian peoples don't love the United 

States enough to accept the Japanese as brothers or protectors. 

They have their options. Ameri9an security is not more secure 

because it. is anchored to Japan, whom Asians distrust.46 

45cBS 60 Minutes News, "Japan Self Defense," 
December 3, )978. 

46Teodoro F. Valencia, "Will Asia Accept Japan 
Leadership, 11 Bulletin Today, December 5, 1978, p. 4. 



CHAPI1ER Vll 

THE FORGING OF THE NEW SOCIETY . 

Martial Law Declared 

On September 21, 1972, President Ferdinand E. Marcos 

declared martial law in the Philippines, joining the growing 

list of independent Asian nations that have opted for an _ 

authoritarian govermnent. 1 Marcos' action not only stunned 

the liberal Western world, which had cherished the image of 

the former American colony as the "show window od democracy" 

in Asia, but also other countries whose political ideologies 

differ from Communism. 1'1Iany wondered and asked, 11 What went 

wrong? 11 

As early as 1968 and /Unerican joµrnalist_, _ .Drew Middle...: _ 

ton of Nei.·1 York Times, predicted the imposition of martial lav, 

after a trip to Manila. He said it was all too transparently 

clear that America failed in the Philippines and described the 

situation as being 11 too close to chaos" as a result of acute 

economic difficulties which engendered rampant corruption, 

exacerbated social injustice, and aggravated lawlessness. He 

theorized that in such situations, there always is a tendency 

to pin hopes on an individual rather than a system and that 

President Marco~, being young and brave with all the other 

1 Times Magazine,· "The Philippines Marcos Martial Law, 11 

October 2, 1972, p. 2. 
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attributes of a strongman, is the man who can uplift his 

country. Middleton said, 

Among the foreigners the commonest prediction 
was that the Marcos administration or its suc
cessor, finding it impossible to deal with the 
country's problems in the presence of a hostile 
Congress and an inefficient, corrupt official
dom, would attempt to install and authoritarian 
regime of the right that would govern by decree. 
Committed to action against both economic and 
social problems, this regime would render Cong
ress powerless and seek to clean up bribery, 
graft, and corruption. Repeatedly the visitor 
is told, 11 0nly a dictator can clean up this 
mess."2 

Although President Marcos has been accused of being 

a dictator, he is not. He made it clear that he considered 

martial law as a last-resort measure, needed to save the 

Philippines from the Maoist-inspired and supported guerrilla · 

movement known as the New People's Army and to overthrow the 

deep-rooted social and economic ills in the country. 3 For 

the past two years before martial law was declared, demonstra

tions that involved bombings had become an almost daily occur

rence. The demonstrators were mostly students from colleges 

and universities, labor unions, and political activist who 

were supported by the status-quo press vli~h the approval of 

the elite oligarchy. Part of the political appeal of the 

2Drew Middleton, America's Stake in Asia, (New York: 
J.B. Lippincott, 1968), pp. 168-188. 

3u.s. News and World Report, HMartial Law in the 
Philippines, tr October 9, 1972, p. 82. 
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"left" which Marcos was trying to crush was based on anti

Americanism. The United States was unpopular because of its 

military bases and its investment in the Philippine economy.4 

There were robberies of banks that were "controlled 

by American imperialists" and bombing of embassies, govern

ment buildings and utilities. The violent demonstrators since 

1967 turned the beautiful city of Manila into a fighting 

battlefield, thus acquiring the reputation for being the 

"most violent city in the Orient" noted for corruption of 

city and government officials, daily muggings and kidnappings. 

Manila was in chaos and it was not attracting capital from 

either tourists or investors. 5 

Marcos was powerless to bring about social reform 

because he could not get legislation through a Congress that 

was controlled by the corrupt and criminal-syndicated polit

icians, and by the oligarchy-the immensely powerful group of 

one-hundred-odd Filipino families whose money buys votes and 

legislators and kills attempts at redistributing wealth and 

power. 6 There were attempts by the rightest conspiracy to 

assasinate the President and his chief aids. The Muslim 

4ibid •. , p. 82. 

5Anthony Polasky, "Murder in Manila," Far East 
Economic Review, November 30, 1967, pp. 409-410. 

. 6Tony Clifton, ttPhilippines: The Marcos Gamble," 
Newsweek, October 9, 1972, p. 52. 
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secessionist movement in Mindanao was alos giving Marcos 

some problems·. 7 

The other factor leading to the proclamation of 

martial law was a mounting bitterness against the harsh 

realities of Philippine lifee No one can deny that there 

vras inadequate national growth, crippling unemployment, 

soaring inflation and a widening gap between the tiny rich 

minority and the poverty-stricken majority. In the face of 

such anarchy and increasing social injustices, the public 

reaction to the dramatic martial law was favorable. Fil

ipinos, who were tired of the 11 old society" and despite the 

wait-and-see attitude, welcomed it. The military take-over 

was neither a bloody nor a violent one as compared to other 

military take-overs in some countries. 

Martial law tremendously restricted the nation's 

political warlords, disbanded their private armies and dis

armed them along with the underground elements. For the 

first time in history, the Philippine authorities were 

touching the untouchables. They confiscated a total of 

533,616 firearms from the 145 private armies; in the "old 

society," according to the military, it would have taken 

7The Muslims are the largest minority group in the 
Philippines living in Mindanao, the second largest island. 
They belong to the Mohammedan religion and popularly called 
"Morostt by the Spaniards. Both Spain and the United States 
have never conquered the Muslims. Libya and other countries 

'have given them arms to help them secede from the Philippines~ 
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them forty years to collect these arms. 8 Martial la-w res

tored public order and curbed crime sharply. Yet, the west

ern press castigated President Marcos for his action, accus

ing him of contemplating a dictatorial regime • . Abroad the 

impo~ition of martial law was regarded as another nation lost 

to the forces of social disintegration and revolution. 

President Marcos' martial law was viewed as an admis

sion of break.down in constitutional government processes, and 

to the United States it posed a threat to the vital need of 

America to have a friendly, stable administration ruing this 

strategic nation. The United States stake in the Philippines 

uas both economic and military. On the economic side, there 

was an estimated 800 U.S. companies with an overall invest

ment of at-least $2 billion. American interests were dominant 

in banking, agriculture, mining, manufacturing, and the refin

ing and distribution of petroleum. While military planners 

viewed -the U.S. military bases as the most important American 

installations in the Western Pacific. 9 Therefore there was a 

great concern on the .American part when Marcos declared mar- .. 

tial law in the Philippines. 

8Ferdinand E. Marcos, The Democratic Revolution in 
in the Philiu-pines, (Englewood Cliffs, Nevi Jersey: Prentice
Ha11· International, 1974), p. 193. 

9clifton, "Philippines: The Marcos Gamble," 
Newsweek, p. 52. 
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The Need For A Change 

Foreign observers wondered why the Philippines had 

not prospered in the postwar years like her other Asian 

neighbors-Singapore, Taiwan, Thailand, or its wartime enemy 

Japan. The Philippines is not considered one of the hunger

belt nations like India, Pakistan, and other Third World 

countries who are often beset by natural disasters. 

The Philippine archipelago of more than 7,107 islands 

is far from poor in either agriculture or natural resources. 

The land is lush and fertile. Food is abundant as varieties 

of fruits and vegetables can be grown all year round. If the 

annual typhoos do not devastate half of the rice lands, the 

Philippines can produce sufficient rice to feed her ever

expanding population. An abundance of fish and shellfish 

live in the islands and coastal waters. 

The Philippines is the largest individual supplier 

of America's sugar, world's leading producer of coconut ?nd 

abacca, and a major source of supply for wood and wood prod

ucts. Early in 1970 1 s, oil has been found and, in 1978, com

mercial oil production opens a new era for the Republic of 

the Philippines. 19 The country has enough volcanic power 

available to establish geothermal power centers which can 

1°Filipino Reporter, (San Francisco: Western Edition), 
February 9-15, 1979), p. 1. 
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supply limitless energy for both private consumption and 

industry. 

Yet with all her richness, the Philippines has per

sistently lagged behind her Asian neighbors. Fortunes have 

been ~ade by both foreign and domestic interests, while the 

economy and social order has remained basically unstable. 

The masses of Filipinos have remained at poverty level, and 

a country so blessed in natural resources has neither devel

oped them in a systematic fashion nor moved from a basically 

agrarian to an agro-industrial economy whith her vast pool 

of available manpower. The fact is that there has been a 

constant political turmoil and a continuing state of rebel

lion since the Philippine independence in 1946. 11 · 

The fledging Philippine government, trained by the 

Americans and patterned on sound American-style democracy, 

proved so precarious and ineffectual. Its efforts at badly 

needed -social reforms were always blocked by the landed-gentry 

Congress. Therefore, in order for the country to survive, 

Marcos had to gave up the democratic dream and shift suddenly 

from a fumbling but functioning democracy_to one of the grow

ing list of authoritarian government. 

Contrary to some of the coverage by foreign press, 

the Philippines has had some good Presidents, all of whom 

p. 113. 

1 1 Marcos, The Democratic Revolution of the Philippines, 
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shared an understanding of the chronic colonial ills that 

have plagued the country since the Spanish colonization. It 

is unfortunate that the process of democratic government it

self has defeated the reform efforts of individual presidents. 

The three branches of government, instead of complementing 

each other, have achieved little but stalemate. 

'11he Philippine Congress, instead of sharing the 

decision-making powers of a president, had consistently used 

its legislative power to block its president•s executive 

decisions. Not only has the legislative branch routinely 

blocked· the executive, but the judiciary has often exercised 

a "passion of pure law0 at the e)i..'J)ense of desperately needed 

government progress like land reform programs. Wealthy land

owners who did not wish to break up their land holdings took 

the government to court and the matter stayed there, tied up 

in legal processes with the peasants as landless as ever. 12 

Thus the Philippine gov~rnment, reported to be the 

first democratic country in Asia, became infamous for graft 

and partisanship in political parties. Each president who 

tried to put through reform programs, promised reforms, which 
. . 

won him voted from a hopeful electorate only to find all his 

good words and promises blocked by the recalcitant status-quo 

Congress. Indeed the Congress of the Philippines has never 

12nay, The Philinnines: , Shattered Showcase of 
Democracy in Asia, p. 29. 
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been a representative of the people. With exception of a 

few officials, the majority of the political leaders have 

come basically from the landed-gentry, who have used their 

political office to amass more weal th and solidify their 

privileges rather than serve their constituents. The result 

was individaul rather than national progress. "To each his 

ovmtt became the self-serving cynical motto of the privileged 

class, and in order to stay in power they felt they must con

tinue to be rich. 

The Philippine Congress, in a unique perversion of 

the democratic ideal, has been consistently a representative 

of the very few rather than the majority. The professional 

politicians, once in office, voted themselves large salaries 

and, in a system of })Oli tical dynasty that became inter

nationally scandalous, dispersed jobs, favors and government 

funds to families, relatives, friends, and proteges. Funds 

designated for government proje7ts seldom saw their way past 

individual pockets. The politicians often shifted parties, 

disregarding loyalty, depending on where at the moment lay 

the best guarantee of perpetuation of self-interest. There 

was little party allegiance, but rather, politicians sought 

a lifetime of power and influence. 13 

· Philippine elections became notorious for their 

13. b·· d ~--., P• 31. 
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corruption, their viqlence, and their extravagance. Ballot-

ing in areas controlled by the most powerful political war

lords was little more than a polite bow to the democratic 

process carried out in a routine feudal manner. Returns 

were often brought in the day_before election by barrio 

captains or teachers who had been given their instructions 

by the lieutenants of the politicians. There was no free 

balloting in some areas just as there was no justice. In 

some instances a tovm returned more votes than the population, 

giving rise to the criticism that "even the birds and the 

bees voted including the 1 dead 1 in the cemetery." 

The predominance of the three "G's"-guns, goons, and 

gold-during the political election in pre-martial law days· 

had made the de~ocratic exercise not only violent and graft

ridden but also a gigantic sham. The rule of the gun was so 

prevalent that rural elections were likened by observers to 

Hollywood western movies or gangsterism of Chicago's pro

hibition days. During the elections, several hundred people 

were either injured or killed. Candidates who \Vere not them

selves members of the wealthy elite "belonged" to either the 

oligarchy or big business interests who could put them in 

power. The pay-offs .came later in the form of favorable 

legislation and patronag~. 

To the constant discomfort of the administration, 

. the majority of newspapers as well as radio and television 



245 

stations were owned by the oligarch, which libeled and cri

ticized any high ·ranlting officials who stand on their way. 

Clearly enough, politics not only became a llbusiness 11 in the 

Philippines, but it had begun to assume the complexion of an 

outlaw business, with politic~ans maintaining their power by 

such strong-arm tactics as the maintenance of private armies, 

bodyguards, and sophisticated weaponry. Government officiais 

admitted that there were probably more guns in private stock

piles than -in the hands of the army and police combined. 14 

As .the population of the Philippines passed the 40 

million mark, the per capita income scarely reached $250 per 

year. While the rich got richer, the poor got poorer. Dur

ing the era. of the Commonweal th, President Quezon had warned 

the entrenched o•ligarchy: 11 If you don•t give the poor what 

is rightfully theirs, the time may not far when you will not 

only lose all that is yours, but you may even lose your very 

lives. 11 Yet the elite, with few outstanding exceptions had 

persistently failed to heed this warning. They had blocked 

nearly all proposed programs for either tax or land reforms 

at the legislative level. 

The land reform program adopted during the Magsaysay 

and the Macapagal administrations had failed to relieve the 

misery of the agricultur~ areas, and the rising middle class 

14Newsweek, "The Philippines: Instant Gun Control," 
(October 16, 1972), p. 52. 
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of sharp lawyers and businessmen showed far more eagerness 

to take its place e~ong the rich than to help the poor. 

Industrialization lagged and domestic trade failed to bring 

about prosperity except for a small proportion of the people. 

The GNP scarely managed to keep ahead of the rate of p_op~ 

ulation growth. The balance of payments was negative and 

foreign capital shied away from the Philippines. Financial 

reserves dwindled and government expenditures far exceeded -

income. The bleak economic situation, dramatized by the 

glaring disparity between the rich and the poor, exacerbated 

endemic social unrest. 15 

Thus, when Marcos declared martial law, citizens, 

tired of and disenchanted with the experiment in western 

democracy in an environment not suited for it, greeted the 

change with relief. For such a democracy to flourish, the 

presence of a strong middle class as found in the United 

States and other western countries is necessary to serve 

as stabilizing social factor, since such a middle class 

would be neither burdened by abject poverty nor corrupted 

by the privileges of the wealthy. A major objective of the 

11 New Society" was precisely to create such a middle class 

to serve as a strong foundation for an enduring democratic 

15Benigno S Aquino, Jr.,_ "What's Wrong with the 
Philippines, 11 Foreign Affairs, {New York: Council of 
Foreign Relations, 1968), pp. 770-779. 
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system, by diverting the nation's resources from politics to 

nat~onal development. President Marcos ordered that the old 

ways must go along with the old politics, the old economics, 

and the social concepts, all of which had sustained the 

establishment and perpetuated the inequities of the pa~t. 

Achievements Under the New Society 

Under the New Society and martial law, justice and 

dignity of life have been restored. As Marcos said, 11 I did 

not become President to p~eside over the death of the Repub

lic.1116 \'iithin five years under the New Society, the Phil

ippines gradually recovered from the ills of the old society. 

In his report to the nation in 1977, Marcos said: 

• • • We complete today the first five years 
of crisis government, yet it is not towards 
the past to which our thoughts are beamed. 
Vie think of the many changes and developments 
that have taken place in our country during 
this half-decade, but they only call to mind 
the labors and task ahead ••• 17 

Many changes have taken place in the Philippines since Marcos 

declared martial law. Under the New Society, the country has 

not only survived the crisis, but has laid dovm the foundation 

for economic stability and progress._ Development had signif

icantly reduced the conditions that threatened Philippine 

16Ferdinand E. Marcos, Notes on the New Society of 
the Philippines, (Manila: Marcos Foundation, Inc., 1973), p. 1. 

17Ferdinand E. Marcos, Report to the Nation, (Manila: 
1977), p. 3. 
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democratic institutions. In fact, the New Society has 

achieved more in six years than during Marcos first seven 

years in office. 

The rise in incomes, the improvement in services, 

the growth j_n national productivity and of job opportupit~es, 

brought about by improved peace and order, are only a few of 

the accomplishments which many had thought were inconceivable 

under the crisis government. In five years, the government 

has built more roads for rural development and more school

houses, bridges, public buildings, electric power plants and 

irrigation systems than in the past 100 years befo~e 1972. 18 

The New Society has protected not only the wages of 

the workers but also their total sense of economic security. 

As employees, they now enjoy security of employment tenure. 

They cannot be dismissed without just cause and without the 

permission of the Secretary of Labor, ending the previous 

chaos in which the employer could virtually dismiss an em

ployee at will by merely paying his separation pay. Employees 

and laborers are now more adquately secured against sickness, 

injury, death and maternity leave under the Social Security 

System and Medicare. 19 

18 ·b"d · 8 Ll:....•' p. • 

19New Philippines, (Manila: The National Media 
Production c~'nter, March 1976), pp~ 14-17. · 
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In the field of unionism, the New Society has given 

the Filipino workers the first optimum opportunity for self

development. The dismantling of Congress, the private armies 

and the whole apparatus of the oligarchy at the inception of 

martial law opened up new vase areas for unionization. Hun

reds of sugar plantations, logging camps, fishing ventures 

and industrial enclaves were, for the first time, made access

, ible .to unionism. Hence martial law has, in fact, expanded 

the right of the Filipino workers to self-organization and 

free collective bargaining. 

In · investments, there is a boom from domestic as well 

as foreign · sources, reflecting confidence in the country's 

economy. Foreign investments in the Philippines today have 

steadily increased. The success in oil and gas explorations 

have encouraged more than 20 international companies to in

tensify operations, including American oil companies such as 

Shell Petroleum International, Houston Oil and Minerals Com

pany, and Occidental Petroleum of the United States. 20 In 

fact, the new U.S. ambassador to the Philippines, Richard 

Murphy, told American businessmen that RP is a good invest

ment area despite "some problems and divisive trade issues" 

confronting Manila and V1ashington. 21 

2°Fili:gino Reporter, "Twenty-Six Oil Drilling Slated," 
April 7-15, 1978, P• 1. 

Z1.b.d ~., December 17-23, p. 1. 
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Tourism has multiplied by nearly 600 percent, from 

a paltry 168,000 in 1972 to nearly 700,000 visitors in 1977. 

Manila has become the center of international assemblies and 

meetings and one of the most popular tourist destination in 

As:i.a today. Japanese and Americans make up the largest tour

ist group, followed by Filipinos who have been residing in 

the United States. Under the Balikbayan, a welcome home 

program, hundreds of Filipinos, some of whom had not seen 

their couniry ·in over fifty years, have visited the Phil- · 

ippines to see for themselves the achievements of the New 

Society under President Ferdinand E. Marcos. 22 

The greatest achievement of the New Society for the 

peasants was the land reform program. The chain of feudal 

bondage that had·for centuries manacled the farmers to the 

soil was decisively-snapped by a single social legislation-

the signing of the Tenant Emancipation Decree on November 21, 

1972 by President Marcos. This .Decree transferred to every 

tenant-farmer ownership of the land he tilled and provided 

the mechanism for its acquisition. As of February 1977, 

234,658 tenant-farmers cultivating 407,065 hectares in 66 

provinces had received their land-transfer certificates 

from the Department of Agrarian Reform. By the end of 1976 

the Land Bank had paid 1,896 former landowners a total of 

1976). 
22ph·1· . 1 iupines, (Singapore: The Philippine Consulate, . 
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P420.5 million. 23 The decree was the turning point in the 

centuries-old struggle of the Filipino people to liberate 

the masses of peasants from the extreme oppression and ex

ploitation of landlords who literally had held the destinies 

of tenants and their children in the palm of their hands. 

Under the Hew Society, the backbone of feudalism v1as 

gradually broken, and a new picture of the Filipino farmer 

has emerg~d, contented, self-reliant and well-informed of the 

government's agricultural development plan. Good harvests 

have enabled farmers to send their children to school. And 

vlith modern farming methods, farmers, can now easily produce 

more than ·they had in the past. Land reform is the best 

thing that has happened to farmers, who have gained a sense 

of dignity and now have the incentive to produce more.· About 

75 percent of the country's farmers are now tiller-owners. 24 

The Philippines for the first time has produced suf

ficient rice for its consumption and for the past years has 

e)i..~orted rice to Indonesia and Malaysia. Before martial law, 

there was not enough rice for local consumption needs, due to 

crop failures, typhoons and other calamities. The country 

tried to make up for this deficiency by importing from Asia•s· 

23The Phili1:mines: A i'-Tation Reborn, (Manila: 
National Media Production Center, 1976), p. 35. 

24condrado Estr'ella, 11 Ci tes Land-Reform Gain," 
Filipino ·Reuorter, July 22-28? 1977, p. 1; 9. 
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rice bowls, like Burma and Thailand. Now for the first time 

there is rice surplus. The various programs set up by the 

government have proved successful in giving rice farmers more 

initiative to increase their rice productions. The govern

ment extended to farmers liberal credit facilities for their 

eA1)enses and carried technological know-how directly to the 

farmers so they could improve the productivity of the soil " 

and the yields of different rice varieties. The exportation 

of rice to other Asian countries marks a very important mile-
25 

stone in Philippine economic growth. 

These are only a few of the many achievements under 

the New Society. Nevertheless, it revealed enough to suggest 

the new su.ccesses of the ~government and society and the thurst -

of Philippine national development. In the last six years, 

. President Marcos has succeeded in consolidating political 

authority in the face of rebellion, secession and land an

archy. E'urthermore, the New Society has succeeded in effect

ively employing this authority to establish and begin the in

frastructure of the country, in the acceleration of economic 

growth, in the democratization of land ovmerships, public re

sources and economic opportunities, in the reform of institu

tions and in the establishment of a stable public order where 

the rights of all, especially of the majority poor, could be 

protected. 

25F · 1 · · R t . i\T b 25 D b 1 1 2 ipino epor er, i~ovem er - ecem er , 1977, P• 1. 
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With the holding last April 7, 1978, of the first 

election in the Philippines since the declaration of martial 

law in 1972 and the first under the 1973 Constitution which 

calls for the establishment of a parliamentary form of govern

ment, all doubts about the President's determination to grad

ually return the country to normalcy are dispelled. 26 In 

this election, the people voted in favor of the Marcos govern

ment in spite of some alleged foreign interventions in the 

election. :F'ilipinos replaced the American presidential system 

with the British parliamentary system. 

Finally, the New Society has succeeded on a broad 

front-ec-onomic, political and social-in imparting a momentum 

for change. While there may be the occasional temptation to 

look back at the past, the prevailing mood is still for a 

change, in the belief that the present government would be 

more hospi_table to reform. Thus, President Marcos, in the 

· hour o~ de-cision to impose martial law all over the country 

gamble the fate of the fumbling Republic had won. There is 

no turning back. The trend is to go forward and the people 

are optimistic that their country will enjoy more prosperity 

to come. 

26In the years after independence in 1946 the con
stitutional order as laid down in 1935 was tested by numerous 
events, bearing witness to a democratic experiment introduced 
initially by the .Americans but continued by the Filipinos. 
The 1973 Constitution was in a sense the outgrowth of this ex
periment, which had been punctuated by intermitent voices for 
the "Filipinization" of political processes. 



CHAPTER Vlll 

READJUS'111-1ENT OF RP-US RJ~ATIONS UNDER THE NEW SOCIETY 

The Philippine-American relations during the past 

three quarters of a century have been characterized by that 

specious phrase, 11 special relations." However, these are 

slowly giving way to less emotional to more realistic ties. 

The treaty agreements between the two countries were changed 

by such events as the proclamation of the Nixon Doctrine in 

1969; the declaration of martial law in 1972; the ·expiration 

of the Laurel-Langley Trade Agreement in 1974; and other 

bilateral - agreements on military bases, military assistance, 

and mutual defense arrangements. Recent political develop

ment in Asia such as the Shanghai Communique of February 27, 

1972, signed by President Nixon and Premier Chou En-Lai, and 

the eventual withdrawal of American forces from Vietna.m, 

finally made the Filipinos call for a review of Philippine

American relations. 1 

In bilateral relations as close as that between the 

Philippines and the United States, it is inevitable that 

there will be frictions. Among the factors that help feed 

this friction are the lack of understanding of some Americans 

of the peculiar problems of the Philippines and the tendency 

.. _..· .. ----------
1.Akira Iriye, The Cold War in Asia, (Englev,ood Cliffs, 

New Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1974), p. 8. 
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of U.S. officialdom to forget its commitments. Recent 

irritants include serious questions involving U.S. military 

bases, stiff U.S. ·tariffs on Philippine exports, the human 

rights policy of the Carter aruninistration and the hostility 

of the American press to the New Society of President Marcos. 

All these factors helped lead to the Philippines' agitation 

to readjust Philippine-American relations. 

The Nixon Doctrine of 1969 

The proclamation of the Hixon Doctrine in .1969, 

compelled the first drastic change in the relationship of 

both countries. Before this proclamation, the Secretary of 

Foreign Affairs, Romulo, predicted in early January 1969 that 

the next stage of America's policy in Asia would be the dimin

ishing presenc~ of the U.S. in Southeast Asia. The U.S. press 

viewed his_ statement as anti-American. But barely six months 

later, President Nixon proved Romulo's forecast correct when 

he stopped in Guam on his way to visit Manila and other Asian 

countries. · Nixon announced to the reporters: "Peace in Asia 

cannot come from the United States. It must come form Asia. 

The people of Asia, the governments in Asia-they are the ones 

v1ho must lead the v1ay. 112 

Although the Nixon Doctrine is ambiguous in many res-

2William Manchester, The Glory and the Dream, A 
Narrative History of ..l\.merica, 1932-1972, (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Company, 1974), p. 1159. · 
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pects, it seems clear that the U.S. will begin a progressive 

reduction of its military forces in Asia and will no longer 

fight in land wars on the continent of Asia, but will be pre

pared to assist in other ways any nation threatened by Com

munist agression. This doctrine was the inevitable re'.3ponse 

to the '\'/Orsening American domestic anti-v1ar movement, and to 

the escalating inflation and unemployment. The Nixon Doctrine 

marked the beginning of America's withdrawal in Asia; in es

sence there would be no more Vietnam and entanglements in the 

politics of the area. Accordingly, from 1969 to April 1975, 

the U.S. withdrew over 600,000 men from her Asian military 

outposts. However, the 11 Vietnamizing11 of the Indo-China war 

did not work for the U. s;, but contributed significantly to 

the Communist take-over of South Vietnam; and recently Cam

bodia and Laos as well. 3 

The Nixon Doctrine caused apprehension among Southeast 

Asian countries who felt that if the U.S. removed her military 

shields, then in all fairness, they should be given the nec

essary time to build their ovm defenses instead of being left 

defenseless at a delicate time. As indicated by the Nixon 

Doctrine, the Filipinos doubted that the U.S. would stand by 

its defense commitments to the Philippines. As the Mutual 

Defense Treaty stands, Marcos concluded that it practically 

3Hiddleton, America's Stake in Asia, pp. 186-188. 
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amounted to nothing because according to his arguments the 

U.S. Congress passed over the American President's object

ions, a joint resolution that would substantially curtail 

the authority of the President to employ the armed forces 

of the U.S. in order to carry out its commitments to its 

allies. In the light of this legislative act, the basis 

for American policy in East Asia which is the Nixon Doctrine 

is now laid wide open to question, so that it is now less 

clear how the U.S. proposed to stand by its commitments 

against ext_~rne.l aggression short of a nuclear v1ar, pre

cisely the kind of war that is least expected in Asia.4 

The U.S. sought to allay such fears; American polit

ical leaders like President Geral Ford, Secretary of State 

Henry Kissinger, and others assured the Philippines the U.S. 

would ttstand by our friends" and "honor our commitments."5 

Presid,ent Marcos' reaction to these American reassurances 

was one of skepticism. As to the mutual defense agreement 

between the two countries, it may thus be expected that in 

the light of the recent developments in Asia, Marcos vdll 

no longer call for its renewal to include the NATO-like 

automatic retaliation clause, which was the old stance. 

½Fernandez, The Philinpines and the United States, 
The Forging of New Relations, p. 343. 

5New York Times, May 18, 1975, p. 19. 
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Firstly, such an arrangement would run counter to 

the new orientation of Philippine foreign policy, which 

calls for non-hostile relations with both China and Russia, 

military self-reliance in any ·situation which may arise, 

active support for the ASEAN zone of peace, freedom and 

neutrality, and Philippine acceptance in the non-aligned 

bloc. A mutual defense treaty between the Philippines and 

the Uni·ted States could only be directed against China and 

Russia. It would jeopardize the Philippine desire to be a 

member of the non-aligned'bloc for the simple reason that 

this group only accepts states which do not maintain mili

tary security alliances with a great power. Secondly, 

Marcos knows that realistically the United States would 

not agree to an automatic retaliation clause· in a renegot

iated mutual defense treaty with the Philippines. The United 

States did not even concede such provision to Japan, her 

senior partner in the Far East today. 6 

Xhe Laµsing of the Laurel-LanKley Agreement 

In July 1974 the Laurel-Langley Agreement, which 

governs the economic trade relationship between the Philip

pines and the United States, finally lapsed, leaving com

merce and trade between the two countries without any formal 

6Fernandez, The Philinuines and the United States, 
The Forging of New Relations, p. 34L~. 
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basis. The parity rights accorded to American businessmen 

has terminated and the Philippines lost her traditional 

protected position in the U.S. markets, ending the special 

economic relations. Despite s6me initial fears, Filipino 

exporters showed themselves quite able to withstand the un

favorable effects of this historical development. 7 

With the lapsing of the Laurel-Langley Agreement, 

which put an end to the preferential treatment of Philippine 

export products in the United States market, the Philippines 

accelarated the drive for 'new markets. After 197L1- Philippine 

export products entered into the United States on an equal 

basis with the products of other developing countries. But 

the United States, does not treat fairly Philippine exports 

charging an additional 10 percent tariff .on Philippine 

mahogany plywood over that coming from Taiwan or other 

foreign suppliers. Philippine coconut oil faces a disadvant

age because of U.S. duty on one cent per pound, while Malaysia 

palm oil enters the U.S. duty free. 8 The Philippines has been 

seeking lower tariffs for her export products in the United 

States or equal treatment with other developing countries. 

The Philippines has been seeking to diversify her 

?The Philippines, A Nation Reborn, p. 26. 

8u.s. News and World Report, (November 22, 1976), 
pp. 65.:.66. 
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export markets since independence, particularly in the 1960 1 s, 

but the process was slow due to the existing trade agreements 

with the U.S. In the world of increasing ·competitiveness in 

trade, commerce, and investments, Filipino leaders see as 

their country's best asset a fundamental policy to treat all 

foreign partners on a non-discriminatory basis. A diver

sification of the economic telationship is being vigorously 

sought, which balances the participation of various foreign 

national in investment, in agriculture, mining, and industry 

within the limits set by the Constitution. 

The policy to diversify the country's export market 

and expot~products would in the long-run, place the Phil

ippine-American relations on a new basis. The success of 

Philippine products in penetrating into the market of the 

Middle East, the Socialist Bloc, and the European Economic 

Community, as well as the country's participation in multi

lateral economic program organizations, will tend to reduce 

Philippine dependence upon the American markets. Most im

portant, the Philippines hope to reverse the unfavorable 

balance of trade with the U.S. from which the country has 

chornically suffered. Since 1946, with the exception of the 

years 1953, 1966, 1973 and 1977, the Philippines has consist

ently suffered an unfavorable balance of trade with the u.s.9 

p. 28. 
9The Philippines, A Nation Reborn, "Economic Upsurge," 
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The United States today takes about a third of all 

Philippine imports and exports, its share of total Philippine 

trade having declined from about 50 percent during the early 

1960•s. In terms of foreign investments in the country, the 

Ameri.cans still enjoy the largest share. In 1965, of total 

capital in the country, Filipinos controlled 68 percent, 

Americans 23 percent, and other nationals 9 percent. In 1970 

Americans owned 76 percent of all direct foreign investments. 

The total assets of some 1,400 American corporations are val

ued at around $1,000 million. Of the total 66 transnationals 

doing business in the Philippines, 38 are American based, all 

of them coming into the country after martial law. 10 

The emergence of Japan as an economic superpower dis

placed the United States as the trading pc1.rtner of the Phil

ippines. However, the United States remains one of the Phil

ippines' major trading partners despite the intense efforts to 

diversify Philippine export products to other countries. As 

a result of the stable political and economic climate, the 

Philippines is conducive to foreign investments and has an 

unlimited potential for solid investments. Negotiations bet

ween the Philippines and the United States are underway in a 

bid to establish a ne~v economic pact. But Filipinos believe 

that even if the two countries do not have the necessary trade 

lOThe Philippines in the World, The Foreign Relations 
of the Republic of the New Society, p. 33. 
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agreements, trade between the two countries will survive. 11 

Eenegotiation of the Military Bases Treaty 

The Philippine government has been seeking a re

negotiation of the existing military bases with the United 

States in the light of recent development in Asia. The U .• s. 

bases in the Philippines have been officially described as 

tangible symbols of continuing colonialism and as long as 

the bases remain, the integrity of Philippine sovereignty 

will ahvays be under question. Nationalists maJ~e two ar

guments against the continued presence of the military bases 

noting tl1at the Philippines is not in danger of external 

aggression, e.nd the United States might provoke a nuclear war 

aggression by enemies of the United States who are not en

enlies of the Philippines. 

The Philippine Secretary of Na.tional Defense, Juan 

Ponce Enrile, said that Clark Air Base and Subic Naval Base 

are on Philippine soil more for the protection of the U;S. 

seturity int~rests in Asia than for the protection of the 

Philippines. The military bases are strategicaJ.ly vital, 

particularly follov1ing the U. s. withdrawal from Vietnam and 

the withdrawal of American military personnel from Thailand 

on July 20, 1976. 12 

11Filipino Reporter, "RP Good Investment Area," 
December 17-23, 1978, p. 10. 

p. , • 
12

The Times Journal, "Bases Talks," December 18, 1977, 
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The renegotiation of the whole range of Philippine

American bilateral military and mutual defense agreements, 

with emphasis on the military bases, formally opened on 

April 12, 1976 at the Capitol Hill. President Marcos has 

repeatedly stressed that his c_ountry was not interested in 

a "quid pro quo" arrangement merely involving "dollar and 

cents." He was more interested in assistance that would 

develop his country's self-reliant defense posture. l3 He 

presented several major issues: the Philippines wanted an 

arrangement similar to that between the United States and 

the member states of NATO or countries like Japan and Spain, 

where American military personnel do not enjoy any extra

territorial rights; supervision over all U.S. military bases, 

with a Filipino ·commander overseeing and delineation of the 

boundary of the bases; control of labor policy to insure a 

fair deal for Filipino workers on the bases; a Philippine 

flag to fly . alone in the military bases; and the U.S. to 

pay for the use of the bases, as in Spain and Turkey. 14 

Foreign Minister Carlos P. Romulo told American news

men in Los Angeles last year, before addressing the World 

Affairs Council: "We are simply asking for just and fair 

13Bulletin Today, "President Marcos Holds Long Talks 
with U. s. Panel, 11 January 10, 1978, p. 1; 5. 

14Philippine Daily Express, June 16, 1976, p. 1. 
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compensation for the use of the bases ••• which the United 

States government has been using for the past 30 years for 

free • • • We feel that it is undignified for a nation to go 

to the United States Congress every year with a hat in hand 

asking for military aid ••• " 15 Representative Donald 

Fraser, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on international 

organization, favors rent for the bases. He said, "If the 

United States is to continue a more businesslike rental 

arrangement, it might enable the United States to dissociate 

itself from the violations of human rights. 1116 Fraser's 

support for rental coincides with a growing realization among 

officials in Congress and White House that the United States 

needs the bases not only for the mutual defense of both count

ries, but also for the security of the entire region. 

Richard Halbrooke, Assistant Secretary of State for 

East Asia and Pacific Affairs, said the United States is 

"committed to renegotiating its.bases agreement with the 

Philippines." He echoed a statement of Secretary Cyrus Vance 

that the United States will remain an Asian and Pacific power. 

Countries in Southeast Asia are worried that a U.S. pullout 

would leave a vacuwn that might lead to instability and poss-

15Filiuino Re-porter, "U.S. Trade, Bases Pacts RP 1 s 
To-:p Concern in Foreign Affairs," December 8-14, 1978, p. 1. 

16.b.d ~-' . 1978, p. 11. 
"l•lore U. s. Official Back RP Stand," August 1, 
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ible control of the area by either Russia or the People's 

Republic of China. But PRC has expressed that she does not 

want the u.s. to withdraw from the Pacific or South Korea, 

as destabilization in these regions might offer an opportun

ity for Soviet Russia to move in. 17 

After three years of on going talks and last minute 

skirmishing over phraseology, the United States and the 

Philippines finally reached an agreement on the bases treaty 

early this year that assured U.S. forces unhrunpered use of 

the sophisticated air and naval installations until 1983. 

The amendments contained in the new military bases agree

ment are: 

1 • 

2. 

.5. 

6. 

Recognition of Philippine sovereignty· over 
the bases. 
Designation of a Filipino base commander 
in ~ach of the bases ~r installation of 
a Philippine commander in each military 
bases. 
Reduction of the areas for used by U.S. 
within the bases. 
Assumption by the Philippine armed 
forces of the responsibility for 
perimeter security. 
Assurances of unhampered U.S. military 
operations within the bases. 
Thorough review of the agreement every 
five years. 18 

17Abilene Reporter-News, "China Likes U.S. to Stay 
in Asia, 11 August 1, 1978, p. 4-c. . 

18New York Times, "U.S. and Filipinos Sign Agreement 
On the Use of Air and Naval Bases," January 8, 1979, p. A-2. 
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The new bases treaty is the culmination of several years of 

dealing with the most delicate issue that has confronted the 

Philippines since becoming independent. 

President Carter expressed the belief that the amend

ments to the bases agreement "will strengthen the secu~ity 

not only of the Philippines and the United States but also 

the entire Western Pacifi~ region. tr _
19 The Filipino community 

in \:Jashington hailed the amendment _ to the bases treaty as 

vindication of the idea that the late Senator Recto has pro

moted for more than two decades. In a press conference after 

the signing of the new bases treaty, the Philippine President 

announced that the $500 million in military aid is in addition 

to the economic aid and roans from the United States. Over -a 

period of five years, Marcos said, the U.S. military and 

economic aid could reach $1.5 billion. 20 

The amendments significantly reduced the size of the 

bases. Clark Air Base, with 52,000 hectares, will be trimmed 

down to 4,4000 hectares, about the size of Manila, and Subic 

Naval Base from 17,000 hectares to 8,000, thereby effectively 

turning over huge chunks of real estate to the Philippine 

government for economic development purposes. These are lands 

which have lain fallow for decades, and which may now be an 

19ibid., p. A-2. 

2°Filipino Reporter, January 12-18, 1979, p. 1. 
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ideal place for settlements, plantations and rural develop

ment. It was the U.S. government which voluntarily offered 
21 . 

to limit the area for its military use. 

The options of sovereignty have been spelled out. 

What !emains to be nixed is the "extraterritorial rights" 

given to American officers and enlisted men, because if these 

servicemen commit an offense, it is the base commander who 

determines whether or not the servicemen were on duty. 

Through a letter of instruction, the military commander-in

chief could sway the base commanders to issue "duty status" 

to military personnel who were actually not on duty at the 

time they committed common crimes punishable by Philippine 

courts. 

No treaty was needed to stop this obnoxious practice 

which has irritated Philippine-American relations. The 

Philippines had been determined that the revised agreement 

should .put an end to the practice of "extraterritoriality, 11 

particularly as to criminal jurisdiction, but the American 

negotiators largely ignored this demand. The Philippine 

panel, in spite of all the brilliant minds composing it, 

seemed at a loss as to how to pin down the Americans on this 

issue. 

Extraterritoriality has its roots in the Middle ages, 

2 1.b.d ~., p. 8. 
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when it was the practice of commercial towns to bestow upon 

foreign merchants the privileges of being governed by their 

own laws. With the rise of nation-states; the privilege was 

eventually withdrawn. Extraterritoriality survived, however, 

in Western dealings with non-Christian states, usually im

posed under the terms of 11 articles of capituation," so that 

the nationals of Western powers remained subject to their own 

laws and were tried before their own diplomatic or consular 

courts. 
' . 

In the nineteenth century, the Western powers tended 

to impose unilaterally, upon countries with different customs 

and legal systems, limitations upon their sovereignty by in

sisting upon the capitul~tory right of exemption of their 

nationals from the local jurisdiction. Many ·abuses have 

attended the enjoyment by foreigners of extraterritorial 

jurisdiction rights, and sooner or later the host countries 

abrogated these rights. Thus, Japan released herself f~om 

this limitation upon her sovereignty in 1899, Turkey in 1914, 

Thailand in 1920, Iran in 1927, Egypt and Morocco in 1937, 

and China in 1943 • . Capitulatory rights were also abolished 

· P 1 t· S · d Irag. 22 in a. es ine, yria, an 
--

After the Second World War, extraterritorial rights 

were built into .the terms of various status of forces agree-

22Fernandez, The Philippines and the United States, 
The Forging of New Relations, PP• 349-350. 
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ments between the Allied Powers and the countries where they 

had established or retained military bases, as in the case 

of the Philippines and the United States. The basic reason 

for the imposition of extraterritorial jurisdiction over the 

foreign military bases has no~ changed. It stems from the 

"white man's" distrust of the fairness of the native or the 

"colored man' str system of justice • . There is every reason 

to erase this slur on the national pride and dignity of 

sovereign Asian states. When it comes to fairness of justice, 

military personnel in the Philippines are often times guilty 

of it. Despite the new revised bases treaty, there will al

ways be irritants in the Philippine-American relations until 

the question of jurisdiction is fully resolved. 

Importance of U.S. Military Bases in the Philippines 

Not all American know of the existence of the U.S. 

military bases in the Philippines nor realize the value and 

importance of these bases to the U.S. interests in Asia. In 

1976 Admiral John s. McCain, Jr., testified that the Phil-· 

ippines, with its strategic location, bore a direct relation

ship to the ~ery survival of America as a free and independ

ent nation. As a guardian of the eastern approaches to the 

Straits of Malacca, it was vital to the defense of Japan, 

Au~tralia, and the Indian Ocean. · It was the American toe

hold in that part of the world, representing "our farthest 

·forward outpost, our last dam, our front line trenches and 
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were we to lose the Philippines, our next fall back would be 

Guam, then Honolulu, and then· the State of California. 23 

Admiral Maurice 'Heisner, commander-in-chief of the 

U.S. Navy in the Pacific, said.after a 12-day tour of Asia 

that American bases in the Philippines are vital to U.S. in

terests in the Indian Ocean, the Middle East and Africa. He 

siad there were several reasons why the U.S. wanted to main

taj_n the bases in the Philippines: 

Our presence there is an indication not only 
to the Filipinos, but to everyone in Southeast 
Asia of an interest in the area ••• We want 
to be there to respond to any contingency that 
might arise ••• These bases are vital if we 
are to have control over the flow of oil from 
the Middle East to the countries of the Western 
Pacific, and then on into the United States ••• 
What makes the flow of this oil so important is 
that 15 percent of our needs for fuel come out 
of the Middles East.24 

Weisner likewise emphasized the importance to these bases to 

the security of the U.S. in Asia, and conceded that while the 

U.S. still had Guam, if Washington were forced to give up 

these bases, Guam could never replaced what "we now have for

ward of it. n 25 

23u.s., Congress, House, Subc~mmittee on Future 
Foreign Policy Research and Development of the Committee 
on International Relations, Shifting Balance of Power in 
Asia: Implication fo·r Future U.S. Policy, 94th Cong., 2d sess., 
1976. 

2~ilipino Reporter, "Philippine Bases are Vital to 
U.S. Interest, CIHPAC Says," June 9-15, 1978, p. l. 

25ibid., P• 9. 
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A recent study prepared by students at the University 

of ~alifornia, had further strengthened the newly declass

ified reports from the U.S. Committee on Foreign Relations 

that the U.S. will continue to maintain its naval and aerial 

armada in the Philippines. The reasons vli.11 be to maintain 

military balance vr.i. th the People's Republic of China and the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and to protect multi~ 

nationals' billions of dollars worth of investment in the 

region. 

According to the study, the Philippines has long 

been a major defense outpost in the Pacific area, capable of 

launching and preventing serious attacks to and from Russia 

and China. Clark Air Base, the second largest U.S. air base 

in the world and Subic Naval Base, are equipped with an 

assortment of weapon8 and satellite communications' facil

ities powerful enough to trace all adversaries' naval and 

aerial movements as far off as the Indian Ocean. The ai-r 

force and naval installations are supported with auxiliary 

facilities at San Miguel Naval Communications Station, Crow 

Valley Bombing and Gunnery Range, Wallace Air Station and 

Camp John Hay. The bases could serve as the major launching 

pad for an attack in any Asian country whenever it is deemed 

necessary. 26 

26vic Torres, "V/hat Vii thdrawal?, 11 Filinino Reporter, . 
March 24-30, 1976, P• 5. 



274 

The Center for Strategic and International Studies 

cited the importance of U.S. military bases in the Phil

ippines as 11 something that cannot be duplicated with the 

same effectiveness elsewhere, adding that Subic Naval Base 

is the most conveniently locat~d naval-air base in the world. 

Without Subic base, the U.S. Seventh Fleet could not possibly 

be maintained at its present force level and op~rational 

effectiveness. It is the largest U.S. naval base west of 

· Hawaii and is generally deemed the "key" to effective naval 

operations in the Western Pacific, particularly for quick 

projection of power into the South China Sea. 27 Although 

not a substitute for Diego Garcia for geographic reasons, 

Subic Naval Base lends support to U.S. operations in the 

- . Inffian Ocean. - In ... the recent turinoiT iri Iran; ··tne USS Con-

stellation was immediately dispatched from Subic base to 

that troubled area which showed how swiftly the U.S. military 

ships can operate from the U.S. -bases in the Philippines. 

Aside from the strategic value of Subic Naval Base, 

it also serves as a maintenance area, as 60 percent of all 

Seventh Fleet repair work is done at Subic. The man-day cost 

of repair work at Subic is about $21.50 compared with $88.00 

at Yokosuka, Japan; $142.00 at Guam; and $158.00 at U.S. West 

27u.s.-Phili ine Economic Relations, "Center for 
Strategic and International Studies," Washington, D. c. : 

.Georgetown University, 1971), p. 77. 
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Coast facilities. Cubi Point Naval Air Station, adjacent to 

Subic Naval Base, is also of tremendous strategic value since 

it serves as the home port of anti-submarine patrol aircraft 

that could scan Southeast Asia and Indian Ocean at minimal 

cost. 

A separate study pointed out that in order to prevent 

hegemony in the Pacific, U.S. strategists have fashioned the 

so-called Pacific basin strategy that would call for American 

naval superiority over 94 million square miles, encompassing 

Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Philippines, Vietnam, Australia 

and Indonesia, where Russia's military might has been visible 

for the last five years. The ultimate objective, according 

to the study, is to control the waterways that extends up to 

the Indian Ocean, which will assure the flow of trade and 

seaborne shipment of goods-raw materials, food and energy 

products to the United States. 28 

. With the massive pullback from Vietnam, Thailand, 

and from bases in Japan and Okinawa, ground forces as well 

as the military hardware have simply been relocated to bases 

in the Philippines, Guam and Hawaii. The Defense Department 

recently declared that the bases in the Philippines are "crit

ical" to the overall security interests of the United States 

not only in the Pacific areas, but also in the Indian Ocean, 

28Torres, "What Withdrawal?," P• 5. 
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where the U.S. has a base on Diego Garcia Island. The Pen

tagon believes these bases are "key links" of America's de

fense chain that extends from the Indian Ocean to Hawaii. 

Fili~inos Assail Carter Human Rights Policy 

Ever since Commodore George A. Dewey defeated the 

Spanish fleet at Manila Bay, Americans have been telling the 

Filipinos how they should govern themselves. This irritat

ing habit may have some justification between 1898 and 1946, 

the period of American sovereignty in the Philippines, but 

today, it insults the Filipino people and harms American in

terest in the country. 

The United States government has repeatedly denounced 

the martial law government of the Philippines for alleged 

violation of human rights. It has long been accepted that 

human rights are universal in sco_pe, since they are basic and 

inherent in the very nature of man. From this thesis, an in

ternational standard of human rights has been drawn up to bind 

nations and peoples. But the question increasingly being 

asked is whether the same yardstick should be applied to all 

nations and peoples unde_r all circumstances to determine com

pliance or violation. 

This doubt was evident in some of the discussions at 

the 58th conference of th.e International Law Association in 

Manila in 1977. A subcommittee, studying regional problems 

-in the implementation of human rights in the Afro-Asian and 
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Latin American regions, has stressed the relevance of the 

peoples' economic conditions to the issue of human rights. 

Any strategy for the implementation of human rights in re

gions made up of countries in which mass poverty exist must 

necessarily concern itself with transforming the material 

conditions and the environments in which the majority of 

people in such societies find themselves, the subcommittee's 

preliminary report pointed out. 29 Whether this strategy is 

called economic development or the realization of economic 

and social rights, it must involve a substantial measure of 

international cooperation. 

Social and economic development is necessary to create 

conditions in which human rights can be fully realized. Pres

ident Marcos has called for a balanced and integrated approach 

to questions relating to the implementation of human rights. 

The definitions of human rights are western in origin and 

largely western in expression. The definition, and in part

icular the method by which they are given form, require re

statement now in wide and more flexible terms, particularly 

to meet the needs of developing countries, and to fit in with 

aid programs. Marcos said that freedom must go hand in hand 

with the uplift of living standards of people and the removal 

29Filipino Renorter, "A Perspective on Human Rights 
and the Rule of Law," October 28-November 3, 1977, p. 5. 
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of poverty and starvation. The tide of rising expectations 

should carry with it, aside from material progress, a desire 

for meaningful and relevant political and.economic rights.30 

Among U.S. officials who preached human rights to 

President Marcos were Under-secretary Patricia M. Derian, 

Vice-president Walter Mondale and some members of the U.S. 

Congress. On January 11, 1978, President Carter sent Derian 

to the Philippines for a four-day orientation. Vlhile in the 

Philippines, Derian rapped Marcos on human rights, particular

ly with reference to the alleged tortures of political pris

oners and the suppression of the freedom of press. Marcos 

answered that all these rumors were untrue and told Derian 

that one of the acts he passed in 1977 was the issuance of 

Letter of Instruction No. 621, integrating and formalizing 

the basic guide lines and procedure governing ar~est and 

detention of individuals. Derian tried to impress upon him 

how American democracy is practice in her country, but was 

told that the A.t11erican style of democracy introduced in the 

Philippines did not work well with the Filipinos, so that 

some innovation had to be made to suit the existing conditions 

in the country.3 1 

30Fili-oino Renorter, "Editorials," September 8-14, 
1978, p. 4. 

3 1ibid., January 20-26, 1978, p. 9. 
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When Vice-president Mondale visited the Philippines 

in May 1978, he lectured President Marcos on human rights. 

While in :Manila, the U. s. Vice-President met the leaders of 

the opposition group critical of the Marcos regime, includ- · 

ing some university professors and college students. He was 

allowed to go where he wished and speak to anyone he wished. 

If Mr. Mondale had visited Peking, he certainly would not be 

allowed to talk to the so-called "Gang of Four" or go ·where

ever he wished. However, American officials lectured Marcos, 

not Hua Kuo-Feng, the party chairman, about human rights. 

A group of Democratic Congressmen, although unfamil

iar with the real conditions in the Philippines, bluntly told 

Marcos in a letter delivered to the Philippine Embassy in 

Washington, that his· government prevents the free exchange 

of ideas, fails to adequately account for the needs of the 

poor, and won the April 1978 election by the "heavy-handed 

actions" of the Marcos governme1;1t. 32 The "prime author11 of 

the letter was Congressman Berkley W. Bedell, of Iowa. Yet 

the 114 congressmen who signed the letter did not realized 

that there were more killings in each election during the 

time when the American flag flew over the Philippines, while 

there was not a single person kiiled in the first Philippine 

election since martial law v1as declared in 1972. 

32Filiuino Reporter, June 16-22, 1978,p. 1. 
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Senator Benigno Aquino, the chief opposition can

didate, was allowed by President Marcos to make a campaign 

speech that was televised and broadcast to the nation from 

his jail cell. Aquino had been jailed because he was found 

guilty of subversion, arms possession and murder. He \Yas 

held prisoner since the imposition of martial lav1 and is 

awaiting the Supreme Court verdict on his appeal from a 

death sentence. He was allowed to give interviews to the 

press, a privilege no other country would have conferred on 

a convicted criminal seeking public office. 

When the First Lady Imelda R. Marcos was in rJashing

ton last July 1978, she consented to answer questions from . 

the congressmen who had signed the letter to her husband, · 

on alleged human rights violations in the Philippines. The 

First Lady made it clear to the congressmen that torture of 

prisoners is not a policy of the Philippine government and 

that stories being circulated about frauds in the April 

election were mostly fabrications. One representative said 

he left the session because it got out of hand and that one 

of the questions directed to the First Lady was like some

thing out of the Spanish inquisition. Leaving the meeting, 

tje representative added that he could not imagine Mrs. 

Carter being.interrogated by a group of the Soviet Politboro, 

regarding the questioning of Virs. Marcos as discourteous and 
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uncalled for.33 

Americans Support Marcos on Human Rights 

Fredericks. Marquardt, · editor of the Arizona Repub

lic, felt strongly that the United States should stop telling 

foreign countries how to conduct their internal affairs. He 

told Congress to stop interfering in Philippine domestic af

fairs and "let the Filipinos get back to democracy at their 

ovm pace and on their own time schedule." According to him, 

the "Republic of the Philippines was our most loyal ally in 

World War 11, and with President Marcos' support we maintain 

two of the most important foreign military installations in 

the country." He also memtioned Marcos' assurances that if 

another war came in the Pacific, Americans could count on 

the same sort of support the Filipinos gave the Americans in 

World War 11. He continued, "If any other chief of state 

anywhere has made such a promise to the United States, I 

. have not heard of it. u34 

Marquardt · told Congressman Bedell in a letter that 

Congress should "seek to retain the few friends that the U.S. 

still has instead of alienating them by telling them how to 

manage their domestic affairs, which is not American business." 

33Filipino Reporter, 11 0n RP-US Ties," August 11-18, 
1978, p. 5. 

34Frederick s. Marquardt, "In Support of Marcos," 
·New York Times, June 23, 1978, p. A-20. 
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His letter, published in the Congressional Record by Congress

man Elden Rudd of Arizona, disputed the allegations made tn a 

letter to Marcos signed by the 114 Congressfuen complaining of 

alleged human rights violations and abuses in the recent 

election in the Philippines. Rudd said in his introduction 

that Marquardt, born and reared in Manila, is probably more 

knowledgeable about the Philippines than any other U.S. editor 

of a majo~-metropolitan newspaper. He was associate editor of 

the Philipnine Free Press magazine from 1938 to 1941. The 

Arizona Congressman noted that Marquardt's letter raised some 

important points about the government. He said the letter 

cited the great efforts that have been made to implement 

democratic principles in the country which were apparently 

overlooked by th~ signatories of the letter. 35 

However, Congressman Bedell believes that the U.S. 

has an. obligation to question what is going on in the Phil

ippines regarding human rights and further believes that 

u.s. initiative has led to some improvements not only in the 

Philippines but in other countries as well. Marcos has par

doned a number of political prisoners, including foreigners 

who were charged in the assasination attempt on the President.36 

35Filipino Reporter, "Strong Interest in RP Averred," 
July 28-August 3, 1978, P• 4. 

36Filinino Reporter, "Marcos Pardons 6 in Assasination 
·Plot," __ September 15-21, 1978, p. 1. 
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The 114 Congressmen, in their ignorance, had also 

demanded that President Marcos establish genuine "political, 

economic and police reforms." Carlyle Reed, a former pub

lisher of the Sacramento Union, said that "these congressmen 

apparently don't even know that the Philippine land reform 

program under Marcos is one of the most advanced and effect

ive liberal economic 'reforms' in the world, and I police re

forms' to substitute law and public safety was what brought 

the establishment of martial law in 1972." He added that 

"If American congressmen and other public officials insist on 

lecturing the world on politics and government, they should 

at least spend a little time doing their homework plus some 

fact fathering in the field ••• Otherwise in their zeal to 

appeal a vest-pocket minorities among their own constituents, 

they sometimes look pretty foolish -and do this nation a great 

danger.u3? ·· 

Another government official who has taken up the cud

gels for the Philippines on the human rights issue is Senator 

Daniel K. Inouye of Hawaii. He told the Senate that if the 

u.s. insisted on its own standards of human rights, there 

would not be a single country in this world with clean hands 

when it comes to human rights. He answered charges from other 

senators that the Philippines, despite .American tulelage, had 

37Filipino Reporter, September 8-14, 1978, p. 5. 
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not learned democracy. Inouye said, "During those decades 

of American tutorship, we were not teaching Filipinos dem

ocracy ••• I think, if we are candid about it, we would 

recognize that it was pure and simple .colonialism. 1138 

Inouye also cited the failure of the u.s~ to help 

the Philippines after the War, and instead shifted her aid 

to Japan because it would be to the best interests of the 

U.S. and the western world to build up Japan. He continued, 

"So while \Ye were spending billions on Japan, · our friends in 

the Philippines, those who sacrificed themselves, v1ere wait

ing and \V,e give them a pittance. 11 3,9 Ci ting why it was wrong 

to equate the American human rights standard with those of 

other countries, the Senator said that America looked at 

these countries who are threatened by external forces, whose 

resources are limited, and whose educational level is low. 

Therefore, America should not be so demanding as to insist 

that their ·standards equal the United States since these 

countries are 50 or 100 years behind. 

Inouye urged his colleagues not to overlook less 

favorable events in America's history. He specifically cited 

the mass incarceration of the Japanese by Americans .in World 

War 11, just because they seemed ·to look like the enemy. And 

38 · b. d 1 ~., P• • 

39. b. d 5 ~-, P• • 
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this had been done at a time· when the u.s. Courts were in 

operation, without due process of law. The Japanese in the 

U.S. did not only lose millions of dollar~ in property, but 

worst of all they were robbed of their human dignity. He 

warned that "If we want to write off the Philippines, let 

us do it, but do not expect any friendship from them." 

An Episcopalian minister Conrad Myrick and his wife, 

who returned to the U.S. after 27 years in the Philippines, 

told Americans that Filipinos resent America 1 s human rights 

posture and that Asia will apply human rights in its own wa:y, 

not according to the American standard or democratic system. 

He said that the Philippines have had human rights long be

fore the present U.S. administration thought of the issues; 

moreover., ___ Asia 1 s way of life is different from the American 

way of life. It stands for structure of seniority and of 

direction from top dovm, whereas Americans prefer to vote 

on som~thing.40 

According to Myrick, martial law in the Philippines 

has produced better services for persons living in the 

countryside. Mrs. Myrick added that," I do not know what 

the American public think about martial law, but evidently 

there is the idea that the streets are lined with soldiers 

40Filipino Reporter, "U.S. Couple Raps Carter on 
Human Rights, 11 August 25-September 3, 1978, p. 1. 
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with bayonets and that sort of thing • • • it is not true.,/~ 1 

Indeed martial law in the Philippines is not what anyone can 

find in other countries. There are few soldiers if any on 

the street and there are no disturbances of rioting and 

demonstrations such as those in Iran and Hicaragua, where 

there had been clashes between soldiers and civilians. The 

fact is, the Philippines has been peaceful since martial law 

was declared seven years ago. 

Filipinos critical of :Marcos regime took refuge in 

the United States. With the help of some American sympath

izers who opposed Marcos' regime, they formed organizations 

such as Friends of the Filipino People, Movements for Free 

Philippines, the Union of Democratic Filipinos, and the 

National Committee for the Restoration of Ci'vil Liberties. 

These organizations urged the United States to vlithold any 

aid for the Philippines as long as it was under martial 

law. Marcos' critics have given testimony on human rights 

violations before the U.S. Congress. 42 

Due to the alleged violations of human rights, both 

Senate and House members voted to reduce military aid to the 

41.b.d 8 ~-, p • • 

42Buss,' The United States and the Philippines, Back
ground for Policy, pp. 80-83. 
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Philippines. Congressman Bill Young of Florida was against 

the reduction, as it represent a "slap on the face. 11 Young 

asked, 11 But why start with a friend? Why do we not cut 

military aid to Uganda where the leader of that country ad

mits that he eats his opponen~s?" · He said that the unique 

ties between the United States and the Philippines, as well 

as the important military strategic location, is \Yell knovm. 

Young added, ttHow in the world are we going to be able to 

keep the few friends we have left in the world if everyone 

of them wondered 'When am I next? When does the U.S. Cong

ress or the u.s. government take me next? 11 43 

Indeed the Carter administration's policy on human 

rights, according to his critics, has made enemies of friends 

and ·offended a number of world leaders. His critics charged 

that his decisions are based more of idealism rather than 

realism; that he is giving more weight to his moralistic 

crusade rather than America's nationalistic interests. How

ever, the administration defenders made mention of democracy's 

recent successes in Portugal, India, Spain, and the advance

ment of human rights in authoritarian countries through U.S. 

government pressure. The pressure of cutting military and 

economic aid has helped the human rights policy of President 

43Filipino Reporter, November 18-24, 1978, p. 5. 
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Carter in Latin and Central American countries.44 

On human rights problems Secretary of State Vance 

said: "We understand cultural differences.· Our tradition 

stresses the individual rights and welfare of the group. We 

applaud the determination of Asian countries to presserve 

the ability, won at great costs, to determine their own 

policies and establish their ovm institution. 11 45 

American Violations of Human Rights in the Philinpines 

The Filipino people resent the manner in which the 

Carter administration preaches to President Marcos on the 

human rights issue. They believe their President is not 

guilty of all the criticism and accusations he has been 

receiving abroad. The truth is, no president can achieve 

in four years the transformation of society. Even the great 

American society-great in the sense of its advanced indus

trialization and stable economy-has not been the achievement 

of one American president alone; but rather the product of 

a long tradition of continuity. Filipinos reviewed the 

American rcord with respect to human rights and found the 

Ul'.).ited states more guilty of human rights violations in the 

Philippines. 

4~ichard Boudreauz, "US Pressure Helps Human Rights,n 
The Abilene Reporter-News, December 17, 1978, p. 8. 

45Alberto Alfaro, "US Says it Set to Deal with Asians," 
· Filipino Reporter, July 8-14, 1977, p. 7. 
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Incidents in which human rights were violated began 

dur~ng the early American occupation of the Philippines in 

1898. An American soldier fired the first shot that killed 

a Filipino, which triggered the Philippine-American War. 

According to Richard Sheridan, an American correspondept 

who ·wrote of the episode as an eye-witness, "The Americans 

in 48 hours had slaughtered more defenseless Filipinos than 

did the Spaniards in two centuries. 1146 One U.S. General, 

Jacobe "Jake" Smith, transformed the island of Samar into a 

"howling vlilderness, 11 and ordered his soldiers not to take 

prisoners, · telling them firmly in words that would be re

peated six decades later in South Vietnam: "I wish you to 

kill and b~rn; the more you burn and.kill, the better it 

will ple.ase me. n47 

In My Lai, a platoon under the command of First 

Lieutenant William Calley, Jr., set fire to all the huts 

and shot to death villagers as they raced terrified out -of 

their burning houses. Some Vietnamese who had managed to 

seek refuge in a ditch were sprayed wit_h machine gun fire, 

although they were begging and crying for their lives. A 

Vietnamese prest cowering in fear under a tree was struck 

46Blount, The American Occupation in the -Philippines, 
pp. 193-194. 

4?ibid., PP• 453-498.· 



291 

in the mouth by Calley with the butt of his gun as he asked 

for mercy. As he fell he was shot point blank in the head. 

One ·of the soldiers under Calley confessed: 11 They were 

shooting women and children just like anybody else. n The 

mothe_r of anoth~r soldier whom Calley forced to kill, said 

afterwards: "I sent him a good boy, and they made him a 

murderer. 1148 

My Lai was by no means the most chilling violation 

of human rights in Vietnam; it is perhaps only the most pub

licized, in spite of the fact that the U.S. government ·tried 

very hard to cover the massacre. Yet, America, the champion 

of human rights that sent Calley to war and murder, while a 

signatory to the United Nations document which speaks for 

human rights, chose to ignore the Nuremberg principles and 

tried Calley instead in its ovm fashion and sentenced him 

as though he had merely stolen a cow. He has been pardoned 

and out of prison after serving only a few years. 

In re-examining the United States as a model for 

democracy, one may find violations of human rights. The 

early Americans robbed, betrayed, and murdered the American 

Indians. Wave after wave of immigrants, particularly those 

coming from Asian and Hispanic countries have been badly 

treated. · In the past the black people have been abused, 

48Juan c. Tuvera, 11Human Rights: The American 
Standard," Filipino Reporter, May 12-18, 1978, p. 5. 
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humiliated, lynched and murdered. There are cases in which 

minorities have not been given fair justice in courts. The 

United States also has her political prisoners. The U.S. 

ambassador to the United Nations, Andrew Young, was roundly 

criticized for charging that there are political prisoners 

in the U.S. The embarrassed Carter administration officials 

. hotly denied the charge and even demanded the investigation 

of Young. 

Foreign Minister Carlos P. Ramu.lo assails human rights 

preachers. He said that Americans, who preach human rights 

single out "violators" and ignore those whose interests they 

can identi-fy vii th. He added that in countries where there 

are threats of subversion or a need for restructuring society, 

regulation of human rights is necessary. He cited human 

rights violations in America: "We . do not send our aged to 

nursing homes like human discards ·• • • We take good care of 

them, better than they took care of us ••• We keep our 

elderly in our homes and there they remain. 11 49 

When President Carter assumed office three years ago, 

he declared that his administration will not intervene in 

the internal affairs of other countries. 50 But what the 

49Filipino Reporter, October 13-19, 1978, p. 1. 

50 Alberto Alfaro, "US Human Rights Policy Erratic, n 
Filipino Reporter, November 17-23, 1978, p. 1. 
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Carter administration has been doing in the pursuit of its 

human rights crusade, is a direct violation of its avowed 
·, 

non-interference policy. Recent events point to this fact 

and to what Washington observers and critics charge as an 

ambiguous and double standard foreign policy. 

Iran and Nicaragua are two cases in point. At first, 

President ·carter supported the martial law regime of the Shah, 

· ·whom· he h-ad earlier criticized for human rights violations. 

On the other hand, he exerted political and economic pressures 

to force Nicaragua to change its government on the argument 

that it was a top _violator on human rights. 51 The difference 

in approaches with Iran and Nicaragua is that the former is 

strategic~}ly and economi-cally important to the United States, 

while Nicaragua is not. Iran supplies some of the U.S. oil 

needs. It is strategically located on the border of the 

Soviet Union and serves as the southernmost anchor of the 

NATO defense line that extends from Norway in the North to 

the Persian Gulf in the South. Economically, Americans have 

invested billions of dollars in the economy of Iran. The 

u.s. government sold billions of dollars worth of first class 

military hardware to the Shah's government. Whereas Nicaragua 

is also pro-western but it is a nonentity in the overall U.S. 

defense strategy .• American investment and trade in Nicaragua 

51Times Magazine, 11 Iran, Violence and Chaos," 
(January 8, 1979), p. 28. 
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are negligible as compared to Iran.52 

It appears that the deciding factor in u.s. foreign 

policy is her national interest rather than human rights, 

even if she has to close her eyes to violators. For one 

thing Carter has not said a word about the arrest of dem

onstrators or the closing of some media establishments in 

Iran, unlike the similar situations in other countries where 

he had reacted quickly in the name of human rights. However, 

Carter finally approved the stepping dorm of the Shah in or

der to give support to the civilian government of Shahpour 

· Bakhtiar and then to the government of .Ayatullah Khomeini. 53 

Me-an while, in the United Nations three American or

ganizations have filed a 900-page brief detailing·the case 

histories of ,50 individuals who have allegedly been im

prisoned for their political beliefs. The brief was filed 

by the Commission for Racial Justice of the United Church of 

Christ,. the National Conference of Black Lawyers and the 

National ·Alliance Against Racism. In filing the brief, these 

organizations urged President Carter to look at conditions at 

home before condemning other nations for jailing their polit-

52Jack Cox, "Nicaragua Crisis Hay Threatens Entire 
Hemisphere, 11 The Abilene Reuorter-News, December 11, 1978, 
P• 23-A. 

53Bernard Gwertzman, "US Will Cooperate Vii th New 
Regime in Iran," New York Tj_mes, January 5, 1979, 1; A-6. 
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ical dissenter. Columnist Jack Anderson, in commenting on 

the brief, said: "Vlhat makes the document particularly em

barrassing is that. it will not be filed by vengeful regimes 

accused of repression by the Carter administration, but by 

respected organizations in this country." Anderson also 

quoted Charle_s Co,b.1?., . pre_;3id~nt of\_.the. Commission-for Racial .. 

Justice as saying, "We are not as honest as the Russians; we 

incarcerate our prisoners under the guise of criminal act

ivity.1154 

The brief filed by the three organizations· cited 

among others, the case of the Willington 10, a group of 

civil rights activists who v,ere given stiff sentences for 

the alleged fireboming of a North Carolina courthouse des

pite the fact that there was no direct evidence to link. 

them to that bombing. The principal witnesses against the 

10 activists later recanted their testimonies, leading to 

an unprecedented Justice Department intervention in the case, 

but failed however to win the freedom of Vlillington 10. In 

the eyes of many Filipinos, the Carter administration's 

charge that other nations trample on human rights has a 

decidedly hollow ring as long as the Willington 10's con

viction stand and other political prisoners remain in jail. 

The nevlly appointed envoy to the Philippines, Richard 

54yi,ilipino Reporter, December 24-31, 1978, p. 1; 7. 
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Murphy, says that despite its strains and tensions, the 

relationships between the United States and the Philippines 

is fundamentally sound and must involve change and adjust

ment, since both countries do not communicate very ·well with 

each other. He acknowledged that Philippine human rights has 

focussed on society as a whole rather than on individuals on 

the needs of all for the benefit of lav, and order, security 

and development to meet basic human needs."55 Recently, 

President Carter said that he is v,atching the great develop

ment of President Marcos' martial law and the administration 

continues to place high priority on the maintenance of good 

v.rill between the United States and the Philippines. 

Filipinos Rap Western Press: Leave RP Alone 

The government of President Marcos has seldom, if 

ever, enjoyed a good press in so far as foreign correspon

dents in the country are concerned. Almost foreign news

papers report only the negative side of life in the country. 

The foreign media gave the impression that the Philippines 

is under the heels of a ruthless dictator holding its almost 

45 million people in bondage. The Ph_ilippine government 

accused the New York Times and other newspapers in the U.S. 

of being unfair and biased in printing stories about the New 

55Richard Murphy, Address Before the Rotary Club 
in Manila, July 2, 1978, Regarding trPhilippine-American 
Relations," Bulletin Today,_ July 3, 1978, p. 1. 
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Society of President Marcos. The American press has not 

looked too -kindly on the developing countries like the 

Philippines, which have become a favorite target of cor

respondents. 

An American tourism expert who conducted a survey 

throughout the United States found out that only a half of 

one percent have any idea of where the Philippines is. In 

the mind of many foreigners, the Philippines is still pic

tured as a country ravaged by war and a country of jungles. 

Often the American people read only biases and false damag

ing articles about the Philippines. 56 Tourism Secretary 

Jose D. Aspiras said the American people must be told that, 

while the Philip})ine and American governments may be at odds 

over some official matters, the friendship between their 

people continues to be strong, sincere and marked with genuine 

affection. According to Aspiras, this image whould not be 

tarnisped by wrong publicity about the Philippines.57 

The western press, notably that in the U.S., can 

never believe that the Philippines could achieve a medicum 

of success with its new type democracy. The Philippines 

_experiment in self-government is bound to cramp the market 

for U.S. goods and services in the country, so that American 

5GFilipino Reporter, "Americans Still Think RP is 
Full of Jungles," June 16-23, 1978, p. 5. 

57 ·b· d 5 LL•, P• • 
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business tycoons, if they can help it, would never tolerate 

a transgression on their erstwhile private preserves. Tom 

V!eber, a member of• the San Francisco Chronicle foreign ser

vice, wrote in January 1977, that Marcos' New Society is 

nearly bankrupt and sinking toward disaster. Yet the present 

economy of the Philippines today is strong with foreign cap

ital available in amounts never before thought possible under 

the old regime.58 

President Marcos has been sensitive to the wave of 

criticism he and his administration are receiving from . the 

American press following his declaration of martial law. The 

press has been giving the mass media in the United States 

stories of repression, arrest of political prisoners and tor

ture. When the Philippine government insisted that the U.S. 

bases pay rent and be under the Philippine sovereignty, its 

demands were interpreted as anti-American. But Marcos, ar

guing that the people of the Philippines must be given some 

national pride and show that their country is running its 

own affairs, insisted on sovereignty over these bases. For

mer California Governor Ronald Reagan said that it should not 

be so hard for the American government to understand the 

Philip~ine position, after the way it bleds over Panama's 

desire to feel national pride by obtaining sovereignty over 

58Filipino Reporter, December 17-23, 1978, p. 1. 
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the canal. Reagan noted that living condition in the Philip

pines had improved more under the New Society than in the 

past previous years.59 

The Philippine government has been protesting the un

fair, biased and malicious western press. Filipinos claimed 

they have been singled out for special abuse because they 

dared to do it on their own. Philippine officials complained: 

We are being misrepresented, our image mangled 
beyond recognition-by a supposed friend and 
benefactor. The world believes the V/Orst of 
us if America tells it. The bitterness in· the 
case of Philippine-American relations is the 
bitterness of the colonizer against a former 
ward that dares go it alone and had the deter-
mination to succeed. 60 · 

Filipinos rap the western press because, according to them, 

everything that their leaders do is wrong. Every derogatory 

rumor is printe·d as truth. Western media have in general 

ignored the positive developments in the Philippines, pre

ferring to spotlight senasational events like crime and corrupt

ion, thus giving a one-sided and distorted view of emerging 

countries as a whole • 

. During the two-day seminar pf Asoam mews coverage in 

Honolulu, American and European journalists known for their 

59Ronald Reagan, "Marcos, Martial Law and America," 
Commentary Made on Radio, Filipino Renorter, August 18-24, 
1978, p. 5. 

60Teodoro Valencia, "For a New International In
formation Order," Bulletin Today, October 14, 1978, p. 5. 
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vast knowledge of Southeast Asian affairs admitted that, most 

of the time, editors giving out assignments to their cor

respondents in the region are not aware of the geography, 

the time difference, and the actual situation in the area 

of coverage. Most often editors write articles based not 

on the correspondents' accounts, but on their distorted per

ception of events thousand of miles away. 61 In effect, there

fore, editors not only tamper with correspondents' copy re

ports, but also try to direct the editorial attitudes of 

their newspaper towards countries in Southeast Asia despite 

their gross ignorance of the actual happenings in the region. 

When asked about the responsibility of correspondents 

when writing stories about Asian countries,- Dennis Bloodworth 

of the London Observer and Richard Halloran of the New York 

Times said that their responsibility is to the average read

ers of their newspaper. Halloran contended arrogantly that 

he has "no responsibility at all to the country or the people 

he is writing about" and that the story is written not from 

the view of any subject country but from the view of the west

ern readers. 62 This explain why events in Asian countries in 

the western press are not only · distorted, but misleading, if 

61Filipino Reporter, "Western Press Attitude Towards 
Third World Countries," March 10-16, 1978, p. 5. 

•. . 62 · b. d 5 
~., P• • 
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not altogether untrue. 

By the standards of the western press, even the 

most basic requirement of being factual is patently ignored 

to suit its dubvious ends. The admissions from some journal

ists, shocking though they ma~ be to the sentinels of press 

freedom in the western world, provide the explanation behind 

false writings about the situation in the Philippines. The 

American press, in a complete turn around from its reputation 

as the best in the world, is guilty of these journalistic 

crimes. 

David Newsome, former ambassador to the Philippines 

said: ".American have perhaps, too long looked at Asia from 

a western perspective • • • for a long time the destinies of 

many . peoples of the Third World nations was in someone's 

hands ••• but today that has changed. 063 Ambassador Murphy 

told the Filipinos: "We are not meddling in your affairs • • • 

I think ours is a relationship of friendship which goes over 

so many years, through harsh times, through good times to

gether that it's an immensely complicated relationship-a 

complex relationship, I sh~uld say. 1164 However, he admitted 

that the relationship between the two countries is one of the 

best in Asia, and a number of Filipinos agree with this fact. 

63Bulletin Today, December 8, 1977, p. 1. 

64pilipino Reporter, June 9-18, 1978, p. 5. 



CHAPTER lX 

CONCLUSION: FACING THE fUTURE 

The loyalty of Filipinos during the war had been un

questionable. Their loyalty to the Americans had helped the 

liberation forces to re-take their country from the Japanese. 

They rejoiced in the long-awaited liberation, but their hap

piness soon turned to resentment when American liberation 

forces freed and rewarded Filipinos who had collaborated 

with the Japanese, while isolating and persecuting those 

regarded as a threat to the status-quo, even though they 

had fought the Japanese too. The resentment grew when some 

Americans, meddling in Philippine domestic affairs, helped 

place an accused collaborator in power. _With their strong 

man occupying the highest position in the country, the con

servative elite once again had the opportunity to perform 

their historical rule over the Philippines. 

Filipinos had much to ponder in the post-war years 

as they watched their Asian neighbors-Malaysia, Indonesia, 

Singapore and Taiwan, who welcomed and cooperated with the 

Japanese-prosper, while the Philippines, the only country in 

Asia which had fought for and with America declined. Even 

their former enemy Japan prospered with the massive help from 

the United States. 

The Filipinos got off to a very bad start on the road 
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to independence. During the early part of liberation, the 

Americans, instead of doing any thing serious to rehabilitate 

the country, improve education and the farm system, spent 

much of their time haggling over trade quotas, tariffs, and 

other restrictions. The U.S. Congress created a series of 

legislative acts which in effect protected American interests 

through quotas, manufactured goods through tariff agreements, 

and protected American investments through currency control 

and parity vlith Filipinos to do business in the country. The 

Americans forced the Filipinos actually to rewrite their con

stitution in order to provide parity to American businessmen. 

The enemy of Philippine freedom and development was not the 

American Congress, but American business interests \7ho had 

the ear, arm, or pocket of Congress. Few politicians would 

risk losing their political office in order to support the 

Philippines' position, no matter how sympathetic they might 

be personally. 

It was evident, therefore, that the only American 

eyes in the Philippines after the war were those of American 

business interests who saw the decimated little country as a 

ripe place for exploitation in mining, import, and export. 

They forged a combined business ·1obby ·group to fight all ef

forts at Philippine economic independence. Through the ef

forts of this powerful bloc, the war-ravaged Philippines was 

forced to grant important concessions to the United States in 
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exchange for economic survival. On their knees, the Fil

ipinos were forced to make deals at whatever cost, since 

complete economic independence at this time would have meant 

total bankruptcy. 

Part of the purpose of the payment of the i,var damage 

claims was to restore former American business establishments 

in the Philippines to their prewar status. The American 

business corporations were the biggest recipient of the war 

damage claims which did not help in the much needed rehabilit

ation and reconstruction of the country. The American concept 

of government, as envisaged and controlled by business in

terests has worked at cross purpose. Vlhile the country was 

promised and trained for self-government in the p6litical 

front~ it was kept in economic bondage by the hot house 

economy in which the Philippines dSpended on the United 

States preferential trade agreements to absorb its raw 

materi~ls in exchange of buying American made consumer goods. 

The new shift in the strategy of American economic 

policy was its attempt to consolidate its world economic 

position. Though now formally independent, the Philippines 

was forced to undergo a series of adjustments which froze its 

economic structure. The expectation of affectional friend

ship caused Filipinos to be startled by sharp demands from 

the Americans in 1946. The United States offered aids which 

were not sufficient for the rehabilitation of the country and 
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at the same time demanded a "quid pro quo" as if there had 

not already been an adequate loyalty among the Filipinos. 

The land dwning elite entered the business and indus

trial world. Opportunities for new connections with giant 

Amer~can corporations led to the proliferation of barL~ing, 

commercial and industrial ventures, with the landovming 

classes tied all th~ more closely to the Americans. This 

new form of relationship with the metropolitan power gave 

rise to a new socio-economic milieu. The· corresponding 

political structures, values, and behavior tightened Amer

ican control greater than before the war when the country 

was still a colony. The economic implications of the United 

States intervention in the Philippines had made their polit

ical freedom meaningless, since whomever controlled their 

economy, controlled their policy-domestic and foreign. Thus 

the Philippines became deeply involved as a "yes partner" of 

the United States in the "cold war11 and in an unending tur

moil in the world. 

While American economic policy created some con

ditions for economic growth, it could not claim any signi

ficant progress in either agriculture or industry. The fail

ure of the Philippines to take even the first steps toward 

the industrialization and development of light industries and 

power facilities was due partly to the free trade enterprise 

that gave the American manufacturers a competitive advantage 
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in the local market. 

By 1950, it was obvious that while the United States 

was fulfilling the promise of independence in 1946, she was 

not laying the foundations for the development of a strong 

and independent Philippines. The American government had 

been giving the Filipinos promise after promise, with very 

few fulfilled. The Filipino people resented the Americans 

for taking their country for granted. The country by 1950's 

was in great economic difficulty when the American policy 

makers finally regained their sense of. proportions in their 

relation with the Philippines. 
.: 

The United States government sent economic missions 

to investigate and make recommendations of their findings of 

the economic situation in the country. This was the first 

initiative of the Americans to help the Filipinos in their 

economic problems. When the economic missions reported their 

findings and made recommendations on how to solve the economic 

difficulties, Filipinos especially the rich landowners re

sented the action and remained ·indifferent to the mission!s 

findings. Instead of implementing the recommendations, the 

elite-controlled Philippine Congress ·spent its time cri ticiz

ing the true facts of the reports. 

The gap ·between the haves and the have-nots in Phil

ippine society grew wider, and their economy remained at the 

pastoral level. In the name of free enterprise and their 

"special relationship" with the United States, Filipinos crit-
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icized the aid programs because they stressed agricultural 

development and raw materials for export rather than indust

rialization as the.key to "sound" development and "better 

living." As a result the Philippine economy deteriorated 

furth_er and the people became dissatisfied with their govern

ment, full of graft and corruption. · There v1as an uneven dis

tribution of wealth, rising cost of living, unemployment, a 

growing population, and an increasing inability to feed its 

people. 

The year 1950 saw the revolt of the Hukbalahap for 

increased autonomy or complete self government. It was a 

domestic struggle involving radical social and economic re

forms. The long enertly miserable and ever-exploited peas

antry supported_ the Huks in the hope for a better government. 

Although the Huk. leaders were either Communist or had Com

munist leanings, the rank and files of the organization was 

made up of landless tenants v,ho did not know the difference 

between democracy and Communism. It \Vas the peasant hunger 

of land which was being exploited by the Hukbalahap as other 

Communist elsewhere in the world. The Am~rican administration 

·could have initiated land reform when the country ·was still 

a colony, but they had not wanted to antagonize the Philippine 

elite and preferred to rule the Philippines through this small 

previleged class. 

The Huks, who had the support of the peasants, were 
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demanding land reforms and reforms in the government. They 

were almost successful in overthrovling the Philippine govern

ment in 1951. But the Huk rebellion was broked by the Sec

retary of National Defense, Ramon Magsaysay, with the full 

financial and advisory supper~ from the United States govern

ment. 

Filipinos had little influence in their foreign 

policy, following every twist, dictation, and turnabout in 

Washingtonrs foreign policy as it suited America's interest. 

Their American mentors chose even their friends and enemies. 

Since their independence, Philippine foreign policy was or

iented · toward Capitol Hill and followed United States policy 

in Asia, in Europe and elsev1here in the world. American 

policy became the policy of the Philippines; Filipino leaders 

reasoning that this course was the safest and surest way to 

survive politically. So while the Philippines professed to 

have a foreign policy, they had . no control over its implement

ation and direction-. - Voluntarily, Filipinos had shut them

selves off from the rest of Asia and their neighbors by an 

iron curtain of their ovm making. 

By the middle of the 19.50's postwar nationalism 

. emerged; the ultimate goal was the freedom and ability of 

one nation to determine for itself its own destiny and form

ulate for itself its own national policies instead of follow

ing blindly that of the Americans • . Nationalists reasoned out 
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that any country that sought protection from or permitted 

intervention by another in the conduct of its domestic or 

foreign affairs cannot be said to be truly independent ir

respective of its political status. Facing foreign inter

vention, a country struggling for nationalism gave the 

desire of the people top priority. Nationalism was not only 

contained within political sphere, it also had its economic 

aspects wishing to preserve the wealth of the country for 

posterity and the patronage· of the people. 

Nationalism made a strong case for more freedom and 

equal justice in the so-called II special relations" with the 

Americans. Therefore, the nationalist, including students 

and laborers, agitated for the abrogation of parity, the one

sided trade agreements, removal of the United States military 

bases and ending the involvement of the Philippines in the 

American war in Vietnam. Filipinos also resented the United 

States policy of Japan-first strategy. It was America's in

terest to put Japan on her feet, to rebuild as an American 

senior partner, as a counter-force to the Moscow-Peking axis. 

Filipino resentment was due to the disadvantage that their 

country was not being rehabilitated; instead their enemy was 

being strengthened. Anti-American demonstrations became an 

almost daily occurrence until martial law was declared in 1972. 

The state of emergency that brought about the proc

lamation of martial law was rooted in economics. The prev-
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alenc~ of poverty and the growing unemployment problem fanned 

the fires of left-wing agitators until a crisis government 

had to be initiated to cope with disorder and to make impor

tant economic reforms. In recent years, economic conditions 

had contributed to the violent overthrow of several govern

ments. The success of Communism in the developing countries 

was due to nothing less than the failure of the governments 

to provide their people with the basic necessities of life 

and social justice. The hungry and the oppressed seemed to. 

have no alternative but revolution. 

Under the New Society, the Philippines was able to 

begin progress, which is sometimes strange to westerners. 

President Marcos tried to improve the social conditions of 

the country by using simple but authoritarian methods which 

have led to a better way of life for the less privileged 

classes. Vii th the help of his able and intelligent cabinet 

members and his charming, queenly, energetic First Lady,. 

Imelda Romualdez Marcos, the country is finally on the road 

to progress. The Philippine First Lady is ·· considered one of 

the busiest women in Asia today, maing contributions for the 

betterment of the people and the country. She has accomplish

ment in the field of arts, cultural progress, humanities and 

other things more than any other past First Lady in the Phil

ippines. President Marcos often referred to her as his 

"secret weapon." Although some foreigners criticized her to-
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gether with the President, she has endeared herself to the 

Filipino people, who admired and respect her. 

A revitalized economy today bears witness to the ex

tensive social and economic reforms of the New Society. The 

New Order has reversed the downward spiral of the national 

economy in the early 1970's and infused new vigour into it 

at all levels. Freed of the self-serving demands of a 

factionalized political system, President Marcos and his 

ministers have been able to chart policy according to pragmat

ically assessed national needs. The Philippines now has the 

highest rate--90 percent of private investments in Southeast 

Asia. Achievements in economic, political and land reforms 

are a few of the accomplishments under the leadership of 

President Marcos. 

The Philippines has realigned her foreign policy 

and priorities in the context of a global flux character-

ized by emerging uncertainties. In general, the Philippines 

responded to the new balance of power in Asia and opened 

diplomatic relations with China, Soviet Union and Socialist 

countries. Most of the relationship was basically trade and 

cultural in nature. The Philippines also sought to strength

en her position vis-avis the rival imperial great powers by 

pushing the integration of ASEAN, economically through the 

development of the ASEAN as a free trade area, and politically

militarily via a plan to malte Southeast Asia a 11 zone of peace, 
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freedom and neutrality." Members of ASEAN are Indonesia, 

Malaysia, ·singapore, Thailand and the Philippines. In re

cent diplomatic sorties, President Marcos succeeded in get

ting the tacit support of both China and Soviet Union for 

the neutralization of the A.SEAN Countries. 

What was wrong with the Filipinos in the past was 

not what they had done wrongly or left undone since they 

became independent, as their self appointed memtors were 

wont to adnionish them, but rather what their avov,ed special 

friend had done to them or taken away from them in the name 

of freedom, security, and supposed mutuality of their relat

ionships rooted in basically conflicting interests. Despite 

fifty years of colonial administration it is amazing how . 

littie Americans· knew of the Filipinos. Failing to under

stand Filipino values, the United ~tates imposed upon the 

Filipino people her own concept of what a nation should be. 

While Filipinos have accepted large elements of this 

concept, they today want to create their own economic and 

political values and end the grinding poverty and deprivation 

in a land of potential plenty. Thus the Filipinos under Marcos' 

New Society, have asserted their independence and freed them

selves from the long-rooted fetters of colonial rule which 

their "special relationsn with .America not only engendered 

but help to perpetuate. But as Filipinos stand at the thres

hold of a new life, they have not forgotten the good deeds of 
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the United States. While the govermnent of the two countries 

may clash· occasionally, basically the Filipino people value 

their friendship with America. 
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