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FOREWORD 

Revolution and counterrevolution in the Philippines have long 
been familiar subjects for the United States military. As Walden 
Bello writes, the country "has enjoyed the dubious distinction of 
serving as America's principal proving ground for developing and 
testing strategies and tactics for low,intensity conflict." In guerrilla 
wars and counterinsurgency campaigns from 1899 to the present, 
the Pentagon, along with its Filipino counterparts and trainees, 
has attempted- not always successfully or consistently- to devel, 
op a methodology for what is currently termed "low, intensity 
conflict" (LIC). 

Yet while the Pentagon and State Department, AID, CIA, and a 
host of other government agencies active in the Philippines have 
been developing various counterinsurgency strategies over the 
decades, the American public, in general, has remained unin, 
formed about the wars raging there. World attention focused on 
the Philippines in 1986, with the fall of the Marcos dictatorship. 
But the nature of the unresolved social and political conflicts in 
the Philippines, and of the insurgency, has remained largely 
hidden-as has the extent of direct U.S. involvement in the 
co~nterrevolutionary response. 

During the 1980s, while the counterinsurgency campaign in the 
Philippines continued to develop, the term 11low,intensity con, 
flier" began to be widely heard in the United States-due, in part, 
to the revival of interest in the subject by U.S. officials in Central 
America. While some in the Pentagon argued vehemently against 
an emphasis on LIC, others fought for increased attention, fund, 
ing, and programs to deal with modem counterinsurgency. Under 
the rubric of the Reagan Doctrine, LIC- however ill,defined and 
misunderstood- became a serious issue in the military and intelli, 
gence establishments, to the point where the W&ll Street Journal 
referred to low,intensity conflict as a "growth industry." 



The issue of LIC also became a focus of attention for peace 
groups-again, largely those concerned with Central America. 
Studies were made, reports written, and a great deal of discussion 
and debate about LIC in Central America poured forth. The 
extremes of the debate were represented by those who dismissed 
LIC as nothing new and by those who saw it as a frighteningly 
effective, all~powerful strategy for defeating popular movements in 
the third world. By 1986, the term "LIC" was widely in use by 
opponents of the war in Central America. 

In the case of the Philippines, however, the debate- both within 
the military and among peace groups- has been much more 
muted. While U.S. and Filipino military officers have written 
handbooks based on the counterinsurgency campaigns of the 
1950s, and while their studies of the current insurgency continue, 
little has been produced for an American audience about the 
subject. Excellent work by scholars and activists in the Philippines 
has failed to find a large audiencei and writers who look at LIC in 
Central America have not generally extended their studies to the 
Philippines. 

This report by Walden Bello, then, is an essential resource. It 
synthesizes and presents a great deal of information about in~ 
surgency and counterinsurgency in the Philippines that would not 
otherwise be easily available to the general public. Most impor~ 
tantly, due to the thoughtful research and insightful analysis, this 
report presents the case of the Philippines in a historical context 
which sheds light not only on developments in that country, but 
on the process of doctrinal and methodological development of 
LIC by the U.S. military. 

As a study of LIC, this report avoids the confusion generated when 
LIC becomes a "buzzword" rather than a subject for serious study. 
It illuminates the particular- giving Americans a much~needed 
understanding of the long history of their country's involvement 
in the Philippines- and provides the basis for sound and intelli~ 
gent generalization. 



U.S. Sponsored Low, Intensity Conflict in the Philippines is exemplary 
work: a brilliant exploration of just what low,intensity conflict 
means. Walden Bello has written a comprehensive history of 
counterinsurgency in the Philippines and a strong and moving 
indictment of current LIC policy there. It is on the basis of 
research and reporting like this that the American public will be 
able to reconsider U.S. policy toward the Philippines, and will be 
able to debate larger issues of U.S. military and strategic policy in 
the third world. 

SARA MILES 



ONE 

SUMMARY 

Recent dramatic events in the Philippines have underlined the 
volatile, revolutionary process that is underway in the country. 
The U.S. response has been to mount a major effort to stabilize 
the government of President Corazon Aquino and intensify its 
campaign to contain the escalating insurgency of the New People's 
Army (NPA). The U.S. establishment sees itself as having vital 
stakes in the Philippines, the most important of which are two of 
the largest U.S. overseas bases, Subic Naval Base and Clark Air 
Base. But beyond this, the U.S. elite has long considered its 
relationship with the Philippines, a former colony, as a "special 
relationship" that justifies a more pervasive intervention in that 
country's internal affairs than in most other third world countries. 
In short, Washington still regards the Philippines as a part of U.S. 
territory that can never be allowed to "go red." 

This report examines the strategies of low, intensity conflict (LIC) 
or counterinsurgency that the United States has employed in the 
Philippines since the turn of the century. U.S. LIC strategy in the 
Philippines has developed through four major confrontations: the 
U.S. colonization of the Philippines, 1899,1903; the campaign to 
defeat the Huk insurgency from 1950 to 1953; the struggle to 
contain the New People's Army (NPA) during the Marcos period 
from 1966 to 1986; and the current counterinsurgency effort 
fronted by the Aquino government and the Armed Forces of the 
Philippines (AFP). 

While the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy during the coloniza, 
tion campaign was to rely on massive military repression, later 
efforts to contain rising insurgencies emphasized political initia, 
tives aimed at defusing discontent. A counterinsurgency strategy 
using political and ideological initiatives was developed during the 
campaign against the Huk guerrillas in the early 1950s. lnstrumen~ 



tal in this process was Edward Lansdale, an influential CIA 
operative. This study examines in detail the components of 
Lansdale's strategy. We call his approach the "strategy of the Third 
Force" because its main feature was the creation of a populist, 
reformist alternative- Ramon Magsaysay- to both the right and 
left. Other elements of the strategy were fair elections, the 
promise of land reform, and military "civic action." While political 
reforms were emphasized, the "streamlining" of the armed forces 
as an effective repressive force was nevertheless not neglected. 
The Huks were eventually crushed, but the striking feature of their 
defeat was that they were first beaten politically, then destroyed 
militarily. 

During the Marcos period, 1966,86, emphasis on contammg 
insurgency shifted back to the military solution. The United 
States had no substantial direct hand in containing the rise of the 
New People's Army (NPA), and it largely limited its support to 
providing military aid to a military establishment that quadrupled 
in size in less than a decade. To counter the NPA, counterin, 
surgency tactics borrowed from Vietnam, like strategic hamletting, 
were employed. But with the political legitimacy and credibility 
of the Marcos regime severely eroded, military repression simply 
created more and more alienation in the populace. 

As the NPA threat to U.S. interests became magnified and the 
Marcos regime was increasingly isolated, influential sectors of the 
U.S. national security bureaucracy were able to successfully trans, 
form U.S. policy from supporting Marcos to cutting him loose. 
This reorientation was part of a larger reorientation of counterin, 
surgency strategy from one based principally on escalating force to 
one that put the priority on political initiatives. Tactics employed 
during the Lansdale,Magsaysay period reappeared: for example, 
pushing the corrupt regime to loosen its grip on political power; 
free elections; reform in the military; and, finally, supporting a 
"centrist" alternative to both the right and the left- Corazon 
Aquino. 
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Since the ouster of Marcos, the thrust of U.S. policy has been to 
assist in the consolidation of the Aquino government and the 
institutionalization of formal democratic institutions. The Third 
Force strategy is, however, threatened by several factors, including 
the military's lack of any desire to reform, the rise of death squads, 
and the Aquino government's inability to deliver basic economic 
reforms. Very damaging is the continuing failure of the civilian 
government and the military to achieve consensus on a counterin~ 
surgency approach. 

In a very real sense the current battle is merely 11round four" of the 
confrontation between the U.S. imperial power and Philippine 
nationalism that began in 1898. Threading through the continu~ 
ing conflict has been the insurgents' goal of liberating the country 
from domination by the United States. When the nationalist 
element is joined to the lower classes' struggle for land and 
equality, as it has been in the Philippines, then the revolutionary 
enterprise has turned out to be both explosive and enduring. And 
the costs of mounting a counterinsurgency campaign are getting 
progressively higher. 

U.S. intervention in the Philippines, also has a broader signifi~ 
cance in third world affairs. Given its status as a quasi~colony, the 
Philippines has, in the past, enjoyed the dubious distinction of 
serving as America's principal proving ground for developing and 
testing strategies and tactics for low~intensity conflict (LIC). 
America's first major overseas LIC engagement, the Philippine~ 
American War, allowed the U.S. Army free rein to develop and 
test a variety of counterinsurgency tactics that are still emulated 
today. Fifty years later, in the early 1950s, there was an effort to 
transfer to Vietnam some of the 11lessons" that the United States 
had gained in the struggle against the Huk guerrillas in the 
Philippines. Today, the Philippines, together with Central 
America, serves as a laboratory for experimenting with LIC tactics, 
which have been revitalized and revised after the debacle in 
Vietnam. 
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TWO 

THE PHILIPPINE 
CAMPAIGN, 1899-1903 

The Philippines came under U.S. control at the tum of the 
century, after the devastating Spanish defeat during the Spanish~ 
American War. As in Cuba, the United States first intervened on 
the side of insurgents against Spanish rule, then proceeded to 
impose its own hegemony on its erstwhile allies. In the Philip~ 
pines, less than a year after Admiral George Dewey destroyed the 
Spanish fleet at the Battle of Manila Bay in May 1898, cautious 
alliance gave way to hostilities in February 1899. 

At first, the U.S. Army chalked up one victory after another in 
conventional combat against the ill~equipped and ill~trained 
troops of the Army of the First Philippine Republic. But elation 
gave way to frustration as the Filipinos resorted to guerrilla warfare. 
The Americans were not exactly unprepared for this tum of 
events. Many officers, like Gen. Arthur MacArthur, the head of 
the U.S. expeditionary force, and Maj. Frederick Funston, the 
captor of Emilio Aguinaldo, the Philippine independence leader, 
were veterans of the Indian Wars in the West in the post~Civil War 
era and thus had a great deal of familiarity with irregular warfare. 1 

However, the "Philippine campaign" did pose a military challenge 
of a different order of magnitude than the "Indian Wars." One key 
difference was that in contrast to its undertaking several campaigns 
against different tribes, in the Philippines the U.S. Army was 
confronted with mounting a war against a nationwide resistance 
waged by a politically unified government and army. Also signifi~ 
cant was the fact that the Philippines, though smaller than the 
American West, was far more complex in terms of the social 
terrain: the war had to be waged amid thickly settled areas whose 
populations were sympathetic to Aguinaldo's forces. 2 
































































































































































































































