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Chapter I
 Introduction
Setting the Scene
[image: ]“Bye-bye America,” declared Philippines president Rodrigo Duterte in December of 2018, “you know, tit for tat… it ain’t a one-way traffic”.[footnoteRef:1] This rather bold farewell was in response to a U.S. decision to abandon a major aid package for developmental assistance over human rights concerns. A rocky relationship under President Obama, and warmer relations under President Trump, has characterized the back and forth relationship with the Philippines. In the meantime, there has been a conflict quietly simmering in the South China Sea. Though many may not be aware of the South China Sea conflict, many are starkly aware of the increasingly tense relations between China and the U.S.[footnoteRef:2] At face level, it may seem like an extension of Cold War relations playing out in the present. But, the context has changed. Today, islands are appearing in the middle of open seas, made up of sand dredged from the bottom of the ocean floor and piped onto existing reefs.[footnoteRef:3] Military bases, airstrips, and operations buildings, nearly 500 miles off of China’s main shore, replace where the reefs once stood, all inside China’s proclaimed nine-dash line marking its claims to territory, which were first introduced in 1948.[footnoteRef:4] Islands previously inhabited by civilians are being expanded, changes which are clearly visible in satellite images taken only months apart.[footnoteRef:5] Moving stealthily, China has been gradually expanding its reach by expanding its physical territorial claims in the South China Sea. This conflict has spanned centuries, but today’s conflict centers on claims of sovereignty and concerns over security. [1:  “Philippines' Duterte to U.S. over aid issue: 'Bye-bye America'”, 2016.]  [2:  CNN Staff. “These Three Pacific Military Flashpoints Could Shape Biden's China Strategy.” CNN, January 29, 2021. 
]  [3:  Ross, Eleanor. “How and Why China is Building Islands in the South China Sea.” Newsweek, March 29, 2017.
]  [4:  Reed, Lucy, and Kenneth Wong. “Marine Entitlements in the South China Sea: The Arbitration Between the Philippines and China.” The American Journal of International Law 110:4 (Oct.2016): 748-749.
]  [5:  Watkins, Derek. “What China Has Been Building in the South China Sea.” New York Times, Oct. 17, 2015. ] 
Figure 1. China's "Nine-dashed Line"
https://www.theglobalist.com/china-a-free-hand-in-the-south-china-sea/

It is no secret that tensions between China and the United States have been escalating, whether through the recent trade war or the 2019 coronavirus pandemic.[footnoteRef:6] The slow-burning conflict playing out in the South China Sea (SCS) throughout the past decade is a sure reflection of China’s expanding Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) that seeks to create political and economic ties around the globe.[footnoteRef:7] This project has drawn concern in the U.S., with one report claiming “China’s Sea Control is a Done Deal, ‘Short of War With the US’.”[footnoteRef:8] However, this region has many players who hold stake in the conflict. To simply claim that China’s sea control is ‘done’ is overly simplistic, considering that claims to sea stretch back for centuries, and because confrontations over the last decade have mostly erred on the side of provocation.[footnoteRef:9]  [6:  Beech, Hannah. “U.S. Warships Enter Disputed Waters of South China Sea as Tensions With China Escalate.” New York Times, April 21, 2020. ]  [7:  Buszynski, Leszek, and Christopher B. Roberts. The South China Sea Maritime Dispute: Political, Legal and Regional Perspectives (Routledge, 2014): 140.]  [8:  Beech, Hannah. “China’s Sea Control Is a Done Deal, ‘Short of War with the U.S.” New York Times, Sept. 20, 2018.]  [9:  “China’s Maritime Disputes.” Council on Foreign Relations.] 

Importantly, the Philippines, a former Spanish and United States colony, shares disputed waters with China and finds itself seemingly stuck in the middle of two superpowers. However, this does not mean that it is without power or agency. This thesis challenges the discussion that is chiefly centered around two superpowers as it obscures a dialogue that considers both a historical and regional perspective. Indeed, President Duterte’s “bye-bye” shows that there is indeed more to the dichotomous issue—there is more than meets the eye under the surface and choosing either the U.S. or China.

Regional Context
	To understand the current situation, it is necessary to step back and understand the ways in which the region is changing, and why and how this imbalance exists in this region. The Philippines, formerly a colony of Spain and later of the U.S. at the turn of the 20th century, has been an important ally of the U.S. and a player in Southeast Asian regional organizations.[footnoteRef:10] Since the 1990s, China has grown as a trading partner with increased exports to the Philippines, who has been importing more consumer goods, like clothing, appliances, and technology from China.[footnoteRef:11] Furthermore, the SCS is an area of high importance to world trade, with trillions of dollars flowing through the sea every year, a fifth of which is comprised of U.S. trade and facilitates the transportation of energy resources to key U.S. Pacific partners, Japan and South Korea.[footnoteRef:12] So, the SCS is not an arbitrary region that is being disputed—the sea provides resources that are vital to many economies in the region. By claiming territory, any given country has increased access to resources in and below the water, like fish or energy sources.[footnoteRef:13] And, the control of waters integral to world trade falls high on the list of reasons to secure this territory.  [10:  Lum, Thomas. “Republic of the Philippines and U.S. Interests.” Congressional Research Service, 2011, 1-20.]  [11:  Meideiros, Evan S. et al. “Pacific Currents: The Responses of U.S. Allies and Security Partners in East Asia to China’s Rise.” (Santa Monica: RAND, 2008), 102-104.]  [12:  Raine, Sarah, and Christian Le Mière. Regional Disorder: The South China Sea Disputes, (Abingdon: Routledge, 2013): 12.]  [13:  Reed, “Marine Entitlements”, 749-755.] 

For the Philippines, simultaneous trade with China and military support from the U.S. has created an issue that strays from a clearly defined China or U.S. alliance, and creates an opportunity to view this conflict from a new perspective. This thesis takes a look at the South China Sea conflict through the perspective of the Philippines’ U.S. colonial history to understand the evolving goals of both the Philippines and the U.S. in the Southeast Asia region. I argue that though the issue is commonly framed around the two superpowers U.S. and China, the Philippines provides a unique lens with which to view the SCS conflict. This thesis takes a look at the impact of American colonization as well as America’s vested interests in the region and how these factors interact in the South China Sea. As a former colonized nation closely tied to the U.S., and increasingly to China, the Philippines can shed light on how this conflict has evolved and how it may look in the future. 

The Philippines and ASEAN Cooperation
	The Association of Southeast Asian Nations, or ASEAN, is also important to the consideration of how regional issues play out amongst the U.S.-China tensions. The Philippines is a claimant to territory in the SCS, pushing back against China’s claims of the majority of the sea. However, fellow ASEAN members Laos and Thailand have disregarded territorial disputes in favor of embracing a closer relationship with China. ASEAN has attempted since the early 2000s to create a push against Chinese influence in the region. Simultaneously, China has argued for a China-centered order in matters regarding the sea. So, though ASEAN is an important regional organization, its own member countries are divided on many issues related to China, who prefers bilateral rather than multilateral negotiations. In reaction, the Philippines and Vietnam have sought the U.S. as a “counterbalance” to China’s influence. This has somewhat undermined ASEAN’s goals of remaining autonomous from both China and the U.S, creating a dilemma that has put strain on cooperation among member nations. As long as China escalates the SCS conflict, this strain will continue to be felt as ASEAN member countries, including the Philippines, deliberate over autonomy, security, and alliance with the U.S.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Buszynski and Roberts, The South China Sea Maritime Dispute, 122-129.] 

	The Philippines provides an interesting and extremely relevant example of China and U.S. tensions, but also highlights the fact that neither power has been able to secure its goals in the region entirely.[footnoteRef:15] This can point to the fact that though China and the U.S. desire to be dominant players, they are both approaching the SCS with caution, at least in terms of military confrontation. The goals that are really in play have more to do with a maintaining of U.S. dominance in the SCS. What this means is that an analysis more attuned to the Philippines perspective can shed light on how the focus on only China or the U.S. is missing a more nuanced and localized perspective. [15:  Ibid., 140-141.] 



Research Plan
	Both China’s and the U.S.’s approach to the regional dispute, and especially the U.S. goals in the Philippines, are important understanding the conflict. Due to the ongoing effects of the pandemic, I have relied heavily on resources readily available online, such as academic journals, news sources, and e-books. I will review academic journals, examine key public statements of Xi Jinping and his government, as well as the response of the U.S. government over the past decade. In addition, regional summits and organizations are trying to grapple with regional security and cooperation, often without the collaboration of China. Without incorporating the Philippines in these discussions, the problem of security in the region will not be sufficiently addressed. Public statements, legislative reports, surveys, and news sources will provide valuable insight, as well as considerations of the new Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) in the SCS and how it impacts the Philippines. Though the main focus is not on the BRI, it spells out China’s more salient plans and goals in foreign policy, and should not be overlooked. As for the U.S., the ways in which it perceives the Philippines can be useful in determining what kind of role it wants to play in the region. This will include tracking the change in administration and what this means for the U.S. approach to the Southeast Asian region.
In order to best understand the dominating perspectives on political power, it is necessary to engage with terms that are commonly employed to define how and why power dynamics exist. The most common term is asymmetry, in this case between China, the U.S., and the Philippines.[footnoteRef:16] However, asymmetry can limit the ways in which the lesser parties are perceived to be able to function. Viewed through this lens, the Philippines may seem as though it is locked into a relationship with China or the U.S. The issue of asymmetry is complex and useful in forming an understanding of how countries interact, but can arguably become a term that does not allow for the growth and participation of those countries in the region. So, it becomes necessary to examine how asymmetry exists, but accepting those relations at face value means that certain perspectives may be overlooked. This thesis sets out to question how the assumption of a rigid one-or-the-other power structure obscures important contexts of the SCS conflict. Though the literature is not lacking in examinations of the Philippines in this context, tying together these threads could provide insights and considerations that are more likely to be overlooked. [16:  Tolentino, Elaine, and Myungsik Ham, “The Entrapment of Asymmetry: The Philippines Between the US and China”, Journal of the Global South 2, no. 1, (September 2015): 2-13.] 

	Rebalancing is often mentioned in this conflict, and it addresses the particular strategy countries take in dealing with the conflict. Rebalancing of the U.S. to the Asia-Pacific as a strategy shows proof that the region is still important, and that China is being checked. However, the ways in which the U.S. desires to rebalance are already interfering with China’s wish for an American-free status quo in the region. [footnoteRef:17] So, an important question worth considering is if this strategy is a long-term solution or simply a guarantee for prolonged tensions between China. And, it is important to know why and how this strategy is not new, but a continuation of American dominance in a region on the other side of the globe. [17:  Kim, Tongfi, “U.S. Rebalancing Strategy and Disputes in the South China Sea: A Legacy for America’s Pacific Century”, in Great Powers, Grand Strategies: The New Game in the South China Sea, ed. Anders Corr, (Naval Institute Press, 2018), 174-198.] 

	Lastly, the Philippines itself is a diverse archipelago, one that faces many domestic problems. It will be instrumental to explore how the domestic situation, which is often overlooked, plays into the willingness to participate in international politics. I will take a closer look at what it means to be a U.S. ally while also building closer ties with China, and how the Philippines may choose to proceed. This thesis is limited to U.S. colonization, so though Spanish colonization and the 1940s Japanese invasion are all important in considering the history of the Philippines, the context of American colonization, and the impact over the 20th and beginning of the 21st century, will be the primary focus of this thesis.

Thesis Outline
	First, I will dive into the literature that I find most important on this conflict, and discuss why some of these approaches are not presenting a full picture. Then, I discuss the historical and current outlook on the situation from the perspectives of the Philippines, and examining U.S. and Chinese influence. This means taking a look at how domestic politics in the Philippines could be affecting its ability to form effective foreign policy around the SCS, and why that could be important in the future. Rather than taking U.S-China relations at face value and placing the Philippines within that context, the focus is on the Philippines’ history. 
	Next, I analyze asymmetry between these three countries and how the U.S. goal of rebalancing is impacting the ability of the Philippines to assert itself in the SCS. This involves taking President Duterte’s actions and contextualizing them within a broader historical perspective. I focus on an outcome that does not necessarily coincide with a region faced with allying with either China or the U.S., and one that considers regional goals supported by regional players. In this case, that means addressing how China fits into that regional dynamic as a dominating trade partner and military force.
	Lastly, I tie together the perspective of the last two decades and the current dialogue about the role of the Philippines in Southeast Asia. This involves taking stock of ASEAN and how this regional political organization is functioning in the region.  
Chapter II
Literature Review

Overview
In thinking about the issues facing China, the U.S., and the Philippines, there are three specific areas that I will examine. This section aims to lay out these arguments and provide a closer look at what exactly will be covered in the upcoming chapters. Though these are briefly discussed, the topics in this chapter will examine relevant literature on key ideas, and provide some necessary background information on the topics to be covered. First, I discuss asymmetric relations and how those ideas shape the perception of power politics, especially as they relate to the SCS. Next, I introduce rebalancing as a strategy that the U.S. has identified over the past decade in its Pacific strategy, and what that reveals about the changing contexts of the conflict. This section addresses how the strategy of “rebalancing” is first and foremost an ontological question, though it is often obscured in this conflict as a necessary response to China. Lastly, I add the context of the Philippines domestic and regional leadership, and argue that this aspect of the SCS conflict is vitally important. This section also discusses regional organizations and their role in the conflicts of territoriality, which helps to further illustrate the region as its own entity, rather than an after-thought.

Asymmetric Relations
One of the conventional approaches to examining international relations is that of asymmetry. Asymmetry means that some countries wield more power, and as a result, have disproportionate relations with smaller countries, or countries that are less powerful. In the case of the Philippines, China and the U.S. seem to “triangulate”, or create a situation where the Philippines is caught between these world powers. [footnoteRef:18] Asymmetry provides a relatively straight forward approach—it allows for a clear distinction between one country to another. This approach provides a useful way to look at the ways in which the Philippines has interacted with China in broad terms, but the asymmetrical relations approach favors the more powerful country over the smaller country. Using this approach, the conflict could be easily boiled down to: China, as the regional aggressor, has outsized power compared to the Philippines. But, the conflict is much more complex than that. [18:  Heydarian, Richard Javad. “Evolving Philippines-U.S.-China Strategic Triangle: International and Domestic Drivers.” Asian Politics and Policy 9: 4 (2017).] 

	Asymmetry limits the ways in which the agency of countries is perceived. If China and the U.S. have the Philippines, or any other country for that matter, triangulated, it says nothing about how or why these sorts of relationships exist, or how they came to be or how they are perpetuated. It implies a rigidity that is not easily undone. Thus, the triangle and thus entrapment seem to imply that the players are set in stone, and that their interactions are clearly defined. However, stability in international relations is the exception, not the norm. The presumption that many countries are defined by their position in asymmetrical considerations limits not only how they perceive their ability to act, but also how more powerful countries view their actions, too.
	The perception of asymmetry is also key to consider. As Tolentino and Ham argue, “the current escalating tension between China and the Philippines in the South China Sea disputes is an outcome of the mismanagement of asymmetric relations of both sides.”[footnoteRef:19] Essentially, their argument is that China has neglected the Philippines, and the Philippines has not “succeeded in accommodating [China’s] concern of maintaining geopolitical strategy in the region.”[footnoteRef:20] It is worth noting that simply because of the difference in power, and military might, a country does not have to comply with another’s regional goals. China is actively building islands and encroaching onto claimants’ waters and territory, for which it does have the right to be criticized and held responsible. Tolentino and Ham seem to argue that the Philippines ought to take this at the cost of losing its claims to areas of the sea, but I would argue that the conflict in the SCS is beyond that point. If the Philippines employs this tactic, then China will gladly continue its goals without pushback. Being passive in this conflict does not set up any kind of guarantee for success in the future. [19:  Tolentino and Ham, “The Entrapment of Asymmetry”, 7.]  [20:  Ibid, 7-8.] 


Rebalancing
Rebalancing is another term commonly used in discourse centered primarily on the U.S.’s involvement in the South China Sea conflict. Much of the past decade’s research on U.S.-China relations are focused on exactly that—the U.S. ‘rebalancing’ or ‘counter-balancing’ due to China’s development and expansion. As recently as Obama’s administration, a refocus on Asia was emphasized. As Michael McDevitt wrote in a 2013 article for the Journal of American Foreign Policy Interests, “Over the past four years, the Obama administration has invested more American diplomatic, economic, and security efforts in Southeast Asia than at any time since the end of the Vietnam War.”[footnoteRef:21] After over a decade of strategic focus on the Middle East, the U.S. has very clearly been readjusting its foreign policy on a growing power— China. Hochul Lee discusses the power politics at play, noting that China’s response in the SCS and through the Belt and Road initiative is also in itself a “counterbalance” to the U.S.’s renewed focus.[footnoteRef:22]  [21:  McDevitt, Michael. “The South China Sea and U.S. Policy Options.” American Foreign Policy Interests 35: 4 (2013): 184.]  [22:  Lee, Hochul. “Power Politics Behind the Transforming Power Politics in East Asia.” East Asia 34: 4 (2017): 313.] 

With China seeing sustained economic and military growth over the last few decades, it comes as no surprise that the U.S. is highlighting its role and allies in the region.[footnoteRef:23] This is what Scobell remarks is not only a practical matter, but also “a matter of principle.”[footnoteRef:24] Presumably, this matter of principle involves protecting and advancing U.S. goals in the region. Moving forward, this strategy could include encouraging the institution of regional summits or organizations, though U.S.-China relations could certainly impact their implementation. Likewise, by showing its desire to strengthen ties with the U.S., the Philippines has shown that it feels comfortable in taking a stronger stance on China in the SCS.[footnoteRef:25] [23:  Ibid., 308.]  [24:  Scobell, “The South China Sea”, 201.]  [25:  Kim, “U.S. Rebalancing”, 186.] 

	Here, it is useful to turn to U.S. statements and legislative reports, and news sources, to determine exactly how the U.S. seeks to approach the growing tensions. The Congressional Research Service provides information to the U.S. congress about differing issues and regions in the world. As a key Pacific ally, the Philippines has seen growing attention, not least because of the precarious situation with China. Reports also gather information about domestic affairs, U.S. aid, and demographic information. These reports, though concise, show an increased interest in U.S.-Philippines relations. Dolven and Lum, in a March 2020 report titled “What if the Philippines Ends the Visiting Forces Agreement?” voice these very concerns about joint military operations.[footnoteRef:26] The U.S. is keeping an eye on its ally, who it needs for a continued presence in the SCS region. [26:  Dolven, Ben, and Thomas Lum. “What if the Philippines Ends the Visiting Forces Agreement?” Congressional Research Service, March 17, 2020.] 

	Taking a look at U.S.-Philippine relations over 2020 perfectly captures this tumultuous relationship. As a U.S. ally since 1951, the Philippines remains a key strategic partner. However, China is also showing interest by providing the Philippines as much as $24 billion in aid money for development, who is accepting help from both the U.S. and China in what Jennings calls a ‘neutral foreign policy’.[footnoteRef:27] It should be noted that the Philippines was slated to leave the Visiting Forces Agreement with the U.S. in January 2020, which allows for easy flow of U.S. soldiers into and out of the island nation, but reversed its plans not much later in June. But, this quick reversal may reveal an uncertainty about the U.S. administration changing hands in 2021. President Donald Trump’s administration bolstered Philippine interests by providing funding for at least five Asian governments to oppose China’s influence.[footnoteRef:28] In late 2020, U.S. headlines seemed to question what direction then President-elect Joseph Biden would take in “the new world order” that he would be inheriting.[footnoteRef:29] Though early on in his administration, a February article points to no significant change in tone towards China, with President Biden quoted as saying “China will ‘eat our lunch’” because of clashes on issues concerning transparency with the COVID-19 pandemic, human rights violations of Muslims, Xinjiang, and Hong Kong. In the middle of the article, “U.S. priority to preserve a free and open Indo-Pacific” was only briefly mentioned.[footnoteRef:30] The U.S. is preoccupied with China, but also wants to find itself secure in the Philippines. [27:  Jennings, Ralph. “China or US? Philippines Foreign Policy Plays Both Sides.” Voice of America News/FIND, September 3, 2020.]  [28:  Ibid.]  [29:  “The New World Order That President Biden Will Inherit.” The Editorial Board, New York Times, November 15, 2020.]  [30:  Brunnstrom, David, Alexander Alper, and Yew Lun Tian. “China will 'Eat Our Lunch,' Biden Warns After Clashing with Xi on Most Fronts.” Reuters, February 12, 2021.] 

	Though rebalancing is the apparent U.S. strategy, constant balancing seems to be the Philippines’ necessitated condition. Does being neutral mean not choosing sides? Former president Gloria Macapagal Arroyo (2001-2010) took an “equi-balancing” approach, followed by President Aquino’s (2010-2016) decidedly pro-U.S. stance. This balancing game could work for the time being, but the continuation of China’s aggression and the U.S. rebalancing points to the fact that this conflict will only be exacerbated over time. Reliance on U.S. presidents is not the answer, and neither is accepting Chinese funding at a sacrifice to national interests. Heydarian argues that, in what is often called the “Asian century”, the U.S. also finds itself not in decline, but witnessing “the rise of everybody else.”[footnoteRef:31] Though not all may agree with that statement, its sentiment points to the fact that there is a growing focus on issues around U.S. global dominance.  [31:  Heydarian, “Evolving Philippines”, 565.] 

	The U.S. is concerned with its dominance around the world, and is still concerned with maintaining a presence in Asia. After all, the U.S. has immense resources to back its interests, as its own defense spending shows. As Oliver Turner, professor in the Department of Politics at the University of Manchester, points out in a 2016 article for the Journal of Geopolitics, the United States has not had the same response to a country like India, the third largest world economy holding over 6% of the world’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP), who possesses a nuclear arsenal not beholden to the United Nations Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, unlike China.[footnoteRef:32] Why has the U.S. response been different? And, exactly what factors drive the U.S. to seek to curb China’s influence in Southeast Asia? Turner argues that, “Ultimately, this makes today’s rebalance less a response to China’s rise than to China’s rise, designed to pacify a particular rising identity as much as a rising state actor.”[footnoteRef:33] So, it is clear to see how rebalancing encompasses not only a policy goal for the U.S. in Southeast Asia, but one that is targeted at a historical ideological foe. [32:  Turner, Oliver. “China, India and the US Rebalance to the Asia Pacific: The Geopolitics of Rising Identities.” Geopolitics 21, no. 4, (October 2016): 923.]  [33:  Ibid., 924.] 




The Philippines Domestic Affairs and Regional Leadership
The domestic affairs situation in the Philippines illustrate yet another facet of the future of the South China Sea conflict. Indeed, much like the changing of administration in the U.S. significantly impacts relations with Asian countries, the domestic affairs of the Philippines ought not to be overlooked.[footnoteRef:34] Moreover, the Philippines is characterized as suffering from “chronic political instability,” which is a direct legacy of American intervention in the Philippines to promote its own interests, seen in the 1970s in martial rule under President Marcos to present day human rights violations under Duterte.[footnoteRef:35] RAND, a non-profit research organization sponsored by the U.S. Air Force, summarizes the responses of U.S. allies to China’s provocation in the SCS by taking a closer look at individual national conditions, which are highly important to understanding the SCS conflict. As Medeiros et al. note in this analysis, China is not at the top of the list of the Philippines’ security concerns; internal security threats, on the other hand, are much more relevant to domestic politics.[footnoteRef:36] [34:  Denyer, Simon, and Eva Dou. “Biden Vows to Defend U.S. Allies as China Asserts Power in Asia.” Washington Post, November 12, 2020.]  [35:  Rivera, Temario C.“Transition Pathways and Democratic Consolidation in Post-Marcos Philippines.” Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International and Strategic Affairs 24: 3 (2002): 467-470.]  [36:  Medeiros et al., “Pacific Currents”, 98.] 

Notably, according to recent statistics, citizens of the Philippines are much more trusting of the U.S. than China. A 2017 Pew Research Center poll found that 78% of respondents had a favorable view of the U.S. as an ally, opposed to China at 55%, though in response to President Trump’s increasingly combative stance on China, this gap was narrowing.[footnoteRef:37] However, what ‘favorable view’ precisely entails is murky. This murkiness is also reflective of the Philippines’ foreign policy, which Richard Javad Heydarian, former professor of Political Science in Manila, argues “… has been undermined by strategic naivety and wishful thinking.”[footnoteRef:38] Interestingly, though these previously mentioned percentages show the seemingly decisive attitudes that Filipinos may hold about the U.S. or China, they do not necessarily point to a comprehensive agenda or tendency to choose one over the other. Under President Marcos, who the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency called more ‘independent’ than previous presidents, signed a 1978 non-aggression pact with Vietnam and encouraged members of his government to denounce American bases “as symbols of neocolonialism.”[footnoteRef:39] America’s relationship with the Philippines has not always been smooth, though De Castro argues that close alliance with the U.S. is the “only available and feasible option.”[footnoteRef:40] But, President Duterte has said, “I will be chartering [sic] a [new] course on its own and will not depend on the United States.”[footnoteRef:41] This is a bold statement to make, given international tensions, but perhaps reflects changing domestic desires that Duterte’s populist rhetoric has stuck upon.[footnoteRef:42] Domestic issues may thus point to why international affairs may not be as salient to this key strategic treaty ally of the U.S. [37:  Poushter, Jacob, and Caldwell Bishop. “People in the Philippines Still Favor U.S. Over China, But Gap is Narrowing.” Pew Research Center, September 21, 2017.]  [38:  Heydarian, “Evolving Philippines”, 565.]  [39:  Brands, H. W. Bound to Empire: The United States and the Philippines, (Oxford University Press, 1992): 310.]  [40:  De Castro, Renato Cruz. “Philippine Defense Policy in the 21st Century: Autonomous Defense or Back to the Alliance?” Pacific Affairs 78:3 (2005): 422.]  [41:  Heydarian, “Evolving Philippines”, 577.]  [42:  Ibid, 569-579.] 

In the Philippines, chief domestic problems include violence, fragmented politics, and continued Muslim and communist insurgencies.[footnoteRef:43] As Medeiros et al. emphasize, there are no institutionalized parties in the Philippines, and politics are driven chiefly personality. Presidents are not motivated to work within parties, and tend to conduct domestic and foreign politics more independently. On a local level, politics are dominated by local elites who do not shy from employing violence to meet their ends.[footnoteRef:44] As such, the myriad of complex domestic affairs seem to be more immediately important for Duterte, who seeks to hold onto power over strengthening international ties. But, even domestic issues are not without international implications. In response to Duterte’s war on drugs, the Obama administration stopped arms delivery and withheld a package of $400 million dollars of aid over concerns of human rights violations.[footnoteRef:45] However, China is a potential source of aid that would not necessarily tie its aid to conditions of respecting human rights.[footnoteRef:46] Here, a Congress Research Service report by specialist in Asian affairs Thomas Lum illustrates that the ‘narrow focus’ of Washington in the 2000s on counterterrorism, especially on Philippine terrorists and communists, led to China gaining a “relative influence” in the Philippines by offering aid without such contingencies.[footnoteRef:47] Essentially, cooperation only on U.S. terms could be less and less appealing as compared to the comparatively unscrupulous funds more readily handed out by China. [43:  Lum, “The Republic of the Philippines”, 3-4.]  [44:  Medeiros et al., “Pacific Currents”, 98. ]  [45:  Heydarian, “Evolving Philippines”, 557-578.]  [46:  Santamaria, Carlos. “Sino-Philippine Joint Development in the South China Sea: Is Political Will Enough?” Asian Politics and Policy 10:2 (2018): 327.]  [47:  Lum, “The Republic of the Philippines”, 17-19.] 

	Looking at domestic affairs of the Philippines would be incomplete without consideration of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, or ASEAN. This association of nations has seen, along with the Philippines, what could be called ‘rollercoaster’ relations with China.[footnoteRef:48] Though in previous decades there has been on and off cooperation with China, the mid-2010s saw another rise in tension when China imposed itself more aggressively upon the SCS and its claimants. Though ASEAN is intended as a sort of counterbalance to China, it has failed to get all members equally on board to actively take a stand against China’s advances.[footnoteRef:49] Furthermore, Chinese avoidance of concrete involvement and commitment to key multilateral proposals and resolutions has weakened ASEAN’s ability to act as a group.[footnoteRef:50] But, this has meant that China has potentially lost out on its aims to create a region where it alone dictates the status quo, as countries like Vietnam or the Philippines seek external help from the U.S. These tensions and relative weakness of power in ASEAN seem to indicate that, along with Duterte’s mission to go alone and play along both sides, the future of the region may not be as simple as choosing between China or the U.S. The U.S. may want to consider cooperation with ASEAN as another tool in its toolkit in the SCS conflict. [48:  Heydarian, “Evolving Philippines”, 564-567.]  [49:  Buszynski, Leszek. “ASEAN, Grand Strategy and the South China Sea: Between China and the United States” in Great Powers, Grand Strategies: The New Game in the South China Sea, ed. Anders Corr (Annapolis, Naval Institute Press, 2018): 129.]  [50:  Forsyth, Jan. “Old Game Plan, New Game: China's Grand Strategy in the South China Sea” in Great Powers, Grand Strategies: The New Game in the South China Sea, ed. Anders Corr (Annapolis, Naval Institute Press, 2018): 79.] 


So, what does this mean?
These ideas of asymmetry, rebalancing, and the histories of domestic affairs show that the Southeast Asian region is changing rapidly. However, all of these ideas are also tied to the past. The continuity of the past into the present can illuminate exactly how this conflict in the South China Sea has been constructed, and how it represents a rather obscured U.S. desire to maintain regional dominance. Rather than viewing the situation as China versus the United States, it is beneficial to acknowledge that asymmetry and rebalancing as ideas overlook the important regional influences, including the impact that domestic factors in the Philippines may have, and the history of the U.S. in the Philippines. 
Though the Philippines does not dictate the regional status-quo, it can certainly have a considerable impact on the evolution of events. It becomes apparent that the region is considerably more fractured, though not surprisingly because of China’s power, but also the U.S. desire of regional presence. Given that this situation unlikely to change, it becomes more important to understand why ASEAN may not be an adequate “counterbalance.” What, if anything, could make this ‘rollercoaster’ a smoother ride? If U.S. and Philippines cooperation have not been able to satisfactorily address China’s encroachment, then what can be done? Additionally, the Philippines context reveals how the American goal of “rebalancing” is not simply a new policy goal. As Turner argues, the primary conflict between China and the U.S. actually draws on a long history of a self-proclaimed American ideological superiority.[footnoteRef:51] The “balancing” thus is actually a response to a new challenge to American authority in the region, but also directly with China. In the following chapter, I will look at how the oversimplification of the U.S-China conflict is obscured, and how it misses a central idea that has roots in history, which are now manifesting in new approaches and current affairs in the Philippines. [51:  Turner, “China, India, and the US Rebalance”, 923-937.] 

Chapter III
The Philippines Contextualized

How did we get here?
	To underscore the need for nuance in the South China Sea conflict, it is necessary to review how the situation has evolved not only over the last few decades, but also the larger historical context of the past century. The previous chapter introduced the literature on the subject, and this chapter will be an examination of the historical aspect of the Philippines. This chapter is a review of the history as a colonial subject of the United States. The process involved reviewing the legacy of colonialism, and I attempted to piece together what was obvious, and what was not as obvious as I encountered research and historical perspectives. In this chapter, I analyze the issues of today by connecting the past and the present. However, this chapter is meant to be an overview and its purpose is to highlight the literature that I found most relevant and necessary for understanding the overall analysis of this thesis: that is, how the domestic and historical factors of the Philippines reveal a facet of the South China Sea conflict that is often overlooked. 
	This chapter aims to examine the other context, that of the Philippines. Rather than being perceived as a country only able to be pushed or pulled by outside forces, there is value in taking a closer look and understanding how and why this situation exists. This means taking stock of the last two decades, as well as broader historical contexts, to begin to understand what implications arise from а situation like this one. Beyond being stuck ‘between a rock and a hard place’, what can a nation of over 100 million people tell us about the ways in which power politics play out? The ‘rise of Asia’ is not just an abstract idea—it affects billions of people. Though the Philippines represents only a portion of those people, its perspective is useful in analyzing the conflict in the SCS. We could assume that a country like the Philippines would simply attempt to stick with either China or the U.S., but looking deeper into domestic factors provides a detailed look that reveals how a country considered a less powerful player still remains relevant and important to regional affairs. I will follow a chronological path by moving through three eras, focusing first on colonial and post-colonial legacies, then moving on to post-independence, and end the chapter leading into today’s Philippines under President Duterte.

1898-1940s: The end of U.S. Colonial Era to Independence
	The Philippines, after long Spanish control from 1565, was handed over to the United States in the Paris Agreement of 1898. Immediately following the handover from Spain, the 1899 to 1902 violent Philippine struggle against American imperialism was ultimately unsuccessful. Because of this failure, the Philippines supposedly went on to build what Heydarian identifies as a “profound and deleterious sense of strategic dependence” on the U.S. Instead of fully realizing the goals of independence, the island nation found itself a “de facto protectorate than a sovereign ally of America.”[footnoteRef:52] Though this thesis can only serve as a brief overview of a complex history, it is valuable in bringing attention to the effects of U.S. anti-communism, which are still present in attitudes towards China and thus the Southeast Asian region. [52:  Heydarian, Richard Javad. “Tragedy of Small Power Politics: Duterte and the Shifting Sands of Philippine Foreign Policy.” Asian Security 13: 3 (August 4, 2017): 223.
] 

This “dependency” is a direct legacy of the arguably relatively unspoken history of brutal American imperialism in the Philippines. There is no way to skirt around the ways in which American anti-communist rhetoric towards the Soviet bloc and China during the 20th century affected the Philippines and its autonomy. This anti-communism was also an attempt to curb anti-imperialist sentiments in the Philippines, witnessed since the beginning of U.S. imperial rule at the turn of the 20th century. As Woods argues, the Philippines elite ruling class tried to stymie the anti-colonial movement by arguing for American exceptionalism as a colonizer, as compared to European imperialists, like Spain.[footnoteRef:53] Woods argues that the Philippines’ communist parties of the 1930s and 1940s were not in any way able to overthrow the U.S., and that the U.S. and Philippine ruling elite reaction reflects the true attitude towards the “Philippine masses”.[footnoteRef:54] That is, it was to the benefit of both the U.S. and Philippine ruling elite to squash communist insurgencies and anti-imperialist attitudes, instead embracing American rule. Evidently, the relationship of the U.S. and the Philippines was heavily impacted by the U.S. and China relationship. [53:  Woods, Colleen. “Seditious Crimes and Rebellious Conspiracies: Anti-communism and US Empire 
in the Philippines.” Journal of Contemporary History 53 (2018): 62-64.]  [54:  Ibid., 67-69.] 

Though the literature on this topic is extensive, this aspect of U.S. and the Philippines relations is one that is largely unnoticed as an active project undertaken to both limit the spread of communism and suppress anti-imperialism targeted at the United States. Notably, Governor General of the Philippines Dwight F. Davis, an American serving in this position from 1929 to 1932, “used the racial dynamic…in which Filipinos held key roles in the colonial state- as a strategy for distancing US policymakers from accusation that the USA was part of the same racialized order that characterized European colonial rule in Southeast Asia.”[footnoteRef:55] The anti-communist movement was thus not a reaction to communism alone, but a way to combat what the US saw as “subversive organizations” posing as a “racialized threat of anti-colonial agitation.”[footnoteRef:56] In essence, the anti-communist attitudes held towards China were also applied to the Philippines, though communists were active in the Philippines prior to U.S. colonization. Woods highlights that communist and left-wing internationalist movement threatened America’s supposed exceptionalism, and by not taking a look at the colonial history in the Philippines and the wider history of anti-communism, historians have somewhat reinforced “American imperial exceptionalism by ignoring the ways imperialism shaped US culture and politics.”[footnoteRef:57] These ideas have shaped U.S. politics and had ramifications all over the globe. Looking closer, the status of the Philippines becomes more obvious—the project to build out infrastructure and universal education are merely justifications to subjugate the Philippines to a U.S.-style political system. [55:  Ibid., 67-69.]  [56:  Woods, “Seditious Crimes”, 67-69.]  [57:  Ibid., 73.] 


1940s-1980s: U.S. Project or Growing Autonomy? 
The U.S. saw the Philippines as a necessary ally after granting independence to the former colony in 1946, following a Japanese invasion in 1941. From independence onward, according to Heydarian, the U.S. was actively creating a model project of the Philippines by starting new infrastructure and development plans, as well as implementing universal education.[footnoteRef:58] By modelling the Philippines after itself, the U.S. and the Philippines went on to have what Heydarian posits was a rather “shoulder-to-shoulder” relationship over the twentieth century. Arguably, however, this is not an entirely accurate representation of the relationship. The legacy of the U.S. colonial period meant that communist groups were not eradicated, but rather continued to organize and function in the background. Though the U.S. had granted independence to the Philippines, there was vested interest in maintaining a rather close alliance for strategic purposes. [58:  Heydarian, “Tragedy of Small Power Politics”, 222-223.] 

In reality, identifying a clear colonial and post-colonial Philippines is not so simple. Though it had gained autonomy on paper, it was still inextricably linked to the United States. Political education was key in this process. As Go notes, U.S. colonies Puerto Rico and the Philippines were administrated by the U.S. War Department, and the U.S. emphasized its ‘strong and guiding hand’ that would grant the colonized populations a “course of tuition” to “acquire ‘the character and habits of thought and feeling’ necessary for ‘free self-government’.”[footnoteRef:59] But, a state-building project is just that— a project. Though the project itself may not ever be fully realized, the aims and rhetoric of these projects provide a glimpse into the “imperial chains” in which the Philippines found itself entangled.[footnoteRef:60] [59:  Go, Julian. “Chains of Empire, Projects of State: Political Education and U.S. Colonial Rule in Puerto Rico and the Philippines.” Comparative Studies in Society and History 42:2 (April 2000): 334.]  [60:  Ibid., 357.] 

The Philippines remained a necessary asset for the U.S., and therefore, the Philippines was still in focus. As Kennedy highlights, the question of whether or not to grant independence in 1946 were driven mostly by American domestic trade concerns and around the naval strategic concerns of a growing Japan in the Pacific.[footnoteRef:61] Importantly, the “retention of an American presence was a demonstration of American resolve to stay engaged in the regional balance of power.”[footnoteRef:62] Clearly, independence did not mean that the U.S. would step away—indeed, it was an action that left the opportunity for the U.S. to grant independence, but continue to use naval bases on Philippine islands and continue its control in the larger region.  [61:  Kennedy, Greg. “Filling the Void? Anglo-American Strategic Relations, Philippine Independence, and the Containment of Japan, 1932–1937.” The International History Review 39:5 (2017): 838-841.]  [62:  Ibid., 840.] 




President Marcos (1956-1986)
	The shift in the beginning of the 1980s and 1990s is important when discussing the context of the changing power dynamics in the world. During this period, the Philippines pursued a strategy of equibalancing outside of the U.S.[footnoteRef:63] This coincided with gaige kaifang, or reform and opening up, of communist China at the end of the 1970s and beginning of 1980. Unlike the crash of the ‘shock therapy’ approach used by the Soviet Union which happened in the late 1980s, China found itself deliberately and slowly approaching economic reform. It created a plan to introduce people to capitalism, and created special economic zones where this plan would first be unveiled.[footnoteRef:64] China’s rise also meant the expansion of its economic, political, and strategic power.  [63:  Heydarian, “Tragedy of Small Power Politics”, 223.]  [64:  Mees, Heleen. The Chinese Birdcage: How China’s Rise Almost Toppled the West (Brooklyn: Palgrave, 2016): 1-8.] 

For the Philippines, China’s rise has had important consequences. Today, China is using the COVID-19 pandemic to perform diplomacy, which China’s largest and state-owned news organization Xinhua reports China officials claiming has no “political calculation or… political strings.”[footnoteRef:65] As Friend and Thayer argue, China’s economic positioning has “gained traction with countries that now seek to follow China’s path to economic development.”[footnoteRef:66] Essentially, China’s rise in power has changed the landscape, allowing for other options. If the Philippines feels that China has better options to offer, then it may very well upend commitments to the U.S. in that direction, giving it more bargaining power. [65:  Huaxia. “No Geopolitical Purpose, Political Strings Behind PLA's COVID-19 Vaccine Aid: Spokesperson”, Xinhua, March 25, 2021.
”]  [66:  Friend, John M. and Bradley A.Thayer. How China Sees the World: Han-Centrism and the Balance of Power in International Politics, (Lincoln: Potomac Books, 2018): 210.] 

	However, the idea that the Philippines has jumped ship for China is not entirely accurate, given the Philippines’ desire for national sovereignty. But, this pursuit of national sovereignty is somewhat a mirage. As Heydarian points out, the idea of an “independent” foreign policy is not in and of itself controversial. Rather, the recent stance of President Rodrigo Duterte to pursue an “independent from the U.S.” policy is.[footnoteRef:67] Given the history and close relationship to the U.S., this change in attitude initially seems jarring. In reality, a focus on national autonomy has played a large role in the Philippine’s conception of itself in the larger world. However, the U.S. has actively shaped the administrations and presidents governing the Philippines. Hedman and Sidel argue that the “proclivity for presidential predominance… dates back to the American colonial regime and its constitutional provisions for a strong executive endowed with extraordinary coercive powers and fiscal prerogatives.”[footnoteRef:68] Presidential powers are key in looking forward to today where Philippines domestic affairs are concerned. A clear legacy of the U.S. post-colonial period is witnessed through economic and military resources funneled through U.S.-approved presidents, resulting in “narrow class rule already discernable before independence.”[footnoteRef:69] As such, the relatively recent colonization and decolonialization of the Philippines by the U.S. is still salient in its perception of itself as a nation, and as a player in global affairs.  [67:  Heydarian, “Tragedy of Small Power Politics”, 4-6.]  [68:  Hedman, Eva-Lotta and John Sidel. Philippine Politics and Society in the Twentieth Century: Colonial Legacies, Post-Colonial Trajectories: Colonial Legacies, Post-Colonial Trajectories, (London: Taylor and Francis, 2001): 16.]  [69:  Ibid., 15-17.] 

Economic sovereignty is another important factor to consider. James Putzel outlines the neoliberal shift from the 1980s to the 2010s, writing that neoliberalism itself is broadly characterized as “a commitment to limit state intervention in and regulation of markets, to create flexible labour markets thus limiting the power of trade unions, to limit state social spending and to promote, where possible, private sector delivery of services.”[footnoteRef:70] The Washington Consensus is a term that encompasses the organizations and economic approach of neoliberalism employed by the U.S., and subsequently the path that the Philippines was put on due to the U.S. and its goals of taking on the Philippines as a development project. [70:  Putzel, James. “The ‘Populist’ Right Challenge to Neoliberalism: Social Policy between a Rock and a Hard Place.” Development and Change 51:2 (2020): 420.] 

Looking back reveals that the policies of today are outcomes of U.S. colonialization of the Philippines. When granted so-called independence, Scipes notes that “economic relief was made dependent on political and economic concessions to U.S. investors, establishment of U.S. military bases… and a currency whose value in relationship to the U.S. dollar could not be changed without the explicit permission of the U.S. President.”[footnoteRef:71] Ultimately, the controls on exports which had kept the Philippines peso high were devalued as soon as deregulation took place in 1964, thrusting the nation into debt dependence. Imports increased by around 68%, while exports only increased by 7%.[footnoteRef:72] Neoliberal institutions like the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank tried to fix this issue, using the core neoliberal idea of deregulation, increasing efforts around export industrialization. This led to the taking of billions in World Banks funds, but ended in the decimation of urban workers’ wages and large national debts. In what Scipes calls “detrimental development,” by the early 1990s, about 75% of Filipinos lived below the poverty line.[footnoteRef:73] By this point, the peasantry and agricultural workers had joined and maintained a revolutionary army for some thirty years. In sum, by the 1990s, many issues with the export-oriented model and dependence on neoliberal institutions were obvious.[footnoteRef:74] And, in the background, an ever-present Communist sentiment persisted. In this case, economic dependency reinforced the relationship of the Philippines with the U.S. and its institutions at the cost of the livelihoods of many Filipinos. [71:  Scipes, Kim. “Global Economic Crisis, Neoliberal Solutions, and the Philippines.” Monthly Review 51:7, (Dec 1999): 4.]  [72:  Ibid., 6.]  [73:  Scipes, “Global Economic Crisis”, 10.]  [74:  Ibid., 10-12.] 


Looking Ahead
	In the next chapter, I will bring this context into the broader issue of the South China Sea to discuss how these factors build onto one another. President Rodrigo Duterte is setting a tone that is not entirely new, but is rooted in a long and tumultuous history with both the U.S. and China, and everchanging domestic issues. The next chapter will include an analysis into the way in which the SCS conflict itself is viewed, and how the domestic affairs in the Philippines and its participation in ASEAN are meaningful in this discussion. Using the research of this chapter and moving into a larger analysis, I will show that the history of the Philippines and legacy of U.S. imperialism cannot be separated.
Chapter IV
Analysis: Looking Back to Look Ahead

Learning from the Case of the Philippines
	The last chapter provided the framework needed to understand the ways in which the case of the Philippines can point us to better understand the issues facing the United States, China, the Philippines, and other countries in the South China Sea conflict. Given the significant changes in regional power dynamics since the 1980s, it is necessary to look back in order to look forward. Though an emphasis is placed on U.S.-China relations, that relationship is just one facet of the complex issue in the SCS today. Furthermore, the current political landscape in the Philippines is informed by a history of colonization and a search for autonomy. A dichotomous view of the region simplifies and obscures the reality that countries entangled in the SCS conflict do have a role to play. In this chapter, I bring that knowledge into the present, and briefly analyze U.S.-China relations. Then, I move into Rodrigo Duterte’s Philippines and the United States, and end by focusing on regional affairs and the role of the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN).

China and the U.S. Today
Somewhat unsurprisingly given China’s growth, Xi Jinping’s rise to power in 2012 marked what could be called a “major transition” in China’s approach to foreign policy around the globe. Departing from Deng Xiaoping’s “keeping a low-profile approach”, Xi opted for an outwardly “striving to achieve” approach.[footnoteRef:75] This is evidenced by the repeated military maneuvers in the SCS, and building of islands expanding China’s claim to open seas.[footnoteRef:76] China’s activity in the SCS could mean that the U.S. is potentially ignoring a “powder keg in the Pacific Ocean”, highlighting lack of attention to the issues facing Pacific allies.[footnoteRef:77] Overall, the major powers approach can be seen like a push from China, and a less than strong pull by the U.S.  [75:  Wang et al. “Between a Rock and a Hard Place: How Lesser Powers Respond to Competing Great Powers in the Asia-Pacific Region.” Issues and Studies 56:3, 4.]  [76:  Perlez, Jane. “China Said to Turn Reef Into Airstrip in Disputed Water.” New York Times, November 23, 2014. ]  [77:  Callick, Rowan. “Powder Keg in the Pacific.” Foreign Policy, August 22, 2012.] 


Growing Populist Right Rhetoric Amidst Domestic Turmoil
Communist insurgencies and evident economic hardship felt by many Filipinos shows that there remains a connection between the U.S. and the Philippines, though the ties to America’s imperialism can be easy to miss. By granting “independence” to the Philippines, the U.S. was not simply walking away, but actually instituting a system that would continue to tie the former colony to the U.S. Though I briefly outlined the timeline and events relevant to my argument in the previous chapter, the scope of this history is not to be ignored. It is important to acknowledge how the legacy of American colonization impacts the Philippines, even today. Rather than look at the South China Sea as a conflict where all players have approached it equally, it is necessary to consider the historical implications that are playing into the conflict. 
Duterte represents a return to a more authoritarian style of governance, embracing a platform of right-wing populism. Populism can be found in some form on both sides of the political spectrum, however, right-wing populism is primarily centered around a “social policy, tailored to appeal to national constituencies and anchored in national political histories.”[footnoteRef:78] Right-wing populist’s focus on domestic markets instead of international markets and reject the rights agenda that emerged in ‘mature phase’ of neoliberalism. This trend towards authoritarian right-wing populists shows a preference not of the rule of law, but of “heavy-handed police and vigilante action against the ‘criminal poor’.”[footnoteRef:79] This includes thousands of deaths in the war on drugs, which Duterte has waged since the beginning of his presidency in 2016. Interestingly, a 2017 Pew Research survey revealed that 86% of Filipinos approved of Duterte himself, 78% approved of his handling of illegal drugs, and 57% were satisfied with the direction that the government was taking at that time.[footnoteRef:80] Despite continuing his war on drugs, Duterte won large majorities in mid-term elections two years later in 2019.[footnoteRef:81] But, Duterte’s approach is alarming nonetheless. [78:  Putzel, “The ‘Populist’ Right Challenge to Neoliberalism”, 419.]  [79:  Ibid., 421.]  [80:  Poushter and Bishop, “People in the Philippines”, 4.]  [81:  Lum, Thomas, and Ben Dolven. “The Philippines.” Congressional Research Service (June 11, 2020): 1.] 

Human rights violations under President Marcos in the 1970s and martial law show that human rights issues persist in the Philippines. Simangan and Melvin show that today in the Philippines, “human rights concerns run high.”[footnoteRef:82] Duterte’s approach has come a long way since initially planning to embrace the left and communist groups upon coming to the presidency in 2016. Instead, struggles over power have resulted in Duterte’s switch in approach, and a breakdown in communication with political adversaries. Duterte is criticized for displaying an intent to destroy the left, which Simangan and Melvin argue can be “interpreted as genocidal in nature.”[footnoteRef:83] This is not simply an exaggeration— the Philippines withdrew from the International Criminal Court (ICC) in the face of investigations in 2018.[footnoteRef:84] By withdrawing from the ICC, the Philippines under Duterte has signaled a turn. This is significant not just because the Philippines removed itself, but that it did so in the face of reasonable investigations into human rights violations. Though the U.S. has tried to clamp down on the human rights abuses, aid continues to flow. U.S. aid in 2020 totaled around $152.6 million dollars, and was targeted at military assistance, rule of law and human rights, health, and basic education.[footnoteRef:85] [82:  Simangan, Dahlia. “Destroy and Kill ‘the Left’: Duterte on Communist Insurgency in the Philippines with a Reflection on the Case of Suharto’s Indonesia.” Journal of Genocide Research 21:2 (April 2019): 215-220.]  [83:  Ibid., 222.]  [84:  Simangan, “Destroy and Kill”, 217.]  [85:  Lum, Thomas, and Ben Dolven. “The Philippines.” Congressional Research Service, March 3, 2021.] 

However, the domestic situation in the Philippines is not entirely stable for Duterte. Duterte’s widening social policy, the largest the Philippines has seen in 30 years, has been pursued in order to garner support from a middle and lower class to consolidate power in the face of potential threats from groups of leftists and lower classes on which Duterte has waged war.[footnoteRef:86] The now 50-year insurgency of communists and the legacy of the military regime and martial law enacted by former president Ferdinand Marcos has left sections of Filipinos a “latent rather than active” threat to Duterte, but a threat nonetheless.[footnoteRef:87] This threat is amplified because Duterte is not “governed by principle or programme and has no identifiable agenda beyond that of maintaining power.”[footnoteRef:88] Analyzing the rise of conservatism in Asia, Chacko and Jayasuriya argue that the special issue lies in “the distinctive political consequences of the structural pressures of global capitalism”, or the ways in which an ever-interconnected global economy impacts countries.[footnoteRef:89]  [86:  Ramos, “Change without Transformation”, 491-496.]  [87:  Ibid., 494.]  [88:  Ibid., 491.]  [89:  Chacko, Priya, and Kanishka Jayasuriya. “Asia’s Conservative Moment: Understanding the Rise of the Right.” Journal of Contemporary Asia 48:4 (March 2018): 530-533.

] 

The legacy of American colonization on economics in the Philippines does not remain in the past, but stretches into the present. Because of the relationship with the U.S., the Philippines has been reliant on economic institutions in order to develop its own economy at the cost of autonomy. A relevant example of economic dependence is that of the almost 10% of Filipinos who leave the nation to make money to send back home.[footnoteRef:90] Historically, many Filipinos came to the U.S. to work in agriculture or obtain an education, though a 1934 Tydings-McDuffie Act, or the Philippine Commonwealth and Independence Act, “put the Philippines on track to independence… but also imposed a limit of 50 Filipino immigrants per year.”[footnoteRef:91] Today, the majority of immigrant Filipinos—more than 2 million—live in the U.S.[footnoteRef:92] World Bank data, which only includes money sent through formal channels like banks and money transfer operators and likely underestimates true figures, shows estimates that personal remittances to the Philippines totaled 9.3% of the Philippines’ total Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2019, down from 12.7% in 2005.[footnoteRef:93] Recently, remittances to East Asia and the Pacific were expected to drop by as much as 20% in 2020 due to the pandemic.[footnoteRef:94] In any case, this large flow of money is good for business in America. In 2004, Wells Fargo, an American bank, was the first major U.S. bank to offer consumer remittances services from the U.S. to the Philippines. At that time, this was a $6 billion market segment, roughly 8% of the $50 billion total U.S. remittance market.[footnoteRef:95] The U.S. also needs immigrant Filipino workers. In the U.S., 16% of highly in demand nurses are immigrants, a third of which are Filipino.[footnoteRef:96] Clearly, the relationship between the U.S. and the Philippines is not just one-sided. [90:  Almendral, Aurora. “On Pandemic’s Front Lines, Nurses From Half a World Away.” New York Times, June 22, 2020.]  [91:  Gallardo, Luis Hassan, and Jeanne Batalova. “Filipino Immigrants in the United States.” Migration Policy Institute, July 5, 2020.]  [92:  Ibid.]  [93:  “Personal remittances, received (% of GDP) – Philippines.” The World Bank. ]  [94:  “Global Remittances Guide.” Migration Policy Institute.]  [95:  “Wells Fargo First Major U.S. Bank to Offer Consumer Remittance Service to the Philippines.” PR Newswire Nov. 5, 2004.]  [96:  Almendral, “On Pandemic’s Front Lines.” New York Times, June 22, 2020.] 



Leaving the Door Open
The U.S. needs Philippine cooperation. After all, it is a strategic partner not only in its ‘special relationship’ to the U.S., but also as a valuable geopolitical partner. The U.S. cannot overlook the significance of having an ally in the SCS. While serving as vice-president almost a decade ago, Joseph Biden noted that “as trade and investment bind us together, we have a stake in each other’s success.”[footnoteRef:97] But, this relationship has proven to be tumultuous. In early 2020, Duterte called off the Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) with the United States, which allows for easier military cooperation in the Southeast Asian region. By summer, Duterte had backtracked, acknowledging that the Philippines had “appreciative recognition” for the role of the United States in the SCS conflict. Clearly, this special relationship has not been forgotten. It is still relevant, though the history of the U.S. and the Philippines is often overlooked. The U.S. needs Philippine participation if it wants to pursue goals in Southeast Asia and the Pacific. [97:  Heydarian, Richard. “Why Biden Needs to Pursue 'Strategic Empathy' with the Philippines.” South China Morning Post, Nov. 23, 2020.] 

Interestingly, despite the colonial history of relations with the U.S., a survey of Filipinos 80% of respondents said they had “much trust” in the U.S. as an ally, compared to just 21% in China.[footnoteRef:98] Similar numbers were also seen when asked about feelings on global leadership in 2018. These answers are certainly important to keep in mind: Filipinos would rather see themselves allied with the U.S. over China, even if that means lower investment or heightened regional confrontation over exclusive economic zones and resources. Once again, Duterte finds himself at odds with many officials who would like to see increased and deepened relations with the U.S., which Duterte may see as an obstacle in the light of human rights scrutiny or the need for military cooperation.[footnoteRef:99] [98:  Lum and Dolven, “The Philippines.”]  [99:  Dolven and Lum, “What if the Philippines.”] 

However, the Philippines ought to tread with caution. Though it has something that the U.S. wants: geopolitical positioning, it also has what China does not want: excessive U.S. influence in the region. Balancing is a tall order in this region given the circumstances, but Tolentino and Ham argue that there has been a mismanagement of asymmetric relations. This mismanagement suggests that multiple countries have failed to keep up their sides of the bargain, that is for China to act as regional leader and for smaller countries to acquiesce in order to maintain regional peace. The South China Sea conflict could be seen as a spiral of misconceptions, but this conclusion misses the idea that the threats of China go beyond threats—there continue to be regular reports of various Chinese ships, military, and even fishermen who continue to test boundaries despite ASEAN attempts to set the Code of Conduct around the conflict.[footnoteRef:100] The Philippines must walk a fine line, given tensions between the U.S. and China.  [100:  Tolentino and Ham, “The Entrapment of Asymmetry”, 2-10.] 


ASEAN: Powerful or Powerless?
The Association of South East Asian Nations is a regional political organization in Southeast Asia with ten member states, including the Philippines, and is a key player in the South China Sea conflict. As an organization, it gathers Southeast Asian countries and creates a space for bargaining and attempts to create order in the region without the U.S. or China as members. It is also a unique opportunity for countries to gather and leverage for individual or common goals. Though China has shown a preference for bilateral relations, ASEAN stands as a prominent and active organization in Southeast Asia. The bilateral relationship of the U.S. and China casts a long shadow in how the SCS issue is perceived and who are perceived as the major players. However, countries like the Philippines find themselves being able to engage in political relations in a way that involves walking a fine line of bilateral and multilateral relationships over ever-growing disputes over resources and sovereignty.
ASEAN is one way in which the Philippines can exercise sovereignty and build collaboration with countries outside the U.S. and China. Robert Yates tackles this idea, and discusses the role of ASEAN in South East Asia, seeing it as a “conductor” of regional affairs. Though Yates focus lies primarily in the social role of the organization, Yates notes that ASEAN has “played a prominent role during times of stability and during times of transition and crisis when we would expect the great powers exclusively to play the leading role.”[footnoteRef:101] Though it may seem a given that a regional organization would be effective at addressing regional conflict, ASEAN’s climb has not been particularly united or comprehensive. As Buszynski and Roberts highlight, China has consistently evaded the status-quo ASEAN has tried to create. Leaders from countries like the Philippines, Vietnam, and Cambodia, have struggled to create a code of conduct to curb China, who has pursued a “Chinese centered regional order.”[footnoteRef:102] Buszynski and Roberts point out that some ASEAN member countries value a closer relationship to China over maintaining sovereignty claims in the SCS conflict, showing that consensus is yet to be achieved.[footnoteRef:103] Though ASEAN may not exercise an overwhelming amount of control over any particular issue, it nevertheless fills an important role that attempts to create paths forward in the region without choosing either the U.S. or China and their institutions to lead the way. [101:  Yates, Robert. “ASEAN as the ‘Regional Conductor’: Understanding ASEAN’s Role in Asia-Pacific Order.” The Pacific Review 30:4 (2016): 444.]  [102:  Buszynski and Roberts, “The South China Sea Maritime Dispute”, 122-130.]  [103:  Ibid., 129.] 

But, balancing is the name of the game for countries in ASEAN. As Yates argues, “the major challenge for ASEAN in maintaining its role is in upholding role bargains that are acceptable to the great powers.”[footnoteRef:104] The complication lies in the fact that weaker countries may choose to bandwagon in order to reap the benefits of siding with larger powers: United Nations votes show that middle power countries are aligned with China, while others choose to bargain.[footnoteRef:105] In essence, less powerful countries band together in order to increase their leverage. In 2018, Teodoro Locsin Jr, the Philippine Ambassador to the United Nations said this about issues pertaining to the SCS conflict: “They may be resolved in a timely fashion before conflict breaks out. Or they may never be resolved. But…these differences need not stand in the way of mutually beneficial cooperation in other areas of common endeavor.”[footnoteRef:106] This attitude certainly fits in with President Duterte’s tumultuous relationships with foreign powers and the Philippines. That is, cooperation only on specific terms. It is in the Philippines interest to maintain sovereignty and push for recognition from an encroaching China, but not to show more hostility than need be. If the Philippines outwardly recognizes the mutual benefits and chooses to uphold a friendly relationship with China, that complicates the SCS conflict in the future. [104:  Yates, “ASEAN as the ‘regional conductor’”,457.]  [105:  Wang et al., “Between a Rock and a Hard Place”, 4-7.]  [106: “Philippines: SCS Negotiations, Moving Forward with ‘Astonishing Amity’.” Asia News Monitor, 2018.] 

The Philippines’ domestic and foreign affairs are quite closely linked. As I discussed in the previous chapter, Philippines domestic affairs are perhaps the most important indicators of foreign involvement. As such, ASEAN presents an opportunity for the Philippines to take charge on key issues surrounding the South China Sea, though the Philippines may not be inclined to take a hardline approach. As Medeiros et al. note, there is virtually no policy difference among the political parties in the Philippines on China.[footnoteRef:107] From Marcos to Duterte, individuals have had more ability to shape both domestic and foreign affairs. This is due in part to a political system that has been heavily driven by personality rather than prominent political parties. The “chronic instability” in the country is not to be taken for granted, either. It shows a continuation of a country trying to carve out its autonomy, though it seems to be more comfortable walking the line for now. [107:  Medeiros et al., “Pacific Currents”, 101.] 

Philippine priorities may also provide insight into a murky issue of sovereignty and foreign aid. Under President Marcos, U.S. aid was vital for continuation of power, especially aid for military support. However, the landscape has changed significantly since President Marcos was ousted. Under President Duterte, the concerns of the U.S. and the Philippines are different. Duterte is more open to taking aid money from China, unlike the U.S. who wants to see progress made on human rights violations and extrajudicial actions in the Philippines. Part of this contention is the change of tone from President Obama to President Trump in 2016. President Obama hosted ASEAN in California in 2016, showing renewed interest and investment in East and South East Asian affairs. Under President Trump, however, potential concerns over a crackdown on illegal immigration and keeping American industries home were all concerns of Asia experts.[footnoteRef:108] Because the Philippines is reliant on remittances, or money sent home by Filipinos working overseas and the U.S. as an export destination, these are real concerns for the Philippines, though China is a growing export target.[footnoteRef:109] But, this also allows for money to come directly into the pockets of Filipinos, lessening reliance on China.[footnoteRef:110] Though ASEAN can help to tread the waters of regional politics, the situation is such that benefits from relationships with the U.S. or China outweigh the costs of encroachment on territorial claims, especially for more reliant economies like the Philippines. Evidently, not only does a dependency on the U.S. have lasting and far-reaching implications, it also means that the future of the island nation is still intertwined with the U.S. [108:  Albert, Eleanor. “What Future for the Asia Pivot Under Trump?” Council on Foreign Relations, Dec. 14, 2016.]  [109:  Medeiros et al. ““Pacific Currents”, 100-107.]  [110:  Ibid., 97.] 


Troubled Seas: Resolution on the Horizon?
Ultimately, the SCS issue is a continuation of many issues which span centuries, and anti-communism, global leadership, and American colonialism are the undercurrents. Today’s issue over territoriality is a continuation of an issue being fueled by China’s expansion in the SCS, but also globally and economically, too. Then there is the factor of U.S. desire to contain China. The Philippines shows us how the issues of the past are still amply visible, even if they simmer under the surface. Rather than viewing this issue through a China versus United States lens, it is necessary to look deeper. 
The SCS conflict feels both far away and close at the same time, which is a direct result of U.S. desire and need to embed itself in affairs across the globe, and the affairs of China. To countries in the SCS, like the Philippines, this issue is not solely centered around the sea. Instead, it brings into question issues of sovereignty, leverage, and cooperation. There is no doubt that China will continue to expand, and continue to offer countries that the U.S. has sanctioned or constrained new avenues. It is also doubtful that the U.S. will become disinterested in the region. But, for countries in the middle the balancing game comes at cost. As seen in the case of the Philippines, dependency is very real and cooperation is not always satisfactory. If all parties see it better to let the conflict simmer, letting the occasional bubble come to the surface and burst, then it is hard to see a solution to the issue. The U.S.’s ‘rebalancing’ strategy is to continue to influence a region. ASEAN countries, however, are not looking to the U.S. to referee Southeast Asia. Rather, they are blending a strategy of balancing between the two powers, and the Philippines seems content to continue down this path. Though there is cooperation with China, these agreements are constantly being breached.[footnoteRef:111] [111:  Kim, “U.S. Rebalancing Strategy”, 170-180.] 

In the end, it is not enough to simply say that the Philippines is “between a rock and a hard place.” That may indeed capture the feeling, but in reality, the Philippines and ASEAN members are well able and willing to traverse this scenario to their own benefit. In the case of the Philippines, there is a realistic fallback option, for leverage and for sovereignty. The conflict is not to be won by one side and will not cease with the signing of an international agreement. Though there is mismanagement and failed conflict resolution, it should not obscure the fact that all countries are players. The Philippines is not a bystander, but a country facing its own domestic issues which impact its identity and motivations. Though it has a long colonial past, it retains agency and has tools at its disposal to continue to navigate the conflict.
Chapter V:
Conclusion
Potential Takeaways?
The South China Sea conflict provides an opportunity to consider the situation in a new light. Rather than accepting a two-sided version of the conflict, this thesis argues that there is a deeper context. By taking a closer look at the history of the Philippines, it becomes evident that conflict in the Southeast Asian region is not bound to the past two decades. It is a result of a longer history of the region, one that often overlooks the impacts of United States objectives. From colony to American ally, the relationship with the Philippines is no doubt important and strategic in nature. This thesis has shown that by looking through the lens of the Philippines’ history of the last century, U.S. goals and actions in the SCS conflict can become clearer. This lens involves looking beyond asymmetry and rebalancing to explain how this conflict has been created and maintained, and instead emphasizes regional perspectives and recognizes historical implications of U.S. imperialism as contributing factors to today’s conflict.
Ongoing military confrontations and struggles over sovereignty are not simply reactions to China’s rise since the 1980s. That is just one piece of a larger puzzle, one that obscures how the U.S. has been able to create and maintain a presence in that region at all. The new Biden administration does not seem to be setting a new tone, either, unlike expectations for a thaw from former President Trump’s failed trade war with China over the past few years.[footnoteRef:112] I have shown that simply addressing the conflict through flashpoints and confrontations is not adequate, and that the terms of asymmetry or rebalancing do not go far enough in analyzing this issue. U.S. anti-communism is still salient in the Philippines and the larger SCS conflict. Generalizing to the globe, Turner argues that “Americans and their policy makers do not fear the rise of every large nation relative to the United States or respond in identical ways.”[footnoteRef:113] This shows that the underlying issue is not the region itself, but what is potentially at threat— American hegemony and its conception of security.[footnoteRef:114] As Woods writes, this “Dirty, Half-Hidden War” of the U.S. in the Philippines by the Central Intelligence Agency engineered “social revolution” in the 1950s and 1960s to destroy communist attempts at armed revolution in order to establish “freedom elsewhere in Asia.”[footnoteRef:115] This revolution involved creating a dependency and instituting favorable conditions for American interests. [112:  CNN Staff. “These Three Pacific Military Flashpoints Could Shape Biden’s China Strategy.” Jan. 28, 2021.]  [113:  Turner, “China, India, and the U.S. Rebalance”, 923.]  [114:  Ibid., 936-937.]  [115:  Woods, Colleen. “A Dirty, Half-Hidden War” in Freedom Incorporated: Anticommunism and Philippine Independence in the Age of Decolonization (New York: Cornell University Press, 2020): 160.] 

U.S. anti-communism is still salient in the Philippines and the larger SCS conflict. Generalizing to the globe, Turner argues that “Americans and their policy makers do not fear the rise of every large nation relative to the United States or respond in identical ways.”[footnoteRef:116] This shows that the underlying issue is not the region itself, but what is potentially at threat— American hegemony and its conception of security.[footnoteRef:117] As Woods writes, this “Dirty, Half-Hidden War” of the U.S. in the Philippines by the Central Intelligence Agency engineered “social revolution” in the 1950s and 1960s to destroy communist attempts at armed revolution and to keep the Philippines as a safe base to use its resources to establish “freedom elsewhere in Asia” was to promote American interests primarily under the guise of democracy.[footnoteRef:118] Arguably, this history and regional identity has not been emphasized enough in the South China Sea conflict. [116:  Turner, “China, India, and the U.S. Rebalance”, 923.]  [117:  Ibid., 936-937.]  [118:  Woods, “A Dirty, Half-Hidden War”, 160.] 

	U.S. colonization, and its effects from the last century, are still felt in the Philippines though this history is largely obscured. Any SCS claimant country could be likewise examined, but the Philippines offers a unique angle in its ability to showcase exactly how the U.S. has directly and actively pursued its goals in the South Pacific. Indeed, the so-called refocus of the Obama administration was emphasized in Obama’s remarks to the Australian parliament in 2011: “the United States has been, and always will be, a Pacific nation.”[footnoteRef:119] This sentiment is unmistakably an extension of the same strategy enacted over a century ago. The history of colonization shows a state-building project intended to create a relationship of reliance. Furthermore, suppression of communist insurgencies led to a willingness to prop up military regimes, which were repressive and have continued on in the manifestation of domestic human rights violence sanctioned by President Duterte. More relevant to this thesis is the fact that these factors lead to the outsourcing of security to the U.S. But, as I have shown, this outcome is not necessarily something only the U.S. desires— Duterte is more than happy to play both sides in order to maintain his own power on the archipelago for the time being. [119:  President Obama. “Remarks by President Obama to the Australian Parliament.” Nov. 17, 2011, transcript.] 

	Domestic issues in the Philippines are important in considering the conflict. The Philippines is a microcosm of what the U.S. has done, and is doing, in the Pacific. U.S. colonization is not the central experience of all Filipinos, but it undeniably set the country on a different path. After granting independence, the U.S. exercised its ability to shape government, education, and security, resulting in a relationship with a former colony that is somewhat baffling. Filipino’s general amity towards the U.S. despite a history of colonization exemplifies how this relationship has many different facets which continue to play out in different ways. President Duterte is inconsistent in his approach to foreign affairs and it is clear that domestic issues are his priority. Despite human rights concerns and recently unstable relations, the U.S. still needs the Philippines. Ongoing domestic issues may be hurting U.S.-Philippine relations, but the U.S. is not going anywhere.  
Additionally, the Philippines and ASEAN members are walking a line between the U.S. and China. As a result, it is hard to predict the future in this regional conflict, and what role ASEAN can realistically play. It is powerful, but only to the capacity that countries choose to give it. Meanwhile, the U.S. will continue to push its ideology concerning this conflict, whether that be through the withholding of aid and development dollars, or by casting itself as a necessary force for democracy or as a moderator in the region.[footnoteRef:120] On the other side of the globe, ASEAN members, like Cambodia, Thailand, and Malaysia are more open to China’s aid and development handouts but are still concerned. Across ASEAN member countries, all are very concerned with ASEAN presence in regional affairs, and believe it has a bigger role to play.[footnoteRef:121] The State of South East Asia survey reports that 48% of respondents want to increase ASEAN resilience and unity, though about 75% believe that its tangible benefits are not felt by the people.[footnoteRef:122] This may be due to the fact that ASEAN’s powers are limited, evidenced by difficulty to enforce agreements, keep up with domestic challenges of member countries, and predict and address security threats in the general Indo-Pacific region.[footnoteRef:123] [120:  Turner, “China, India, and the U.S. Rebalance”, 926.]  [121:  Tang, S. M. et al. The State of Southeast Asia: 2020 (Singapore: ISEAS-Yusof Ishak Institute, 2020). 2-10.]  [122:  Ibid., 3.]  [123:  De Castro, Renato Cruz. “The Limits of Intergovernmentalism: The Philippines’ Changing Strategy in the South China Sea Dispute and Its Impact on the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN).” Journal of Current Southeast Asian Affairs 39:3 (Dec. 2020): 337.] 

International cooperation will be central in moving forward. With constant military exercises, forays into exclusive economic zones, and harassment of fishermen, this conflict provides the tinder that everyone is seemingly willing for either the U.S. or China to build into a blazing fire. Headlines, again, are useful in gauging how the forecast is being cast. A New York Times article asks, “China’s Claims to the South China Sea are Unlawful. Now What?”[footnoteRef:124] But in reality, ASEAN member states themselves do not agree on a path forward. Even if the increased attention by the Obama administration showed a preference of legal processes, the sea largely remains a contentious zone, with EEZ and sovereignty claims often overlapping. If the legality of the conflict is to be addressed, then it needs to be center and front, not an afterthought. One other glaring issue is getting all parties to reach an agreement, which may be all but impossible. In any case, the U.S. foreign policy stance is masquerading as a rule of law problem. An article for the Diplomat argues, “Law Not War in the South China Sea”, but exactly what kind of law is going to be effective?[footnoteRef:125] After all, law has been one tool in the U.S. imperial toolkit. [124:  “China’s Claims are Unlawful”, New York Times, 2020.]  [125:  Hemmings, John. ““Law Not War in the South China Sea.” The Diplomat, Nov. 23, 2011.] 

Ultimately, the perceived rise of China, and decline of the U.S., is driving this conflict. This conflict is not just about this specific swath of sea—it is about all regions and global power. In a mostly unaware, ironic Foreign Policy article titled “China is Losing Influence – and That Makes It Dangerous”, one may pause to think whether this claim holds water.[footnoteRef:126] Is the American goal to “Prove Democracy Works” substantially different?[footnoteRef:127] This same reasoning justified colonialism over a century ago, but today justifies military intervention. As Turner aptly highlights, “rebalance is best conceived as the (re)articulation of historical discourses which construct certain foreign Others like China as challenges to the ontological American self.”[footnoteRef:128] Though it is tempting to view this conflict as the United States meeting the geopolitical challenge of China in the South China Sea, the historical discourse shows that it is a continuation of a prolonged ideological battle.[footnoteRef:129] In the end, China is just fine testing sovereign waters, President Duterte is willing to walk a fine line, and the U.S. seeks to continue military exercises and maintain its grip in Southeast Asia and the larger Pacific region. The overall tension is palpable. But this tension has always been there, though it has often been overlooked. [126:  Babones, Salvatore. “China Is Losing Influence—and That Makes It Dangerous”, Foreign Policy, March 3, 2021.]  [127:  Sanger, David E. “Biden Defines His Underlying Challenge with China: ‘Prove Democracy Works’” New York Times, March 26, 2021.]  [128:  Turner, “China, India, and the U.S. Rebalance”, 923.]  [129:  Lungu, Andrei. “The U.S.-China Clash is about Ideology After All.” Foreign Policy, April 6, 2021.] 
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