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In a lot of countries in the global South that made a transition from authoritarian rule, the establishment and maintenance of democratic civilian control is one of the most important indicators of successful democratization. This is particularly relevant to societies that were under one form of military rule or another or those that experienced an expanded military participation in politics. Democratizing civil-military relations (CMR) is a necessary component of the transformation of any country’s security sector. Basically, this reconfiguration of power relations between the security forces, civilian political institutions, and social groups significantly shapes post-transition democratization and institution-building.
However, any project that seeks to transform the military and the security sector conducive to democratic rule is a gradual, complicated, and difficult endeavor. It is a “political” process that would inevitably result in a redefinition of institutional roles, functions, and mandates. Moreover, it also entails being subjected to democratic norms and principles such as accountability, responsiveness, and respect for human rights, constitutionalism, and the rule of law, among others. Under a democracy, it is expected that the military will be under the management of democratic institutions and assumes roles appropriate to the security needs of the country.
Unfortunately, this aspiration has not been realized in a lot of democratizing countries. On the contrary, the security sector has resurfaced into the political scene and remains to be a significant political actor. Instead of being “disengaged” from politics, post-transition politics in several democracies have been defined by new forms of military intervention beyond the classic “coup d’état” and more complex forms of political involvement. What democratizing regimes face is not the overt threat of military rule but exercises of prerogatives and the enjoyment of “spheres of autonomy” that do not coincide with democratic CMR (Pion-Berlin 1992). 

There is an extant body of literature that examines the military under post-transition democratization (Alagappa 2001; Fitch 1998; Pion-Berlin 2001). Pion-Berlin stated that the military should be given professional autonomy on its internal matters. However, what is dangerous for democratization is its possession of political autonomy from the civilian government. This could range from dominance in security policymaking and the possession of political prerogatives to being able to determine political succession. It is the political spheres such as defense budgets, internal security policy, human rights; the legitimacy of civilian governments; and reform processes where autonomy becomes problematic.
 High degrees of autonomy in these spheres imply the weakness of the civilian government, its inability to assert civilian control, or its failure to be independent from partisan interests.
 

This research project is interested in explaining the persistence and steady expansion of the sphere of military autonomy in spite of democratization and how it affects security sector transformation (SST). It argues that SST processes will be constrained, limited, and even undermined so long as the military enjoys significant degrees of political autonomy in three ways. First, a relatively autonomous military will likely define and dominate the framework of SST in a given country. This implies that programs that will reform the military will likely not produce the intended results of democratic civilian control. Second, any gains or positive outcomes generated by transforming the security sector will likely be jeopardized by the military since they have the power to stifle or undermine these reforms. Finally, military autonomy in certain areas such as human rights and security policy hinders the participation of other actors, notably civil society in being able to influence and contribute to SST initiatives. 
Using the case of the Philippines, this study seeks to examine these three causal mechanisms that link military autonomy and the prospect for SST. It is a country that has returned to democratic rule in 1986 after fourteen years of authoritarianism. However, more than two decades have passed but it remains to struggle in consolidating its democratic regime. One of the main reasons for this is the inability to implement democratic civilian control over the military (Hernandez 2007). Recent years have called into question the country’s quality of democracy (Hutchcroft 2008) and the steady increase in the level of military autonomy in politics. While there have been efforts to transform the security sector (Arugay 2008), it remains to be severely limited and dependent on the political will of the government to carry out this project but more importantly, the willingness of the military to be reformed.
 Given certain constraints, the project will focus on three spheres of military autonomy – budgets, peace and security policy (particularly counterinsurgency policy), and human rights. It asks three basic questions:
(1) What are the factors behind the spheres of autonomy enjoyed by the Philippine military?

(2) How does military autonomy manifest in defense budgets, security policy, and human rights observance?

(3) To what extent does military autonomy in these three spheres affect the current and future prospects of SST processes in the Philippines?

This project will gather evidence of military autonomy in the formulation of the military’s budgets, peace and security policymaking, and the implementation or observance of human rights in the Philippines since 1986. Through historical research, it looks at certain key events that have shaped military autonomy as well as its possible sources. It will also gather data and build a dataset on defense expenditures, human rights observance, and policy inputs to defense and security matters related to the Philippines as a model and hopefully will include more countries in the future. Aside from documentary research, it will also interview key informants within the military establishment, civilian oversight institutions, civil society groups, and others as well as conduct focus groups discussions (FGDs) among groups of informants.
This research project attempts to make a modest contribution to theory, research, and policy. First, a lot of the research on both SSR and security sector reform (SSR) has focused on how to build capacity, induce political will, and foster local ownership of these critical processes (Edmunds 2004; Nathan 2007). However, there are not enough studies on the veto players or obstacles to SST (Nathan 2004). By looking at the ways and means by which the military obstructs and limits the impact of SST initiatives, future policies and frameworks can be better informed and hopefully might be made sensitive to these political realities. Second, several scholars have complained about the dearth of theoretical input in a lot of studies on the reform and transformation of the security sector (Egnell and Haldén 2008). By using concepts from CMR theory, the dynamics behind SST processes could be better understood. Finally, there are implications of this study for comparative research to countries with similar settings such as in Africa, Latin America, and East Asia.
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Budget Outline
	
	

	
	$

	Research Assistant
	500

	Books and Supplies
	1,500

	Token for Key Informants
	300

	Meetings/FGDs (3)
	600

	Communication
	350

	Transportation
	500

	Miscellaneous
	500

	Adminstrative Overhead (15%)
	750

	Total
	5000


� Other sphere of military autonomy include: senior and junior level personnel decisions, force levels, military education and doctrine, reform, intelligence gathering and human rights (Pion-Berlin 1992: 87-90).


� CMR theorists argue that the greatest display of political autonomy is staging a coup d’état.


� A recent study of the ISDS Philippines concluded that transforming the security sector in the country would also entail the reform and empowerment of civilian oversight institutions. 
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