
	
		
		    
			
			    
			
			
			    
			    
			    
			 
		    

		                     
				 Home
	 Add Document
	 Sign In
	 Register


			
			    
				
				    
					
					
					    
					

				    

				

			    

			

		    

		

	

	
    
	
	        	    
		    		U.S. Imperialism and Revolution in the Philippines    	    

	    	    	Home 
	U.S. Imperialism and Revolution in the Philippines


	

    




    
        
	    

	    
            
		

		
		        		    
    			
    			    
    			

    		    

		    		    
			
			    
				
				    U.S. Imperialism and Revolution in the Philippines

 This page intentionally left blank

 U.S. Imperialism and Revoluti...				

				    				
    				    Author: 
										    E. San Juan Jr.					    				

				
			    

			    
				

				 162 downloads
				 3114 Views
				    				 942KB Size
								 Report
			    

			    
				
				This content was uploaded by our users and we assume good faith they have the permission to share this book. If you own the copyright to this book and it is wrongfully on our website, we offer a simple DMCA procedure to remove your content from our site. Start by pressing the button below!
				
 Report copyright / DMCA form

				
			    

			

			
			    
				
				     DOWNLOAD PDF
				

			    

			    
				
				    
				    
					
				    
				    
				    
					
				    
				

				
				    

				

			    

			

			

			

			

			
			
			
		    

		    
						    U.S. Imperialism and Revolution in the Philippines
 
 This page intentionally left blank
 
 U.S. Imperialism and Revolution in the Philippines
 
 E. San Juan, Jr.
 
 U.S. IMPERIALISM AND REVOLUTION IN THE PHILIPPINES Copyright © E. San Juan, Jr., 2007. All rights reserved. No part of this book may be used or reproduced in any manner whatsoever without written permission except in the case of brief quotations embodied in critical articles or reviews. First published in 2007 by PALGRAVE MACMILLAN™ 175 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY 10010 and Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire, England RG21 6XS. Companies and representatives throughout the world. PALGRAVE MACMILLAN is the global academic imprint of the Palgrave Macmillan division of St. Martin’s Press, LLC and of Palgrave Macmillan Ltd. Macmillan® is a registered trademark in the United States, United Kingdom and other countries. Palgrave is a registered trademark in the European Union and other countries. ISBN-13: 978-1-4039-8376-3 ISBN-10: 1-4039-8376-3
 
 Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data San Juan, E. (Epifanio), 1938– U.S. imperialism and revolution in the Philippines / by E. San Juan, Jr. p. cm. Includes bibliographical references and index. ISBN 1-4039-8376-3 (alk. paper) 1. Philippines—History—1898– 2. Mindanao Island (Philippines)—History—Autonomy and independence movements. I. Title. DS685.S22 2007 959.9’031—dc22 2007003111 A catalogue record of the book is available from the British Library. Design by Scribe Inc. First edition: September 2007 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Printed in the United States of America.
 
 In memory of Eden Marcellana, Juvy Magsino, Leima Fortu, Eddie Gumanoy, Melita Trinidad Carvajal, Ofelia Rodriguez, Benjaline Hernandez, Alyce Omengan Claver, Diosdado Fortuna, Lizelda Estorba-Cuñado, Markus Bangit, Victoria Samonte, Jose Maria Cui, and all other victims of political extrajudical killings in the Philippines; and to all the martyrs of the struggle for justice, equality, and national liberation.
 
 This page intentionally left blank
 
 Contents Acknowledgments
 
 ix
 
 Introduction
 
 xi
 
 1. Post-9/11 Warnings: The Return of the Anglo Conquistadors
 
 1
 
 2. Imperialism Under Its Victims’ Eyes
 
 21
 
 3. Symbolizing Resistance against Empire
 
 45
 
 4. Language and Decolonization
 
 67
 
 5. Understanding the Bangsa Moro Struggle for Self-Determination
 
 89
 
 6. Terrorism and Popular Insurgency
 
 113
 
 7. Emergency Passage to the Liberated Zones
 
 135
 
 Afterword
 
 163
 
 References
 
 181
 
 Appendices
 
 203
 
 Index
 
 255
 
 About the Author
 
 265
 
 This page intentionally left blank
 
 Acknowledgments In the long march to the liberated zone within reach—not yet to the kingdom of freedom from necessity—one incurs numerous debts, some slight and some enormous. One can no longer distinguish which one is which in the course of revisions, additions, and subtractions. And so the listing of names here should not be interpreted as preferential election. In any event, I want to thank the following for tirelessly supporting this project: Dr. Michael Martin, Director of Black and Third World Cinema, University of Indiana; Dr. Sam Noumoff, emeritus professor, McGill University; and Professor Peter McLaren, UCLA, a world-renowned educator and inspiration of progressive teachers everywhere. I am indebted to Prof. Kenneth Bauzon for his durable comradeship in our common endeavors, as well as to the following colleagues for sharing their “symbolic capital” and other resources: Arif Dirlik, David Palumbo-Liu, Douglas Allen, Paul Wong, Dick Bennett, Jorshinelle Sonza, Jinqi Ling, Jeffrey Cabusao, Anne Lacsamana, John Streamas, Csaba Polony, Joel Wendland, Lester Ruiz, Bill Fletcher, and, in particular, Jim Zwick, whose knowledge of U.S. imperialism in the Philippines (evinced in his well-known Internet archive Sentenaryo) is wider and deeper than those of many academic officeholders. As examples of activists unifying theory and practice, I am grateful to the kasamas and cultural workers of SANDIWA, PHILIPPINE FORUM, BULATLAT, CONTEND, and other institutions, among them: Mike Viola, Freedom Siyam, Julia Camagong, Robert Roy, Bobby Tuazon, Sarah Raymundo, Roland Tolentino, Danilo Arao, Judy Taguiwalo, Doti Abaya, Dennis Guevarra, Karina Bolasco, Ave Perez Jacob, and Rogelio Mangahas. I also want to acknowledge the help of the following public “intellectuals” (in Gramsci’s sense): Tomas Talledo, Roland Simbulan, Joi Barrios, Bienvenido Lumbera, Delﬁn Tolentino, Jr., and Elmer Ordoñez at the University of the Philippines; and Lulu Torres, Soledad Reyes, Joseph Lim, Esther Pacheco, and Maria Corazon Baytion at the Ateneo de Manila University. For assistance on various occasions, I want to thank former U.P. President Francisco Nemenzo, Jr., Ms. Ana Maria Nemenzo, Prof. Preachy Legasto of the U.P. Diliman Review, and Profs. Clodualdo del Mundo, Jr., and David Bayot, both of De La Salle University. Special thanks to Marie Hilao-Enriquez and Ruth Cervantes of KARAPATAN for their help and permission in reproducing their 2006 Human Rights Report; to Dr. Angelica M. Gonzales and the International Coordinating Secretariat of the Permanent
 
 IX
 
 X
 
 •
 
 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
 
 People’s Tribunal, Second Session on the Philippines, for providing the ﬁnal document of the Tribunal’s Verdict; and to Dr. Carol Pagaduan-Araullo, chairperson of BAYAN (Bagong Alyansang Makabayan) for her solidarity and example. Last but not least, I want to thank my friends abroad for their support: Professor Pauline Eadie (University of Nottingham), Prof. William Boelhower (University of Padova), Prof. Pierre Lantz of the Sorbonne, Prof. Ping-hui Liao (National Tsing Hua University, Taiwan), Dr. Lee Yu-cheng (Academia Sinica), Prof. Wolfgang Fritz Haug, Dr. Rainer Werning, and Prof. Yoshiko Nagano (Kanagawa University, Japan). Anyone who ﬁnds this book useful is indebted also to Dr. Delia D. Aguilar, without whose critical advice and sustenance this book would not have materialized— Salamat nang walang hanggan, as the poet once said. For errors, oversights, and other ﬂaws, I alone am responsible. —E. San Juan, Jr. Storrs, CT, USA-Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines
 
 Introduction
 
 I
 
 n February 2006, President Gloria Arroyo of the Philippines issued Proclamation 1017 instituting emergency rule. Arresting nationalist legislators, Arroyo claimed that this measure was meant to protect the Republic from a rightist military coup aided somewhat implausibly by “communist” guerillas. This provoked a scathing editorial in the New York Times (April 5, 2006) censuring Arroyo for betraying the ideals of the 1986 “People Power” movement that brought down the Marcos dictatorship (supported by various U.S. administrations) and ushered back U.S.-style “elite democracy.” The authoritarian Arroyo has been universally condemned for crony corruption, voterigging, intimidation of critical journalists, and general indifference to the worst record so far of human-rights violations in the country’s history (see Afterword). Except for natural disasters and kidnapping of Western tourists, the Philippines had been ignored by the Western mass media—until September 19, 2001, when the country was transformed overnight into the second battlefront in the global war on terrorism (after Afghanistan), especially in the wake of unexpected counter-insurgency disasters in Iraq. The Philippines was the ﬁrst colonial possession of the United States in Southeast Asia following the Spanish-American War at the turn of the last century. Unlike the conquest of Cuba, Puerto Rico, or Hawaii, the United States encountered ﬁerce resistance from the revolutionary forces of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic that had already vanquished the moribund Spanish colonial authority. This episode in the vicissitudes of U.S. “Manifest Destiny” had been effectively obscured or obliterated from public memory—from textbooks and public fora—until the Vietnam War revived the horrors of an anti-imperialist guerilla war first conducted by the Filipinos against over one hundred thousand U.S. troops sent to pacify the islands and “civilize” the natives. Only one North American historian, Gabriel Kolko, dared estimate the political import and moral resonance of this outrage in this all-encompassing indictment: Violence reached a crescendo against the Indian after the Civil War and found a yet bloodier manifestation during the protracted conquest of the Philippines from 1898 until well into the next decade, when anywhere from 200,000 to 600,000 Filipinos were killed in an orgy of racist slaughter that evoked much congratulation and approval from the eminent journals and men of the era who were also much concerned about progress and stability at home. . . .[T]he ﬁrst American entry [into Asia]—and the most ignored—was the bloody XI
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 acquisition of the Philippines and the long repression,. . . which was required when the Americans found that in order really to take the islands, they had ﬁrst to retrieve it by force and chicanery from a Filipino independence movement largely in control at the end of the war with Spain. Americans, with few exceptions, refused to reﬂect on the enormity of this crime, which it later repeated again in a yet more brutal form in Vietnam. But it was from this island base, held ﬁrmly in hand with terrible force, and then also co-option and cultural imperialism, that the United States was to embark on its Asian role, a role that eventually became the most demanding and troublesome in America’s long history. (1984, 42, 286–87)
 
 The ﬁrst Philippine Republic led by General Emilio Aguinaldo, born from a successful war against Spanish feudal theocracy, mounted a determined opposition to the U.S. invading forces. Switching from conventional warfare to guerilla tactics, the resistance proved futile. The war continued for two more decades after Aguinaldo’s capture in 1901. Several provinces resisted to the point where the United States had to employ scorched-earth tactics, including torture such as water-boarding, an interrogation technique for Al-Qaeda suspects approved by Vice-President Dick Cheney (Landay 2006). The U.S. invading army resorted to hamletting, or the “reconcentration” of villages to quarantine the populace from the guerillas, which resulted in widespread atrocities, rapes, epidemics, and mass starvation. In his contribution to the volume The Specter of Genocide: Mass Murder in Historical Perspective, Gavan McCormack argues that the systematic “kill and burn” operations launched by the United States against the Filipinos, an integral part of its violent paciﬁcation program, constitute genocide. He refers to Jean Paul Sartre’s contention that as in Vietnam, “the only anti-guerilla strategy which will be effective is the destruction of the people, in other words, the civilians, women and children” (2003, 267). That is what happened in the Philippines in the ﬁrst half of the bloody twentieth century, the beginning of the U.S. Empire, which the neoconservative “Project of a New American Century” now seeks to revive on the backs of the Iraqis, Afghans, and other people of color. It was not liberation but rather occupation, that “long, hard, bloody slog” of U.S. troops, that suppressed the sovereignty of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic and entrenched a colonial apparatus by violence, co-optation or bribery, and deceptive propaganda about liberty and independence (Kaplan 2003; Wiener 2006).
 
 Revisiting “Manifest Destiny” Except during the 1960s when the Filipino-American War of 1899–1902 was referred to as “the first Vietnam,” the 1.4 million Filipinos who died have usually been considered either collateral damage or victims of insurrection against the imperial authority of the United States (Francisco 1973). In fact, the war did not end in 1902—the Moros resisted up to 1913 (Tan 2002). President Theodore Roosevelt ordered the enactment of the 1902 Brigandage Act in order to stigmatize the Filipino guerillas as “bandits” or “thieves.” Popular revolutionary leaders such as Gen. Luciano
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 San Miguel and Gen. Macario Sakay (who was hanged in 1907) became martyrs to the cause of national liberation. “Ladronism” or simple thievery was then the synonym for “terrorists” in contemporary parlance. Establishment historiography has now glamorized what Max Boot (2003) calls “small wars.” These “savage wars of peace” designate massive military campaigns such as that waged by the United States in the conquest of the Philippines, a feat that purportedly accomplished the providential “mission” of placing the country’s military machine at the service of the “downtrodden” natives. What appeared to be conquest may be interpreted as liberation from the viewpoint of Boot and other missionary apologists of the U.S. Empire (for a critique of current neoimperialist thought, see Foster 2006). Whatever the cost in lives and spiritual evisceration, they contend that these “small wars” are needed to maintain and expand “the empire of liberty.” But, as Greg Bankoff argues, these ethnocentric American studies specialists shrug off the cost of imposing this “empire,” forgetting in the process that the United States was “the only colonial power to establish its dominions by suppressing an indigenous revolution, ignoring a declaration of independence as a meaningful act of sovereignty, and overthrowing a representatively convened national assembly, the Malolos Republic” (2002). This fact of brutal subjugation is not even mentioned in the tiny paragraph or so that appears in most U.S. history textbooks devoted to the Spanish-American War. Stanley Karnow’s In Our Image (1989), the acclaimed post-Vietnam account of this intervention, mentions the ﬁgure of two hundred thousand Filipinos killed in outright ﬁghting. Among historians, only Howard Zinn, Kolko, and William Pomeroy have dwelt on the “genocidal” character of the catastrophe. Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States (1980) notes that three hundred thousand Filipinos were killed in Batangas alone, while William Pomeroy’s American Neo-Colonialism (1970) claims that six hundred thousand Filipinos died in Luzon alone by 1902. The actual ﬁgure of 1.4 million (out of a total population of seven million) covers the period from 1899 to 1907 when resistance by the revolutionary army of the Philippine Republic mutated from outright combat in battle to guerilla skirmishes; it does not include the thousands of Moros (Muslims in Mindanao and Sulu) killed in the ﬁrst two decades of U.S. whitesupremacist domination (Foster, Magdoff and McChesney 2004). Lest people forget, the U.S. ruling class today, since the end of the Cold War and the beginning of the Gulf War, has been deeply mired in an unconscionable, selfrighteous war against the sovereign nations of Iraq, Afghanistan, North Korea, Nepal, Sudan, Venezuela, Somalia, and, of course, the Philippines (see Chapters 1 and 2). With over 446,000 troops abroad in over 725 bases worldwide, the Untied States is planning to transfer thousands of troops from its Okinawa base to ﬂexible entry points in the Philippines. An undisclosed number of U.S. Special Forces (out of roughly 1,500 troops, on average) has been involved in the raging battles in Mindanao and Sulu against Moro insurgents. Meanwhile, in Cotabato, Mindanao, the United States has been constructing a naval/air base larger than Clark and Subic (the former military bases, in Luzon, near Manila, removed in 1991) combined. Under the pretext of the “Balikatan” (joint U.S.-Philippine military) exercises since September 11, 2001, the Arroyo regime has allowed U.S. troops to participate in counter-insurgency maneuvers,
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 some under “humanitarian” cover in direct violation of the Philippine Constitution. It is only a matter of time until full-blown U.S. intervention against forces of the New People’s Army and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front—two insurgent forces opposed to U.S. domination of the Philippine “puppet government”—will result in the killing of thousands of Filipinos, a horriﬁc but preventable repetition of U.S. genocide against the revolutionary forces of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic.
 
 Specter of Genocide As deﬁned by the United Nations’ 1948 “Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide,” genocide means acts “committed with intention to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group.” It is clear that the U.S. colonial conquest of the Philippines deliberately sought to destroy the national sovereignty of the Filipinos, which was embodied in their own revolutionary army and government. The draconian scheme of the U.S. perpetrators included the dissolution of the ethnic identity of the Filipinos as manifested in the rhetoric, policies, and disciplinary regimes enunciated and executed by legislators, politicians, military personnel, and other apparatuses. At least four implemented laws can be adduced to support the thesis of genocide or ethnocide in the period of 1899–1913: 1) the Sedition Law of 1901, which prescribed death or prolonged jail for anyone assisting the Philippine Republic; 2) the Bandolerismo Statute of 1902, which punished membership in any armed band conniving with “ladrones” or guerilla units of the Republic with ten to twenty years imprisonment; 3) the Reconcentration Act of 1903, which relocated entire rural communities in order to deny cover or help for rebels in the countryside; and 4) the Flag Law of 1907, which penalized the display of ﬂags, emblems, or any symbol that would remind people of the Republic and its principles. As Bienvenido Lumbera observes, “an amalgam of racism, Machiavellian politics, cultural ethnocentrism, naked economic opportunism and muscle-ﬂexing imperial ambition dictated the American take-over of Cuba and the Philippines” (2004). The original proponents of the UN document on genocide cited above conceived of genocide as including acts or policies aimed at “preventing the preservation or development” of “racial, national, linguistic, religious, or political groups.” This deﬁnition would include “all forms of propaganda tending by their systematic and hateful character to provoke genocide, or tending to make it appear as a necessary, legitimate, or excusable act.” What the UN had in mind—namely, genocide as the cultural or social death of targeted groups—was purged from the ﬁnal document due to the political interests of the few Western powers that then dominated the world body. What was deleted in the original draft of the UN document are practices considered genocidal in their collective effect. Some of them were carried out in the Philippines by the United States from 1899 until 1946, when the country was ﬁnally granted formal independence. As with the American Indians, U.S. colonization involved, among other criteria, the “destruction of the speciﬁc character of a persecuted group by forced transfer of children, forced exile, prohibition of the use of the national
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 language, destruction of books, documents, monuments, and objects of historical, artistic or religious value.” The goal of all colonialism, whether paternalistic in its methods or totalitarian, is the cultural and social death of the conquered natives—in effect, genocide (for modes of resistance to genocide, see Chapters 3 and 5). We are all inured now to the banality of “collateral damage” incidental to America’s crusade for “regime change” in the name of spreading freedom and democracy everywhere (Blum 2005). In a recent essay, “Genocide and America” (Power 2002), Samantha Power observes that U.S. officials “had genuine difficulty distinguishing the deliberate massacre of civilians from the casualties incurred in conventional conﬂict.” It is precisely the blurring of this distinction in colonial wars through racializing discourses and practices that proves how genocide cannot be fully grasped without analyzing the way the victimizer (the colonizing state power) categorizes the victims (target populations) in integrative, naturalizing modes unique perhaps to the civilizational drives of modernity. Beginning from the rise of merchant capital in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the messianic impulse to genocide springs from the imperative of capital accumulation—the imperative to reduce humans to commodiﬁed labor-power, to saleable goods or services. U.S. “primitive accumulation” began with the early colonies in New England and the slave plantations in the South. It culminated in the nineteenth century with the conquest and annexation of Puerto Rico, Cuba, Guam, Hawaii, and the Philippines. With the historical background of the U.S. extermination drives against the American Indians in particular, and the brutalization of African slaves and Mexicans in general, there is a need for progressive scholars and researchers to concretize this idea of genocide (immanent in the logic of imperial expansion) by pedagogical references to the U.S. colonial pillage and plunder of the Philippines. With the Philippines converted into the second front after Afghanistan in the current U.S. war against “Islamic fundamentalism” (personiﬁed by the Abu Sayyaf group, notorious for kidnapping tourists for ransom; more later) and the thirty-eight-year-old “Maoist” insurgency in the islands officially declared “terrorist” by then Secretary of State Colin Powell, this formerly annexed territory and (by most accounts) persisting neocolony of the United States has taken center stage again in the public sphere. The following two facts in particular have drawn even more attention to the Philippines: ﬁrst, diasporic Filipinos constitute today the largest of the Asian American ethnic group in the United States, and nearly ten million Filipinos constitute the largest assemblage of migrant workers (domestic and semi-skilled labor workers) in the entire world; and second, the Philippines is the “Achilles heel” of U.S. strategic plans to dominate Southeast Asia because of its durable, resurgent nationalist or nationalitarian opposition. This opposition is indexed by, among others, the New People’s Army, which is reported to be comprised of ﬁfteen thousand guerilla ﬁghters, and a more formidable Muslim separatist rebellion, which has at least thirty-ﬁve thousand armed combatants and is supported by about ten million Muslims who comprise the Bangsa Moro Nation. U.S. official and academic discourse on the Philippines, however, continues to uphold the neocolony as an exemplary nation created by U.S. civility and liberal altruism. Before engaging with the political and ideological struggles in the Philippines, I ﬁrst want to sketch here the history of Filipinos in the United States (Chapter 4 condenses their diasporic plight as a non-English-speaking, deterritorialized cohort), and
 
 XVI
 
 •
 
 I NTRODUCTION
 
 then outline brieﬂy the signiﬁcance of the Moro people’s struggle for self-determination (which is addressed fully in Chapter 7).
 
 Entr y into the Promised Land Claims that “Luzon Indios” from the Spanish possessions of Las Islas Filipinas ﬁrst landed in Morro Bay, California, in the sixteenth century, and that “Manillamen” settled near what is now New Orleans, Louisiana, in the eighteenth century, are made to mimic or preempt the Puritan settlement of the United States. These speculations are meant to place conscripted “Indios” ahead of African slaves, Mexican peons, and Chinese “coolies” in the chronology of migrant settlement in North American territory. (Neither California nor Louisiana were then part of the United States.) But they cannot overshadow the historical fact that Filipinos, unevenly hispanized Malays with dark brown skin, first entered the American consciousness with their colonial subjugation as a result of the Filipino-American War, formerly called “the Philippine insurrection,” at the turn of the last century. The arrival of Filipinos in U.S. territory—ﬁrst in Guam as exiles, then in Hawaii and the U.S. West Coast—was inaugurated by the subjugation of the Filipino revolutionary forces at the beginning of the twentieth century and the annexation of the islands (together with Puerto Rico) as a direct colony of the emerging U.S. empire. Niels Mulder sums up the effect of U.S. rule as follows: a neocolonial client state with citizens hobbled by “attitudes of dependence, mendicancy, imitation, alienation, and self-doubt” (1996, 198). Instead of a national discourse, the idea and practice of nationhood, germinating from social life, there prevailed a “rhetoric of rapacious, dynastic politicians” in a country devoid of history, with “progress” based on “borrowed, expedient ideas.” Instead of a civil public sphere where deliberation on the “meaning and function of the nation as a moral body politic” flourished, there prevailed a politics of power centered on competing personalities, the narrow interests of political dynasties, and elite families exercising patronage (Mulder 1996, 190–91). What we have in the Philippines is a social formation ruled by corrupt, graft-ridden compradors (merchants promoting foreign interests), semi-feudal oligarchs, and bureaucrat-capitalists dependent on U.S. military and political support, and the acquiescence of an Americanized electorate. Although formally independent, the Philippines has now become the largest source of Southeast Asian immigrants to the United States. It also supplies cheap labor and mercenaries for the Pentagon’s adventures in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere. The reasons for this anomaly need to be analyzed and evaluated in historical depth, an inquiry started in the ﬁrst four chapters. After the defeat of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic in the Filipino-American War, the Philippines became a source of vital raw materials and a reservoir of low-cost human capital. The early decades of colonial paciﬁcation established the discounted geopolitical status of the new colony. Peasants were recruited by the Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association as cheap contract labor when the Gentlemen’s Agreement of 1908 cut off the Japanese supply. Feudal oppression, racial exclusion, and class inferiorization drove
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 rural Filipinos from their homes, while the lure of adventure and rumored easy wealth blurred the hardships formerly endured by Mexican farmhands, whose presence in the United States was now restricted by the Immigration Act of 1924. The poignant narrative of this dispossession is found in the ﬁrst half of Carlos Bulosan’s now classic ethnobiography, America Is in the Heart (1948), as well as in contemporary “seditious” writing in the vernacular. A series of prejudicial errors continue to vitiate the orthodox genealogy of Filipino dislocation and dispersion. In the ﬁrst place, Filipinos as colonial “wards” (from 1899 to 1935, the year of the establishment of the Philippine Commonwealth) were not immigrants, strictly construed. About four hundred students (called pensionados) on U.S. government scholarship are often cited as the ﬁrst “wave” of immigrants from the Philippines (their migration occurred from 1903 until 1924). In reality, the new Anglo rulers invested in the education of these colonial subjects so that they would return to the Philippines to serve as the middle stratum of loyal subalterns who, subordinated to landlords and compradors, would legitimize U.S. domination. From this segment would come the bureaucrat-capitalists and the subservient intelligentsia of the Commonwealth and the postwar Republic. Today they play the role of reactionary technocrats and petty administrators for the oligarchic elite that comprises less than 1 percent of 87 million Filipinos. An ironic sequel to this initial moment of the Filipino diaspora is the inﬂux of “brain drain” professionals (doctors, nurses, technicians) in the 1960s up to the present. Either indifferent or assimilated, they now function as part of the “buffer race,” displacing tensions between whites and blacks. Meanwhile, the political exiles and economic refugees of the Marcos dictatorship (1972–1986), like former president Corazon Aquino, returned home to further reinforce Filipino subalternity and promote the massive export of Filipino “Overseas Contract Workers”—now labeled “Overseas Filipino Workers” (OFW)—whose remittances (reaching thirteen billion dollars last year) have kept the economy aﬂoat. It seems that the former colonial wards have successfully learned their new role as wily, bonaﬁde denizens of Empire.
 
 Ordeals of Refusal and Accommodation Filipino bodies and intelligence have indeed contributed immensely to the development of the U.S. Empire. As the major labor force in agribusiness in Hawaii and the West Coast, and in the Alaskan canneries, over one hundred thousand “Pinoys/Pinays” and “Manongs” (affectionate terms of address referring to the migrant laboring Filipinos) helped build the infrastructure of U.S. industrial capitalism. From 1907 to 1933, Filipino “nationals,” neither citizens nor aliens, numbered 118,436—7 out of 10 percent of Hawaii plantation workers. Severely exploited and conﬁned to squalid barracks, Filipinos joined with Japanese, Chinese, Korean, and other nationalities in a series of militant strikes in 1920 and 1924. One of these agitators, Pedro Calosa, was forced to return to the islands where he ﬁgured prominently in the Sakdal insurrection of 1935 against feudal exploitation and U.S. imperial rule (Olson 1979; Takaki 1989).
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 The neocolony was also useful as the source of an Americanized reserve labor force. As late as 1949, six hundred workers from the independent Republic of the Philippines were imported by the sugar planters to break up strikes in Hawaii led by the International Longshoreman’s and Warehouseman’s Union. The 1990 census indicates that 168,682 Filipinos reside in Hawaii, most of them employed in the service industries (restaurants, hotels, tourist agencies, entertainment) as low-paid semi-skilled laborers. The election of Filipino American lawyer Benjamin Cayetano as governor of Hawaii offers a signal lesson of subsumption: his success depends more on Japanese and white support than on the political mobilization of his own fractious ethnic constituency. Another mistake needs to be rectiﬁed. The theory of “migration waves”—a formulaic paradigm for classifying Filipinos—broke down when sizeable numbers of Filipinos moved from Hawaii to California, Oregon, and Washington according to the business cycle and local contingencies. Predominantly male (only one out of fourteen Filipinos were women in the 1920s and 1930s), the majority of thirty thousand Filipinos in bachelor communities circulated from farm to farm in seasonal rhythm in the ﬁrst three decades of the last century. Others worked in the Alaskan canneries, as Pullman porters in Chicago, as volunteers in the U.S. Navy, and more frequently as transient domestics— janitors, kitchen helpers, cooks, house cleaners, and hospital attendants. Stoop labor generally received $2.50 a day for six days, half of what factory workers earned in the late 1920s. Without the benevolent associations or credit cooperatives that were found among Chinese, Japanese, and Korean immigrants, Filipinos actively affiliated with other groups in union organizing and other progressive, multiethnic initiatives in the 1930s and 1940s. The socioeconomic Depression of the 1930s aggravated the virulent racism toward Filipinos, who were already victimized by previous anti-“Oriental” legislation. Up to 1942, longtime residents were denied the right to own land, marry whites, or apply for welfare. Citizenship was still reserved for “white persons,” as stipulated by a 1934 court ruling that upheld the 1790 naturalization law. Racist violence culminated in the 1930 riots at Exeter, Watsonville, and Stockton, California. These attacks were motivated by the belief that Filipinos lowered the standard of living while also enjoying “the society of white girls” (on anti-miscegenation laws against Filipinos, see Volpp 2000). Carlos Bulosan, the radical writer-activist, captured the saga of Filipino resistance from the thirties to the outbreak of World War II in his stories, essays, poems, and letters (San Juan 1995; San Juan 1996). Displacing the Manongs’ ﬁxation on taxi-dance halls, bars, poolrooms, and Manilatown, union organizer Philip Vera Cruz memorialized the evolution of the deracinated traveler or sojourner to the intransigent militant of the United Farm Workers of America in the 1960s. Today, young activists and organic intellectuals in such progressive associations as BAYAN International, Anak-Bayan, and Sandiwa are carrying on the radical legacy of the Filipino strike leaders in Hawaii, Seattle, and other cities where decisive class collisions marked the sharpening crisis of ﬁnance capital. Immigration was virtually halted by the Philippine Independence Act of 1934. Enormous Filipino sacriﬁces in Bataan and Corregidor ﬁghting with American “Expeditionary Forces in the Far East” during World War II exerted a positive inﬂuence
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 on public opinion. In 1942, at last, Filipinos in the United States became eligible for naturalization. Thousands volunteered for military service. Due to unequal power relations between the two countries and the hegemony of white-supremacist ethos, however, about seventy thousand Filipino veterans of World War II, many dying or already dead, are still awaiting full beneﬁts to which they are entitled. Will the captured bells of Balangiga, Samar (where Filipinos inﬂicted the deadliest blow on U.S. invading forces in 1901), ever be returned and apologies for U.S. genocide offered? The liberation of the Philippines from Japanese Occupation (1942–1945) restored the iniquitous social structure on top of the incalculable physical and spiritual damage wrought by the war. Neocolonial “Americanization” plus a continuation of “free trade” and privileges for a minority elite intensiﬁed the impoverishment of the peasantry, women, petty bourgeois entrepreneurs, government employees, professionals, and urban workers—hence the push to search for jobs in the United States and elsewhere. Nearly ten million Filipinos now constitute the largest late-modern diaspora of workers exchanged around the world. From 1946 to 1965, 35,700 Filipinos entered the United States as immigrants. Most of these families, residing in New York, Chicago, and the big cities of Hawaii, California, and Washington, earned their livelihood from industrial occupations and blue collar work. The legendary “Manongs” of Vera Cruz’s generation had suddenly become nostalgia-ﬁxated relics of the past, even ignored by postmodernist Filipino academics. The post-1965 contingent of Filipinos crucially altered the character of the Filipino community: 85 percent were high school graduates, and most were professionals and highly skilled personnel who ﬁtted the demands of the U.S. economy. But because of race-biased licensing and hiring practices, they found themselves underemployed, marginalized, or excluded from society. Family reuniﬁcation fostered by new legislation contributed to the leap from a total population of 343,000 Filipinos in 1970 to more than one million in the early 1990s. Today, with Filipinos numbering nearly three million and with over sixty thousand arriving every year, this group represents the largest community originating from one nation-state in the Asian Paciﬁc Islander category.
 
 Af ter the Deluge Are Filipinos postcolonial hybrids, transnational crossborders, or ambivalent subalterns, as trendy pundits insist? Historical coordinates and empirical data provide the materials for a plausible answer. The Filipino American community at present occupies a peculiar position in the socioeconomic landscape. Although highly educated, with professional, military, or technical backgrounds, passably ﬂuent in English, and nestled in large relatively stable families (average households include 5.4 persons of which at least two are employed), Filipinos in general earn less than whites and all other Asian groups, except the Vietnamese (Chan 1991; Ong, Bonacich, and Cheng 1994). With women workers in the majority, Filipinos are invisible or absent in prestigious managerial positions.
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 Erroneously considered part of the mythical “model minority,” they are denied beneﬁts under Affirmative Action and “equal opportunity” state laws. Labor market segmentation, cultural assimilation under U.S. neocolonial hegemony, and persistent institutional racism explain the inferiorized status of Filipinos (discussed in Chapter 4). Owing to the rise of anti-imperialist mass movements in the Philippines since the 1960s and the recent outburst of socialist-oriented insurgency, the Filipino community has undergone profound, arguably irreversible changes. While the opportunistic “politics of identity” born in the Civil Rights struggles still ﬁnds resonance among the informed middle sector, Filipino Americans as a whole tend to identify with mainstream society. Colonial mentality (as Renato Constantino and others have explained) is alive and well, thanks to neoliberal globalization endorsed by former president Fidel Ramos and by Gloria Arroyo. Most Filipino social clubs are either conservative, predatory, or parochial in their concerns. The rest seems to have succumbed to the fabled “melting pot” of a wished-for transnational America embedded in the cannibalistic racial polity. Despite antagonisms arising from linguistic and regional diversity, conscientious segments of Filipino youth are wrestling with the limitations of patriarchal authority, familism, kinship, and ﬁlial piety. Uprooted from their natal habitat, they refuse to perform the role of “ﬂoating signiﬁers” of chic transnationalism and the postnationalist cosmopolitanism in vogue. They also reject the patronizing ethnography of neopragmatic American historians, sociologists, anthropologists, and political scientists. The militant ones are beginning to problematize and explore their commonality with other racialized communities (African Americans, Latinos, American Indians, Arab Americans, and others). As the national hero Jose Rizal (1961) once proposed, the hope of national regeneration lies in a “conscienticized,” dynamic Filipino youth. A reciprocal interaction between ethnic consciousness and historical determination characterizes the subjectivity and social behavior of Filipino Americans. Generalizations can only be haphazardly ventured here. While intermarriage continues, particularly worsened by the “mail-order bride” business, and while ethnic enclaves are being eroded amid residential segregation, Filipinos—both U.S. born and “foreign born”—are acquiring a more sophisticated sense of themselves as a historically singular nationality. In the last two decades, Filipino professionals and intellectuals have begun to articulate a unique dissident sensibility based not on nostalgia, nativism, or putative ethnocentrism but on the long, durable revolutionary tradition of the Filipino masses and the emancipatory projects of grassroots movements in the Philippines. This trend proceeds steadily amid the siren calls of careerism, hothouse indigenism, consumerism, and anarchic individualism. Frequent travels, exposure visits, and charitable pilgrimages of doctors have converged to arouse a still inchoate liberationist, national-democratic spirit. This can only heighten with the return of U.S. “Special Forces” to their neocolonial “hunting ground” to inﬂict havoc on Filipinos who reject neoliberal globalization under the International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank (WB), and Pentagon auspices. Claims that Filipino uniqueness springs from a cooperative family structure and egalitarian gender relation need to be questioned in the face of internal class conﬂicts, sexism, individualist competition, and color prejudice. It is impossible to divorce
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 Filipinos from the problems of the larger class-divided, racialized U.S. society and from the effects of the global power conﬂicts conﬁguring U.S.-Philippine relations. This has become more true with the deportation of large numbers of Filipinos after 9/11, mass layoffs due to the U.S. Patriot Act, the racial proﬁling of Filipinos as a form of collective ostracism. This quarantine partly derives from the persistence of using the Abu Sayyaf bandit-gang as stigmata or a categorizing mark for the Philippines as the “second front” in the U.S. war against “extremists” oblivious to the blessings of U.S.-style elite democracy and market-dictated, self-serving liberties. The image of the Filipino as “potential terrorist” or “suspect” alien now haunts the communities in California, Hawaii, greater Chicago, New York, and elsewhere. An indepth analysis of this new mode of representation and knowledge-production, while broached in this discourse, requires a separate monograph. Only heuristic guidelines for research shall be delineated here. I suggest a thought-experiment for rumination: If Filipinos have no solid identity core, if they are quite susceptible to any or all interpellations, how can they become true, authentic Americans, whatever the term “American” means? Can one construct something organic and viable on the ruins of self-denial, shame, alienation, and puppetry? What needs more critical inquiry is not the supposed easy adaptation or integration of Filipinos in U.S. society, but the received consensus that Filipinos remain unassimilable if not obdurate recalcitrant elements. Allegedly, they are not quite “oriental” nor Hispanic; at best they appear as hybrid diasporic subjects (more than ten million Filipinos are now scattered around the planet) with suspect loyalties. Filipinos, however, cannot be called ambivalent “transnationals” or transmigrants because of racialized, ascribed markers (physical appearance, accent, peculiar non-white folkways, and other distinctive qualities) that are needed to sustain and reproduce Eurocentric white supremacy. Even the affluent exceptions prove the rule. Ultimately, Filipino agency in the era of global capitalism becomes a key question. Its efficacy depends not only on the process of social transformation in the United States, but rather, more crucially, on the fate of the struggle for autonomy and populardemocratic sovereignty in the land of the nationality’s birth, in tinubuang lupa (literally, “land where one grew up”; see Chapters 3 and 5). Only a truly prosperous, free, and independent Philippines can give Filipinos their authentic and singular identity, their common habitation, the historically concrete locus of their names (San Juan 2000). From the dialectic of particular and general arises the concrete universal, the versatile and dynamic singular: the Filipino community as bearer of a nascent emancipatory power.
 
 Scholastic Pacification After a century of U.S. neocolonial “tutelage,” the Philippines remains a tell-tale gap or omission in the public understanding of world affairs. Perhaps it is partial or distorted knowledge rather than primordial ignorance, or ethnocentric dogmatism (as I have alluded to earlier), that explains the marginality of the Philippines to the American optic. A. Owen Aldridge, a respected expert on Asian culture, remarks on the multiplicity of
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 languages in the Philippines as follows: “A small country such as the Philippines—not much larger than the state of Rhode Island—uses four languages, Chinese, English, Spanish, and the native Tagalog, and its literature is written in the latter three” (1986, 20). The facts show otherwise: Chinese is not really counted as one of the major languages, Spanish is now effectively obsolete, and Filipino, as mandated by the 1987 Constitution of the Republic, is an evolving lingua franca, drawing from the substantial lexicon and morphemic reservoir of more than eight major languages. Aldridge’s pronouncement may be taken as an index of the dominant fallacious view of the Philippines in the humanities and social sciences, with a few instructive exceptions that I cite in this book. The situation of Western knowledge-production about the Philippines and its people is indeed in a dismal rebarbative state. Despite the appearance of Amy Kaplan and Donald Pease’s Cultures of United States Imperialism, and recent works like Kenneth Bauzon’s Liberalism and the Quest for Islamic Identity in the Philippines, Michael Salman’s The Embarrassment of Slavery, and a few others, canonical American Studies and related disciplines continue to follow a neo-exceptionalist orientation. It has reconﬁgured “Manifest Destiny” in the postmodernist idiom of transnational hybridity and other cosmopolitanist versions. In spite of this, no American or European scholar can give even a minimally convincing explanation of the Abu Sayyaf phenomenon in the Philippines. We may ask at this point to what extent the discipline of American Studies and Cultural Studies in general, for all its claims of offering pluralist, nonessentialist critiques of hegemonic Establishment orthodoxies, has engaged the crisis of market-driven globalization, and in particular U.S. imperial violence against people across the globe (for an inventory, see the works of Noam Chomsky, Samir Amin, James Petras, and others). The answer is that they have done precious little, from the perspective of superexploited OFWs and the victims of constant U.S. bombing in the contested zones of the Middle East, Afghanistan, Colombia, Sudan, Nepal, and elsewhere. As I have already intimated, both the formidable Muslim insurgency and the durable national-democratic and socialist mobilization in the Philippines ﬁnd their legitimacy articulated in a complex genealogy of events and personalities at the beginning of the twentieth century. It began with the U.S. massacre of thousands of Filipino Muslims in the ﬁrst two decades of the twenty-ﬁrst century (justly indicted by Mark Twain when they occurred in 1904–1906), and the 1.4 million Filipino casualties of the Filipino-American War, which continued until 1916 with the bloody paciﬁcation of the Moro people. That Anglo-Saxon “civilizing mission,” which led to the violent annexation of the Philippines, Guam, Puerto Rico, Cuba, and eventually Hawaii, found incarnation again in the Cold War apotheosis of the U.S. as “exceptional” leader of the “free world.” This was quickly refurbished after 9/11 with the Washington Consensus leading a “humanitarian” war against the “axis of evil,” which included Iraq, Iran, North Korea, Cuba, Syria, and by extension, the Abu Sayyaf gang in the remote jungles of Basilan, southern Philippines (originally set up by the U.S. Counter-Intelligence Agency via the Armed Forces of the Philippines [AFP]), and a nationwide assembly of armed combatants led by the Communist Party of the Philippines.
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 In the context of the current project of “internationalizing” American Studies, I suggest a refocusing of this particular experience of U.S. ethnocidal imperialism in the Philippines as one source for later U.S. involvements in the Caribbean (Calder 1984), Oceania, Africa, Central America, and Vietnam. As I suggested earlier (in a contribution to the CROSSROADS Internet exchange on “critical internationalism” in American Studies), the discipline of American Studies can renew its critical energies by regrounding itself in a multipolar, anti-neoliberal perspective (this time, in the wake of the post-9/11 revival of pax Americana, exceptionalism revindicated). One way of accomplishing this task is by revisiting that historical conjuncture in which U.S. racializing state-power—called by some “benevolent” compadre imperialism—acquired superordinate authority in reconstituting the neocolonial nation-state, and examining how this political encounter with Filipino dissidence reshaped in turn some crucial aspects of U.S. institutions (law, mass media, anthropology, and other ﬁelds of American national identity formation), including its policies on immigration and the toleration of internal dissent. We encounter interminable paradigm-shifts in this remapping of U.S.-Philippines relations. The Moro people’s struggle for dignity and self-determination has placed under rigorous interrogation the hallowed theories of cultural pluralism and paternalist tolerance that continue to legitimize the subordination of diverse ethnic groups to elite control despite minor concessions to the demands of the Islamic states. Meanwhile, the Lumads, Igorots, Agtas, and thousands of other indigenous communities continue to be at the mercy of foreign corporations that plunder their natural resources and poison their habitats. Liberal political norms and laws partial to business and property-owners in general have led, since colonial times, to the severe dispossession, exclusion, and utter impoverishment of the Moro people, as a distinct historical community united under Islamic faith and an uninterrupted history of preserving its autonomy through various modes of anticolonial resistance. Since the Spanish colonial period (1621–1898) and the American colonial period (1899–1946) up to the present hegemony of U.S. and transnational corporations, the Moro people have suffered national, class, and religious oppression. The Moro insurgents are labeled “terrorists” and stigmatized daily by the media, schools, Christian churches, and international business. It is the obligation of Filipino national democrats and progressive organizations around the world to affirm the Moro people’s right to self-determination and to offer material and moral support. In Chapter 7 I have tried to express solidarity with the Moros by offering a preliminary critique of neoliberal ideology (including a certain type of sectarian ultra-leftism) that apologizes for, and foments overtly and covertly, the genocidal wars now raging in the Moro homeland, the southern Philippines.
 
 Prophesying Festivals of the Oppressed After September 11, 2001, corporate globalization as a dialectical nexus of global understanding and local experience quickly evolved into a universal Manichean war of
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 the “civilized” against the “barbarians.” The repressed historical past returned in the form of U.S. troops “recolonizing” the Philippines, its former colony in Southeast Asia. This time the “barbarians” were not the Filipino insurrectos, but Muslim separatists born from the Cold War and the seasoned combatants of a revitalized populardemocratic, socialist revolution. To preserve its eroded world hegemony, the United States has recast its neocolony, the Philippines, into a laboratory for anti-terror technopolitics (a topic explored in Chapter 6). But this maneuver begets its opposite: the demonizing of the Abu Sayyaf bandits indiscriminately lumped with the Communist-led New People’s Army has only produced its antithesis in a broad united front of all classes and sectors oppressed by U.S. racialized, imperial power. The disciplined praxis of left-wing insurgents has effectively mobilized a substantial part of the ten million strong Filipino diaspora around the world that suffers from the same neoliberal exigencies that have kindled the ﬁre of Islamic ressentiment. Meanwhile, the Moro community in the southern Philippines has invoked the principle of self-determination, its right to share the ethical and moral resources of its ancestral habitat and lifeworld. Crisis has indeed overtaken the ancien regime of the peripheral, dependent Philippines. Embodying the principles of radical Enlightenment humanism in multifaceted practices of resistance all over the country, Filipino progressives are uniting with Muslim militants to confront the insidious behemoth of globalization safeguarded by U.S. troops and their mercenaries in the local oligarchy. A new dialectic of local praxis and global outreach is emerging from the oppositional strategies of women, indigenous communities, peasants, workers, students, middle strata of professionals, and so on, embodying a new political subjectivity via a disruption of U.S. civilizational discourse and its instrumentalities. The construction of this transitional protean subjectivity, a strategic coalition of anti-imperialist forces, is the urgent project of Filipino nationaldemocratic liberation. What remains to be carefully appreciated, above all, is the historical speciﬁcity of each of the individual projects of decolonization and national liberation in various “Third World” societies—their class composition, historical roots, programs, ideological tendencies, and political agendas within the context of “humanitarian” imperial supremacy (for a background on the capitalist crisis, see Fitt, Faire, and Vigier 1980; Dickhut 1986). It is imprudent if not fatuous to pronounce summary judgments on the character and fate of nationalist movements in the peripheral formations without focusing on the complex manifold relations between colonizer and colonized, and the dialectical interaction between their forces as well as others caught in the conﬂict (Weightman 1970). Otherwise, the result would be a mendacious, deceptive utopianism such as that found in U.S. “postnationalist” or transnationalizing discourse that, in the ﬁnal analysis, functions as an apology for the machinations of the transnational corporate powers ensconced in the nation-states of the global North, in particular for the hegemonic rule of the United States, the only remaining superpower claiming to act in the name of everyone’s well-being and salvation. Uneven development in the capitalist world system has historically afforded “weak links” in the periphery for radical transformation from below. In this era of predatory
 
 I NTRODUCTION
 
 •
 
 XXV
 
 globalization, contested territories like Colombia, Palestine, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Lebanon, Somalia, and others in Africa and Latin America remain unstable territories of precariously conﬂicted modernities. Contradictory modes of production, while they generate manifold tensions and disjunctures, at the same time constitute the unsynchronized social formations. Social relations are constantly unﬁxed and disintegrated despite ongoing processes of commodiﬁcation and reiﬁcation. In such societies, intense class warfare overdetermined by heterogeneous ideological and political forces is intensifying the unstable equilibrium of the body politic toward an unending cycle of revolutionary ruptures. The Philippines exemplifies one such body politic in this new millennium. The project of national liberation acquires substance in the Filipino critique of imperialist ideology and its vision of a truly sovereign, just, egalitarian society. Among Filipino organic intellectuals, Renato Constantino (1978) is distinguished for his acute grasp of how the profound Americanization of the Filipino psyche, mediated through the instrumentalities of education, mass media, elections, etc., prevented the majority from seeing through the myths of American democracy, free trade, altruism, and so on. Constantino exposed the function of the Filipino elite, the “new ilustrados,” as effective conduits for neocolonial control, a fact witnessed by succeeding administrations’ sycophancy to the United States since the Philippines’ nominal independence in 1946. The criminal regime of Ferdinand Marcos at the height of the Cold War epitomized the demagoguery, corruption, and brutality of the neocolonial state manipulated by U.S. overseers (Constantino 1978; Sison and De Lima 1998). Not to be outdone, the treacherous policies of President Gloria Arroyo have not only abetted the vicious U.S. aggression in Afghanistan and Iraq but also surrendered the country’s sovereignty to the Pentagon as well as to the onerous diktat of the managers of globalization, the tyrannical “conditionalities” and stipulations of the WB/IMF/WTO (Tuazon et al. 2002; Tolentino and Raymundo 2006). From the Marcos dictatorship to the politically bankrupt regimes of Corazon Aquino, Fidel Ramos, Joseph Estrada, and Macapagal-Arroyo, the majority of citizens suffered intolerable hardships and unconscionable deprivation of the means to satisfy basic human needs (such as food, shelter, and medical care). Countless atrocities and human rights violations perpetrated by the neocolonial state since the Marcos era are still unaccounted for, haunting us up to this day. Severe unemployment caused by the IMF-WB’s “structural conditionalities” and government policies of privatization and deregulation have driven millions of Filipinos to seek work abroad (Gonzalez 1999). With a corrupt oligarchy that supervises not only the state apparatuses of coercion and surveillance but also the institutions of civil society, the U.S. strategy of “low intensity democracy,” which accompanies a whole panoply of counter-revolutionary measures, continues to damage the daily lives of workers, peasants, women, urban poor, and middle strata (Amojelar 2006; Instituto del Tercer Mundo 1999). Taking account of the U.S. military presence in the Philippines for almost a century, and the U.S. stranglehold over its economy, culture and politics, Filipino jurist Romeo Capulong recently handed out the following judgment based on a substantial inventory of evidence: “I find the U.S. government accountable for war crimes and crimes against humanity it committed
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 and continues to commit against the Filipino people and peoples of other countries in over more than a century of colonial and neocolonial rule in the Philippines” (1986; for CIA involvement, see Shalom 1981; Smith 1976). The verdict still awaits execution by the masses of victims and their traumatized communities. In the Philippines, ﬁerce class warfare characterizes everyday life. The polarization of the majority of poor peasants, landless workers, professionals, artisans, and the urban poor on the one side, and the minority of compradors, feudal landlords, and bureaucrat capitalists on the other is constantly disrupting the hegemonic order of “cacique democracy” (Anderson 1995) initially set up by U.S. colonial legislation. Overt and disguised forms of neocolonial (not postcolonial) control by mainly Western ﬁnance capital, operating through transnational business ﬁrms and agencies, multilateral non-governmental organizations (NGO), private philanthropies, religious collectivities, and so on, are being challenged in various ways. The political terrain of struggle includes a variety of fronts and sites in addition to the labor-capital arena. Apart from armed confrontations in the countryside, and despite severe repression (warrantless arrests, extra-judicial murder by paramilitary squads, forcible disappearances, torture, and rape) by the AFP and the national police, resistance by legal reform-oriented groups does occur. Hundreds of partisans and allies of the Bayan Muna party, and countless journalists, lawyers, church personnel, women organizers, and civil-rights activists engaged in peaceful legal work, have been killed during the last three years (see Appendix). Despite this circumscribed field of oppositional dissidence in the space of a compromised “civil society,” and despite the militarization of public sectors and the nonstop indoctrination by the manipulated media, the struggle for participatory democracy, justice, and national independence continues with lucid, compassionate audacity.
 
 Toward Self-Determined Lives In the Philippines, the revolutionary movement for participatory democracy and social justice is advancing toward a concrete universality embodied in the goal of national liberation and socialist reconstruction. It includes not only the armed partisans of the New People’s Army, the Communist Party of the Philippines, and other organizations gathered in the National Democratic Front, but also parallel or complementary movements of resistance mounted by women’s groups, artists and writers, the urban poor, ethnic communities, and the large contingent of mobile Filipino workers abroad, which is comprised of almost ten million scattered around the world and a substantial contingent of migrant settlers based in North America. In this milieu, the Filipinization of Marxist principles and socialist thought is proceeding with native resourcefulness. This trend seeks to fuse the mobilizing of representative democratic practices in the grassroots with the indigenous tradition of anti-imperialist resistance and its long record of internationalist solidarity. The errors of economism, dogmatic centralism, and ultra-leftism are being criticized daily from dialectical, historical-materialist perspectives. Filipinization of the bourgeois democratic heritage drawn from the best elements of the European rationalist-empiricist tradition
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 (as mediated by Rizal, Bonifacio, Mabini, Lope K. Santos, Salvador P. Lopez, Renato Constantino, Amado V. Hernandez, and others) is proceeding in conjunction with multiple strategies of subverting the current illegitimate regime and its subservience to the Leviathan of remorseless proﬁt-making. It offers a historically grounded counterhegemonic response to capitalist globalization (via NGOs, academic exchanges, business partnerships, personal contacts, U.S.-AID programs, etc.) by stressing local projects of autonomy and indigenizing initiatives of cultural workers, professionals, labor activists, and others. As responsible militants in the Philippine countryside always stressed, the starting point of any transformative practice is our own concrete reality. In this way, only by a mode of nationalist self-reliance can “Third World” socialism revitalize itself and mount a formidable challenge to transnational corporate depredations of peoples in the global South. As a late-modern ideological phenomenon, nationalism in general exhibits polymorphous forms and so resists abstract universalizing deﬁnition. In Fatherland or Mother Earth? Michael Löwy (1998) has cogently demonstrated the need to apply a historically determinate analytic rooted in the axiom of historical speciﬁcity in order to ascertain the contradictory trends in various manifestations of nationalism today. This is necessary if we want to avoid fallacious transferences and unmediated predications of one species (for example, communalist, fundamentalist, racist nationalisms) on multiple others (for example, civic, popular-democratic, anti-imperialist). To be sure, U.S. or Japanese nationalism is quite diametrically the opposite of Filipino or Iraqi nationalism, the former being oppressive racist-chauvinist acts of aggression and the latter being cocrete modes of resistance against them. Failure to make this elementary distinction condemns postnationalist cosmopolites to become unwitting stooges of white-supremacist triumphalism (Couttie 2005). This may be observed in the deconstructive “transnationalism” of hegemonic scholastics in the global North and its uncritical reception by intellectuals in the global South. Because of the historical speciﬁcity of the Philippines’s emergence as a dependent formation subjugated by the United States in the twentieth century, radical Filipino nationalism grounds its popular and democratic impulses in the anti-colonial revolution against Spain from 1896 until 1898. This central event of the decolonizing movement evolved into the Filipino-American war of 1899–1902 and its sequels, articulated with the Moro resistance up to 1913 against U.S. genocidal aggression. Its anti-imperialist, “mass-line” orientation thus imbues it with a concrete internationalist perspective. Right from the start, then, Filipino nationalism derives from democratic, anti-feudal, egalitarian sources. It is informed by secular humanist principles discernible in such developments as the founding of the ﬁrst Filipino trade unions in the ﬁrst two decades of U.S. colonial rule, the Sakdal peasant uprising and workers’ revolts in the 1930s, the left-wing guerilla Huk resistance to the Japanese invaders in the forties and to U.S. intervention in the ﬁfties, and the resurgence of nationalist protest in the sixties and early seventies. The neocolonial client state (from 1946 up to the present) came into existence only by an unprecedented revision of the Philippine Constitution: U.S. citizens enjoyed the same rights as Filipinos to exploit the country’s natural resources (Abaya 1967; Lichanco 2007). Mandated by ratiﬁed treaties and secret executive agreements, the
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 United States maintained numerous military bases and installations, as well as supplied and supervised (and continues to do so up to now) the AFP and various police agencies that served its global “Cold War” strategy and its current agenda of a preemptive, unilateral war on any group or state that dares to challenge its worldwide political ascendancy. Dialectical analysis can grasp the reactionary uses of selected motifs and symbols from the popular nationalist tradition by the landlord, comprador, and bureaucratcapitalist classes under U.S. patronage. This oligarchy exploited the legacy of the 1896 revolution to try to establish their moral-ideological leadership, but their attempts have failed—violence and other coercive means enabled a fragile legitimacy enough to earn neocolonial status in the Philippine Commonwealth (1935–1946) and the subsequent puppet Republics (from 1946 through the present). Four instances of U.S. militarypolitical intervention may be cited to prove dependency: the manipulation of then President Ramon Magsaysay’s populism against the Huks in the ﬁfties; the unquestioning sponsorship of the Marcos dictatorship (1972–1986); the patronage of Corazon Aquino’s “total war” against the Bangsa Moro forces and the New People’s Army after the February 1986 insurrection; and Washington’s backing of the Arroyo administration through foreign aid, military logistics, and the unlimited entry of U.S. troops to thwart Moro separatism and inhibit the expansion of the New People’s Army throughout the islands. From the standpoint of the irremediable crisis in the Philippines since the end of the Vietnam War, U.S.-backed policies of developmentalism or top-down modernization have utterly failed in improving the quality of life for the majority. Sporadic protests and electoral reforms have failed to alter the status quo of inequality and injustice. The resistance against globalization and its neoliberal extortions is spearheaded today by a national-democratic mass movement with a sustainable grassroots constituency. There is also a durable left-oriented insurgency that seeks to articulate the transformative logic of the “unﬁnished revolution” of 1896 in its demand for genuine sovereignty against IMF/WB/WTO impositions, and for equality and social justice for the majority of impoverished citizens, 10 percent of whom are now migrant workers abroad due to economic backwardness and political oppression in the Philippines. With three thousand Filipinos leaving everyday, and a million leaving annually, a diasporic community of expatriates and émigrés is emerging as a potential base for long-range socialist mobilization. In sum, Filipino nationalism constantly renews its emancipatory drive by forging or revitalizing new political subjects (such as women, church workers, indigenous, or ethnic minorities) at varying historical conjunctures. It is organically embedded in a long-sustained tradition of emancipatory movements whose origin evokes in part the Enlightenment narrative of popular sovereignty as mediated by homegrown protagonists interacting with external inﬂuences. The paradigm of national liberation thus bears a complex genealogy of native and borrowed constituents in permanent synergy. Its sites of actualization are the local events of mass protests and individually differentiated resistances against persisting U.S. domination in complicity with the comprador oligarchy. In effect, the body politic of the Filipino “nation” remains in the process of being invented primarily through diverse modes of opposition against corporate
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 transnationalism and its commodifying destructiveness. It is therefore fashioning without interruption appropriate forms of cultural identity and autonomous political subjectivity. It selects from past legacies and present contingencies, and is open to solidarity and collaboration with all progressive, egalitarian struggles of people of color and working people everywhere for a more just, equal, war-free, sustainable world in place of the exhausted, life-denying dystopia of globalizing capital.
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 CHAPTER 1
 
 Post-9/11 Warnings The Return of the Anglo Conquistadors The tradition of all the dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the brain of the living. —Karl Marx On the Asiatic coast, washed by the waves of the ocean, lie the smiling Philippines. Six years ago we saw the benevolent Yankees, we saw the Washington Senate at work there. Not ﬁre-spewing mountains—there, American riﬂes mowed down human lives in heaps. —Rosa Luxemburg
 
 W
 
 hen U.S. occupation troops in Iraq continued to suffer casualties everyday after the war officially ended, academics and journalists began in haste to supply capsule histories comparing the situation of the troops in Iraq with that of troops in the Philippines during the Filipino-American War (1899–1902). A New York Times essay summed up the lesson in its title, “In 1901 Philippines, Peace Cost More Lives Than Were Lost in War” (July 2, 2003, p. B1), while an article in the Los Angeles Times contrasted the simplicity of President McKinley’s “easy” goal of annexation (though at the cost of 4,234 U.S. soldiers killed and three thousand wounded) with George W. Bush’s ambition to “create a new working democracy as soon as possible” (July 20, 2003, p. M2). Reviewing the past is instructive, of course, but we should always place it in the context of present circumstances in the Philippines and shifting power alignments in the international arena. What is the real connection between the Philippines and the current U.S. war against terrorism or extremism? With the death of Martin Burnham, the hostage held by a band of Muslim kidnappers called the “Abu Sayyaf ” in Mindanao, the largest island in the southern Philippines, one would expect the more than 1,200 American troops (including FBI and CIA personnel) stationed in the Philippines to train Filipinos for that rescue mission to be heading for home in late 2002. Instead of being recalled, however, reinforcements were brought in; about three thousand U.S. army, marine, and navy forces were 1
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 stationed in Jolo, Sulu province, alongside their Filipino counterparts ready for combat (Nakashima 2003). After 9/11, President Bush promised President Arroyo a military loan and aid package worth 4.6 billion dollars, with quick delivery of military cargo planes and sixteen thousand pounds of weapons and ammunition, in order to encourage Filipino participation in the U.S. crusade against worldwide terrorism. In midOctober 2006, more than four hundred U.S. Marines of the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Brigade based in Okinawa arrived at Subic Bay Free Port, central Philippines, in preparation for bilateral training exercises with the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP). About seven thousand U.S. and Philippine military personnel will be involved in civil-military operations, including free medical/dental programs and engineering construction projects (E-Balita 2006; for information concerning the Pentagon’s stranglehold on Filipino officials in the 1950s and 1960s, see Abaya 1967; see Afterword and Appendix). These joint civil-military exercises require some justiﬁcation. Since September 11, 2001, U.S. media and Filipino government spokespeople have dilated on the Abu Sayyaf ’s tenuous links with Osama bin Laden. A criminal gang that uses Islamic slogans to hide its kidnapping-for-ransom activities, the Abu Sayyaf is a splinter group born out of the U.S. war against the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, and used by the government to sow discord among the ranks of the two leading insurgent commands: the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF). Consequently, this group has been used as a pretext for justifying the presence of U.S. military advisers and soldiers in ongoing counterinsurgency operations. Protected by local politicians, businessmen, and military officials, the Abu Sayyaf ’s persistence betokens the complicated history of the centuries-long struggle of about ten million Muslims in the Philippines for dignity, justice, and self-determination. Let us sketch the background to the return of the United States to what was once called its prized “insular territory,” part of the spoils of the Spanish-American War at the end of the nineteenth century. With Secretary Colin Powell’s decision to stigmatize as “terrorist” the major organizations that have been ﬁghting for forty years for popular democracy and independence—the Communist Party of the Philippines and the New People’s Army, which is comprised of members of a coalition called the National Democratic Front (NDF)—the introduction of thousands of U.S. troops, weapons, logistics, and supporting personnel has been given an imprimatur of diplomatic legitimacy. More is involved than simply converting the archipelago to instant military bases and facilities for the U.S. military—a bargain exchange for the strategic outposts Clark Air Base and Subic Naval Base formerly “owned” by the United States and scrapped by a resurgent Filipino nationalism a decade ago. With retired military officers practically managing the executive branch of its government, the Philippine neo-tributary state will prove to be more an appendage of the Pentagon than a humdrum neocolony administered by oligarchic compradors and decadent patrimonialist bosses, which it has been since nominal independence in 1946. On the whole, Powell’s pronouncement epitomizes the ambition of the neoconservative New American Century Project to reafﬁrm a new pax Americana after the end of the Cold War.
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 Immediately after the proclaimed defeat of the Taliban and Osama bin Laden’s forces in Afghanistan, the Philippines became the second front in the U.S.-led war on terrorism. Raymond Bonner, author of Waltzing with Dictators (1987), argues that the reason for this second front is “the desire for a quick victory over terrorism,. . . the wish to reassert American power in Southeast Asia. . . .If Washington’s objective is to wipe out the international terrorist organizations that pose a threat to world stability, the Islamic terrorist groups operating in Pakistan-controlled Kashmir would seem to be a higher priority than Abu Sayyaf ” (New York Times, June 10, 2002). Or those in Indonesia, a far richer and more lucrative region in terms of oil and other abundant natural resources. In the past, in response to the communist-led Huk rebellion in the Philippines during the Cold War years, the United States acted as “the world’s policeman,” aiding the local military in “civic action” projects to win “hearts and minds”—a rehearsal for Vietnam. The Stratfor Research Group believes that Washington today is using their conﬂict with the Abu Sayyaf as a cover for establishing a forward logistics and operation base in the southern Philippines in order to be able to conduct swift preemptive strikes against enemies in Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam, Thailand, Myanmar, and adjacent geopolitical regions. Overall, however, the intervention of U.S. Special Forces in solving a local problem inﬂamed Filipino sensibilities, their collective memory still recovering from the nightmare of the criminal, U.S.-backed Marcos dictatorship. What disturbed everyone was the Cold-War practice of “Joint Combined Exchange Training” exercises. In South America and Africa, such U.S. foreign policy initiatives merged with overt counter-insurgency operations that channeled military logistics and equipment to favored regimes notorious for ﬂagrant human rights violations. In Indonesia during General Suharto’s regime, for example, U.S. Special Operations Forces trained government troops accused by Amnesty International of kidnapping and torturing activists, especially in East Timor, Aceh, and elsewhere. In El Salvador, Colombia, and Guatemala, the U.S. role in organizing death squads began with Special Operations Forces advisers who set up “intelligence networks” ostensibly against the narcotics trade but also against leftist insurgents and civicminded populists. During the Huk uprising in the Philippines, Col. Edward Lansdale, who later masterminded the Phoenix atrocities in Vietnam, rehearsed similar counter-insurgency techniques, a blueprint for the “vigilante” butchers of the U.S.-directed “low intensity conﬂict” during Corazon Aquino’s tenure (Bello 1987). Now U.S. soldiers in active combat side by side with Filipino troops will pursue the “terrorists” deﬁned by the U.S. State Department—guerillas of the New People’s Army, Moro resistance ﬁghters, and other anti-imperialist sectors of Filipino society. Are we seeing American troops in the boondocks (bundok, in the original Tagalog, means “mountain” where Filipino revolutionaries ambushed the invaders) launching vindictive reprisals? Recall the havoc of such reprisals after the Balangiga, Samar, massacre of September 1901, when seventy American soldiers were killed. Soon after, the infamous General Jacob Smith “made a cemetery of the island” after making a “howling wilderness” of the towns where his troops marched (Sculley 1982, 41).
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 Itinerar y of the Scourge A moment of reﬂection returns us to what Bernard Fall called “the ﬁrst Vietnam,” the Filipino-American War of 1899–1902, in which at least 1.4 million Filipinos died. The campaign to seize the Philippines was designed in accordance with President McKinley’s policy of “Benevolent Assimilation” of the reputedly primitive, unchristian natives, a “civilizing mission” that Mark Twain considered worthy of the Puritan settlers and the pioneers in the proverbial “virgin land.” In Twain’s classic prose, “Thirty thousand killed a million. It seems a pity that the historian let that get out; it is really a most embarrassing circumstance” (1992b, 52). Of the 1906 genocidal massacre of nine hundred Moro women, men, and children in Jolo, Twain remarked, “[W]e abolished them utterly, leaving not even a baby alive to cry for its dead mother. This is incomparably the greatest victory that was ever achieved by the Christian soldiers of the United States” (1992a, 172). Perhaps the collective amnesia of what transpired in the Philippine insurrection can be repaired by a few citations. The most lucid, succinct account of how torture and genocidal violence functioned in the machinery of empire-making is Luzviminda Francisco’s historic essay, “The First Vietnam” (1973). In this essay, Francisco summarizes the personal testimonies of American soldiers who witnessed the wanton shooting of helpless women, children, and the elderly; routine practices such as “the water cure,” or waterboarding of suspects and captured insurgents; as well as barbaric incidents like the murder of approximately one thousand prisoners of war in Sorsogon, Bicol province, as documented by U.S. Senate records. Surveying the carnage, General Arthur MacArthur, commander of the U.S. forces, remarked that it was “the most legitimate and humane war ever conducted on the face of the earth.” The rationale of this war of annexation was disclosed by General Elwell Otis and Admiral George Dewey as follows: “Capital would not feel safe to invest in the Philippines unless the United States annexed the islands” (L. Constantino 1986, 101). The methodology of imperial violence is also detailed in Richard Brinsley Sheridan’s The Filipino Martyrs, James Blount’s The American Occupation of the Philippines, 1898–1912, Leon Wolff ’s Little Brown Brother, William J. Pomeroy’s American Neo-Colonialism, and Renato Constantino’s Dissent and CounterConsciousness. In “Benevolent Assimilation”: The American Conquest of the Philippines, 1899–1903, Stuart Creighton Miller recounts the U.S. military’s “scorched earth” tactics in Samar and Batangas, and other excesses from “search and destroy” missions reminiscent of the incidents at Song My and My Lai in Vietnam. This episode in the “glorious history of Empire” is usually accorded a marginal footnote, or a token paragraph in school textbooks. Miller only mentions in passing the U.S. attempt to domesticate the unhispanized Moros, the Muslim Filipinos in Mindanao and Sulu islands. On March 9, 1906, four years after President Theodore Roosevelt declared the war over, Major General Leonard Wood, commanding 540 soldiers, killed a beleaguered group of nine hundred Muslim men, women, and children in the battle of Mount Dajo. A less publicized but horriﬁc battle occurred on June 13, 1913, when the Muslim sultanate of Sulu mobilized about ﬁve thousand followers (men, women, and children) against the American troops led by Captain John Pershing. This conﬂict, the battle of
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 Mount Bagsak, occurred twenty-ﬁve kilometers east of Jolo City and ended with the death of 340 Americans and two thousand (although some estimates say three thousand) Moro defenders (Tan 1987). Pershing was true to form—earlier he had left a path of destruction in Lanao, Samal Island, and other towns where local residents fought his bloodthirsty incursions. Anyone who resisted U.S. aggression was considered either a “brigand” or a seditious bandit. The carnage continued up to the ﬁrst three decades of the twentieth century, extinguishing peasant agitation (witness the Colorum and Sakdal uprisings) and workers’ strikes against the colonial state and its native collaborators (Sturtevant 1976; Veneracion 1987). A Boston Herald correspondent covering the war explained the brutality of American soldiers toward Filipinos as follows: “Our troops in the Philippines . . . look upon all Filipinos as of one race and condition, and being dark men, they are therefore ‘niggers,’ and entitled to all the contempt and harsh treatment administered by white overlords to the most inferior races” (Constantino 2004). So intensely racialized and racist was the U.S. paciﬁcation strategy that one may mention here the following byproduct of the encounter between Filipino “savages” and Anglo “civilizers” that is rarely elaborated by mainstream academics: several African American soldiers deserted their units to join the insurgents whose cause they interpreted as “the struggle of colored people to free themselves from white domination” (Powell 1998). The most famous deserter was David Fagen of the 24th Infantry who accepted a commission in the revolutionary army, and subsequently disappeared after the war (Robinson and Schubert 1975). Six others were captured, court-martialed, and sentenced to death. What Fagen and other African Americans faced, then, was a moral dilemma that William Schroeder formulates thus: “the black man’s quest to achieve ﬁrst-class citizenship through battleﬁeld heroism meant bringing virtual slavery to another colored race.” Schroeder’s novel, Cousins of Color, provides a “ﬁctitious life” for David Fagen, letting him “navigate through that dark period in history when our pursuit of empire resulted in a violent, bloody clash of cultures and national wills” that, though sublimated and nuanced, persists to this day (Rimando 2004). With the help of the U.S. sugar beet lobby, the Philippine Commonwealth of 1935 was established, and was cobbled with a pragmatic mix of laws and regulations then being tried in Puerto Rico, Cuba, and Hawaii. Eventually the Philippine islands became a model of a paciﬁed springboard for naval operations and for breaking into the Chinese market. These were in fact the original reasons for the Philippine adventure (Nearing and Freeman 1925). Despite the Filipino elite’s opportunistic use of “independence” to pacify their compatriots while assuring their American superiors (or “compadres”) that their rhetoric was all electoral ploy, one Filipino intellectual and labor organizer saw through the screen of imperial machinations. Isabelo de los Reyes wrote the following in a newspaper article: “America isn’t granting us independence for the sake of altruism. . .but to get rid of the competition of our products. . .and permanently deprive us of the lands we inherited from our forefathers and recaptured from Spain at the cost of many lives” (Scott 1982, 297). Despite a growing archive of critical inquiries into the Filipino-American War and its aftermath, little information about the revealing effects of the subjugation process of Filipinos has registered in the American Studies ethos. This is usually explained by the
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 theory that the United States did not follow the old path of arrogant European colonialism, and its war against Spain was pursued to liberate the natives from Spanish tyranny. Gareth Stedman Jones (1970) points out that the Monroe Doctrine and the Open Door Policy that deﬁned U.S. expansion were conceived by the ruling class not as imperialism but simply as “free trade,” a translation of the gospel of efficiency and social Darwinism in international business deals. If so, the Filipino-American War now rescued from the dustbin of history signaled the advent of a globalizing U.S. interventionism whose latest manifestation, in a different historical register, is President Bush’s “National Security Strategy” of “exercising self-defense [of the Homeland] by acting preemptively,” assuming that might is right, and imposing “regime change” for the sake of corporate proﬁt-making.
 
 “Warm Body Expor t” Inquest Since the period of the Marcos dictatorship (1972–1986), the terrorism of the National Security State has inﬂicted havoc on the lives of millions of Filipinos (De Dios et al. 1988). Despite the appeals of the human rights monitoring body KARAPATAN, Catholic bishops, Protestant ministers, and progressive representatives in Congress, nothing seems to have stopped the Arroyo cabal in their campaign of barbaric slaughter. If the security of life and whatever meager property the millions of peasants and indigenous peoples throughout the islands—particularly in strife-torn provinces—cannot be protected by the government that has a legal monopoly of violence and other coercive means, then this government has lost any claim to legitimacy. In fact, it is open to being indicted for state terrorism in the court of world opinion. In March 2007, the Permanent People’s Tribunal will try the Arroyo administration for “crimes against humanity,” as it did the Marcos regime in 1980. Since the Philippines is a constitutional republic, the citizens—from whom all power emanates—can alter the social contract if the government has failed to answer their needs and respect their humanity. All signs indicate that the social contract has been broken, violated, and damaged many times over since the country became a mock-sovereign nation in 1946. It is precisely on this ground, the massive state terrorism of the military, police, and paramilitary forces of the neocolonial state, that Luis Jalandoni, the chairperson of the National Democratic Front Negotiating Panel, has responded to the Colin PowellArroyo doctrine of peremptorily condemning the Communist Party of the Philippines and the New People’s Army as “terrorist” organizations. Jalandoni has called on the present regime to renounce state terrorism and indemnify its numerous victims: thousands of civilians killed in police actions as “collateral damage,” in extrajudicial executions, and in the indiscriminate slaughter of village folk suspected of helping the guerillas (see “Oslo Joint Statement,” Feb. 14, 2004, in National Democratic Front 2006). It would be painful to recount the litany of human rights violations that have burdened our history since the Marcos dictatorship, or better, since the neglected Filipino-American War in which millions were tortured and killed by the “civilizing” missionaries of “Manifest Destiny.”
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 Before elaborating on the sedimented “vestiges” of U.S. colonialism in the next chapter, I want to address the question of postcoloniality, particularly a certain form of “Orientalism” applied to the Moro struggle for self-determination and communal survival. But I want to shift attention ﬁrst to an unprecedented phenomenon in our history, a qualitative change in the Philippines’ geopolitical status in the present world-system linkage of industrialized centers and dependent social formations. I am referring to the emergent diaspora of Filipino contract workers (OFWs) scattered around the planet, a group that is destined to reconﬁgure the geopolitical body of a problematic nation-in-the-making. A decade before Marcos’s overthrow, the Philippines metamorphosed into a major supplier of inexpensive contract labor to the world, proud of its “brain and brawn drain” (L. Constantino 1986). Since 1900, thousands of Filipinos have migrated to distant territories, ﬁrst as recruited workers for the Hawaiian sugar plantations, and then as seamen, U.S. navy personnel, nurses and doctors, and so on. There are about three million Filipinos in North America, but there are millions more in the Middle East, Europe, Africa, Asia, and elsewhere. With the consolidation of Marcos’s authoritarian rule, the “warm body export” (including mail-order brides, and assorted cargo in the global sex traffic) accelerated tremendously. Everyday, three thousand Filipinos leave for abroad, and more than a million leave every year. In Hong Kong alone, there are two hundred thousand Filipina domestics. Moreover, 25 percent of the world’s seafarers and cruise waiters are Filipinos. With ten million Filipinos scattered around the world as cheap or affordable labor (mainly domestic and semi-skilled workers), the Philippines has become the supplier of what is euphemistically called human capital—in actuality, hands doing work for minimal or even no pay (many are swindled or cheated), producing enormous surplus value (or proﬁts) for transnational corporations as well as for affluent families in Europe, the United States, and the Middle East (Beltran and De Dios 1992). Everyone knows that these OFWs’ remittance of billions of dollars—twelve billion dollars annually—is, aside from fees and all kinds of taxes, the major earner of dollars needed to pay the foreign debt and keep the system aﬂoat (De Guzman 2003). It guarantees the privileges of the rich and powerful. It preserves and aggravates the impoverishment of over half the population, as conﬁrmed by the recent statistics compiled by Representative Satur Ocampo’s office. Despite the unrelenting cases of brutal treatment, rape, all kinds of conceivable deprivation, and murder that Filipinos experience abroad—about four to ﬁve coffins of OFWs arrive daily at the Manila International Airport—the cynical Labor Secretary Patricia Santo Tomas was quoted as saying, “It’s not politically correct to say you’re exporting people, but it’s part of globalization, and I like to think that countries like ours, rich in human resources, have that to contribute to the rest of the world” (Diamond 1999). This is as if over four hundred years of colonization have not yet been a sufficient contribution to the enrichment of the Western metropoles and the indulgent appetites of their citizen consumers. Right in the midst of the controversy over Powell’s exorbitant act of extending the State Department reach to the liberated zones of the New People’s Army, we read news from Canada that a Filipina domestic worker, out of the generosity of her heart, has
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 given her kidney to her sick employer in Toronto. Frustrated with the public health care system, this Canadian employer turned to the Filipina for help, claiming that she was part of the family. Earning two dollars per hour for twenty-four months under the Livein Caregiver Program, Filipina domestics function as modern-day slaves, vulnerable to any and every kind of abuse and exploitation. Canada tolerates the import of Filipinas to provide rich Canadians with their internal organs and body parts, according to the Philippine Women Centre of British Columbia (Philippine Women Centre of BC 1997). Indeed, with their body parts and labor-power, Filipinos have contributed prodigiously to the accumulation of the surplus value, proﬁts, and social wealth of the whole world—with the exception of their own country, the very soil and land that has been depleted, polluted, ravished, plundered, scorched, pillaged, trampled upon, and mutilated. One commentator ascribes the following common refrain to Filipinos: “Look Asian, think Spanish, act American.” I doubt the applicability or appropriateness of this ascription, something that more than a few traditional anthropologists and social scientists delight in when they proudly proclaim that the Philippine culture is one of hybridity, syncretism, creative assimilation, and other disingenuous rubrics invoked in order to compensate for the horriﬁc reality. Some usually resort to an apologetic reprise about how the “third world” poor excel in spiritual beauty. But inner wealth, like inner beauty, is precisely the symptom of the profound alienation and disenchantment afflicting the benighted recipients of Western modernity—multitudes of colonial subalterns blessed by commodity-exchange (of their bodies, among other alienable possessions), the freewheeling predatory market, and sacred private property. One of the pathetic victims of this market was Flor Contemplacion, a domestic hanged in Singapore for a crime still mired in a botched police investigation and juridical puzzles (Beltran and Rodriguez 1996).There was a mini-“people power” revolt when her body was returned in 1995 for burial, but when the ﬂogged OFW domestic Sarah Balabagan arrived from the Middle East, the mass media “salvaged” her by sublimation—she was turned into a mini-star as ephemeral as Nonie Juice, the miracle tonic, and other fads. Was the public outrage over Contemplacion’s death merely melancholia and mourning mediated by gossip and other kinship rituals, as some postmodernist sages affirm? Are we still caught in the frame of hallowed Filipino values like hiya (shame), pakikisama (fellowship), and smooth interpersonal relations? Are we Filipinos ready to give our remaining internal organs to the Colin Powells of the world and the hustlers from the World Bank/International Monetary Fund?
 
 Tracking the Wandering Filipina I enter a parenthesis here to pose questions concerning the way in which the Filipino diaspora differs from historical precedents, and how it may modify the project of national-class liberation. Diasporic groups are historically deﬁned not only by a homeland but also by a desire for eventual return to their homeland. They pivot around a determinate collective identity centered on myths and memories of the homeland.
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 While these deracinated nationalities or ethnys may not return physically, they cherish the idea of a future—utopian wish-fulﬁllment, perhaps—when they will be transported back to their native land, either in death or through their children. They envisage the future as one of reconciliation with the past in the geography of their childhood and ancestral imagination. The Filipino diaspora differs from the Jewish or the Chinese experience in form and substance. Since the Filipino homeland has long been appropriated by Western powers (such as Spain and the United States), and remains necolonized or partly alienated, Filipinos identify not with a fully self-determined and adequately imagined nation but with regions, localities, and networks of languages and traditions. Poverty, injustice, and violence have driven millions to seek work abroad, sublimating their desire to return by remittances or balikbayan gifts; long-distance communication and occasional visits also defer the final homecoming, if it is ever on the horizon of their hopes and dreams. In addition, alienation or ostracism, brutal treatment, racism, and other injustices prevent Filipinos’ permanent resettlement in the “receiving societies,” except where they have been allowed to take advantage of citizenship options. During political crises in the Philippines, OFWs mobilize for support of local and nationwide resistance against neocolonial abuses and local tyranny. Because the nation is in the process of formation at home as well as abroad, Filipinos have been labeled transnationals or transmigrants—a paradoxical turn since the existence of the nation is problematic, besides being moot as a dependency without autonomous voice or sovereign integrity. Transnationalism presupposes a basis of minimal equality or reciprocity, yet none exists between the Philippines and employing nation-states. This diaspora confronts the central issues of racism, ethnic exclusion, inferiorization, and national and social death (San Juan 2006). What then are the characteristics of this Filipino genre of diaspora, its tendencies, and its idiosyncrasies? I submit the following theses: Given that the Philippine homeland or habitat has never existed as a coherent and genuinely independent nation— national autonomy continues to elude the problematic subject-position of a people enslaved by an occupying power—Filipinos are dispersed from family or kinship webs in villages, towns, or provincial regions ﬁrst, and then loosely from a neocolonized (or even refeudalized) geopolitical space. This dispersal is primarily due to economic and political compulsion under the retrogressive regime of comprador-bureaucratic capitalism. In this milieu of commodity-fetishism and social alienation, migration is sometimes viewed as freedom to seek one’s fortune, experience the pleasure of adventure and the attractions of libidinal games of resistance, etc. So the origin to which one returns is not a nation but a village, town, or kinship network. The state as administrative machine is considered a corrupt exploiter, not a true representative of the community or the people, but rather a comprador agent of transnational corporations and occupying industrial powers. What, indeed, are the affective myths and memories of the homeland? Obviously they derive from assorted childhood memories and village folklore together with customary practices tied to religious rituals; at best, there may be signs of a residual cathexis to heroes like Jose Rizal, Andres Bonifacio, or secular patrons as well as celebrities in ﬁlm,
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 sports, and so on. Indigenous food, dances, and music can be acquired as commodities whose presence temporarily heals the trauma of removal and exile. Family reuniﬁcation can resolve the psychic damage of the loss of status or alienation of memory. In effect, rootedness to an autochthonous habitat or soil does not exert a commanding inﬂuence on migrant Filipinos. At best, this attachment exists as a faint nostalgic trace or a sediment of adolescence. Meanwhile, language, religion, kinship, family ceremonies, and common experiences in school or in the workplace function invariably as the organic bonds of the community. What I will argue may already be a recurrently conﬁrmed hypothesis: what unites Filipions is alienation in the host country—a shared history of racial and nationalitarian subordination, marginalization, and struggles for physical and cultural survival through diverse forms of resistance, temporizing, or tactical acquiescence. This constellation of attitudes may replace temporarily the nonexistent nation or homeland, absent the actual liberation of the Philippines as a territorially functional nation-state registered with the United Nations. In the 1930s, Carlos Bulosan once observed that “it is a crime to be a Filipino in America” (1995, 173). Years of struggle in interethnic coalitions and of union organizing across race and nationality have blurred if not erased that stigma. Accomplishments in the civil-rights struggles of the 1960s and 1970s have provided nourishment for ethnic pride. Moreover, impulses of assimilation via the “model minority” mirage have aroused a passion for civic multiculturalism. But compared to the Japanese or Indians, Filipinos in the United States as a whole have not made it—proof of a saving, distinctive virtue. In fact, the exceptions prove the rule. Andrew Cunanan, the killer of fashion designer Versace, is the ubiquitous specter that will continue to haunt “melting pot” Filipino Americanists who blabber about the “forgotten Asian American” in the hope of being awarded a share of the obsolescent welfare state pie. Via strategies of community preservation and other schemes of deﬁning the location of the nationality in historical contexts of displacement, the Filipino diaspora defers its return—unless and until there is a viable, egalitarian formative nation-in-the-making with which they can identify as they participate in the process of bringing that nation into fruition. This will be the situation in societies in which there is no hope for the permanent resettlement of Filipinos as full-ﬂedged citizens or bona ﬁde residents. It is possible that Filipinos who have acquired citizenship elsewhere may desire eventual return only when they are economically secure, or about to die, in some cases. This is already happening. In general, however, Filipinos will not return to the site of misery and oppression that they had ﬂed, or to the arenas of poverty, exploitation, humiliation, unemployment, hunger, and lack of dignity. OFWs would rather move their kin to their place of employment, or even to sites of travail, provided there is some hope or illusion of future improvement. This may also explain why support for nationalist struggles at home is sporadic, half-hearted, or calculating. During the Marcos dictatorship, the politicized generation of Filipinos in the United States was able to mobilize considerable segments of the community to support democratic mass struggles, including armed resistance, against authoritarian rule. This intermittent nationalism blossomed from 1972 to 1986, but suffered a decline when it was coopted to
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 support the traditional cacique rule of former Presidents Aquino and Ramos, and the lumpen populism of detained President Estrada. This aspect is subject to the vicissitudes of political organization and calculation, hence the strategic need for Filipino agencies with emancipatory programs and democratic principles to educate, organize, and guide the ranks, lest neoconservative obscurantism, alienation, and consumerism continue to paralyze civic spirit, intelligence, and political will. In this time of emergency, the Filipino collective identity is dormant, frozen in a stage of formation and elaboration. The diasporic consciousness is an odd species, a singular modality of existence. It is not obsessed with a desire to return physically to the place of origin, to the birthplace where common sacriﬁces are remembered and celebrated. Rather, it is ﬁxated on a symbolic habitat indexed by kinship or particularistic habits and structures of feeling that it tries to sanctify in diverse localities. So, this moment of protracted Babylonian captivity—while Filipinos tarry in “Egypt” or its modern counterpart, building public spheres of solidarity in order to sustain identities devised outside of the traditional time or space “in order to live inside, with a difference” (Kristeva 1991, 192)—may be the most efficacious route of Filipinos in motion, and of the collectivity in transit, although this position is subject to the pace and tempo of radical transformations occurring in Philippine cities and the countryside. This quest for solidarity is also subject to ongoing liberatory changes in the geopolitical rivalry of metropolitan powers, despite the current military supremacy of the United States as it tries to prevent China or any other power from challenging it. There is indeed deferral, postponement, and waiting—but, as everyone knows, history moves on in the various theaters of conﬂict, in spaces where critical ferment boils enough to interrupt the repetition-compulsion of global trade and to neutralize the recursive trauma of displacement and dispossession. Reality trumps our theories, paradigms, and hypotheses of diaspora in the last analysis. So the ultimate questions insist on being formulated: Can Filipino migrant labor mount resistance against the intensifying ravages of global exploitation? Can the Filipino diaspora expose the limits of procedural citizenship, the empty formalism of liberal freedom? In what way can the lifeworlds of OFWs serve as points of departure to analyze and critically unsettle the corporate globalization of work and the reiﬁcation of identities in this new stage of bourgeois rule assuming an authoritarian-fascist visage to transcend its own systemic contradictions? Now we know that all things develop via the unrelenting tug of contradictions. The diaspora of ten million Filipinos is bound to generate forces of critique and transformation with this group’s own self-generated leadership. They will emancipate themselves, for nobody else can do it for them. Already the Hong Kong domestics have organized as far as the laws will allow; in Europe, in countries where they are subjected to vicious racist treatment, Filipino compatriots have also become more politically aware and have mobilized to raise consciousness and protest their inhumane conditions. If and when they return, we hope that they will not be cadavers but versatile, energized bodies ready for militant, risky engagements in the political arena, not just with the relentless pursuit of the creature comforts of a frayed if not mythical civil society.
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 Augur y of People’s War The revolutionary upsurge in the Philippines against the Marcos dictatorship stirred up the swamp of doctrinaire Cold War complacency. With the inauguration of a new stage in Cultural Studies in the 1990s, the historical reality of U.S. imperialism (the genocide of Native Americans is replayed in the subjugation of the inhabitants of the Philippines, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and Cuba) is ﬁnally being excavated and re-appraised. But this is, of course, a phenomenon brought about by a conﬂuence of multifarious events, among which include the following: the demise of the Soviet Union as a challenger to U.S. hegemony; the sublation of the 1960s in both Francis Fukuyama’s “end of history” and the interminable “culture wars”; the Palestininan intifadas; the Zapatista revolt against the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA); the heralding of current antiterrorism by the Gulf War; the resurgence of religious fundamentalism; and the fabled “clash of civilizations” reinvigorated after 9/11. Despite these changes, the old frames of intelligibility have not been modiﬁed or reconﬁgured to understand how nationalist revolutions in the neocolonized territories cannot be confused with the jingoist patriotism of what V. I. Lenin (1968) calls “oppressor nations,” or how the mode of U.S. imperial rule in the twentieth century differs in form and content from that of the British or French in the nineteenth century. The received consensus of a progressive modernizing inﬂuence from the advanced industrial metropoles remains deeply entrenched. Even postcolonial, deconstructionist thinkers commit the error of censuring the decolonizing projects of the subalternized peoples because these projects (in the superior gaze of these thinkers) have been damaged, or are bound to become perverted into despotic postcolonial regimes, like those in Ghana, Algeria, Vietnam, the Philippines, and elsewhere. The only alternative, it seems, is to give assent to the process of globalization under the aegis of the World Bank/IMF/WTO, and hope for a kind of charitable “benevolent assimilation.” In the ﬁeld of Philippine Studies, we seem to have alternatives. New approaches departing from the apologetic structural functionalism of Cold War vintage (as illustrated in the works of David Steinberg, Theodore Friend, Stanley Karnow, Peter Stanley, Frank Golay, and their disciples) have tried to allow the victims of colonialism some element of agency denied for them by old totalizing Eurocentric narratives of mastery. One can cite here, among others, James Putzel’s A Captive Land, Filomeno Aguilar, Jr.’s Clash of Spirits, and the volume Lives at the Margin edited by Alfred W. McCoy. Of signal importance is the achievement of Paul A. Kramer in his recent book The Blood of Government, in which a transnationalist model is deployed to show the contingent and contested “intersections of race and empire.” This attempt is not really new, nor does it take account of Filipino testimonies in the vernacular, although Kramer is to be credited for demonstrating an organic linkage between colonial racism in the Philippines and the kind of racial milieu Filipinos found in Hawaii and the U.S. mainland. One can also cite Michael Salman’s The Embarrassment of Slavery, which endeavors to describe how U.S. official thinking and conduct may be deemed a product of a “convergence of transnational forces.” At the end of the last century, using a historical materialist framework, I myself have explored moments of “transnational” cultural
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 dynamics in Racial Formations / Critical Transformations, From Exile to Diaspora, and The Philippine Temptation. While recognizing the heuristic value of interactions and intersections of multiple forces or ﬁelds as such in analyzing intersocietal conjunctures, including the mutually constitutive but disequilibrated effects of American challenge and Filipino response (and vice versa) amply documented by Kramer, I have reservations concerning the implicitly assumed parity of power and opportunity between colonizer and colonized, an easy assumption insinuated by the semantics of “transnationalism,” “inclusive racism,” and analogous concepts (see my critique of this transnationalist vogue in the ﬁrst chapter of Working through the Contradictions). Surely, the colonizer and the colonized are not chummy equal partners in any serious sense. It is certainly refreshing for a prestigious academic in the hegemonic metropole to permit the subaltern to speak, as it were—Reynaldo Ileto and Ambeth Ocampo, among the natives, have been championing the “underside” protagonists of history, just as Teodoro Agoncillo and Renato Constantino did during the Cold War years. And yet, one may ask, was U.S. foreign-diplomatic policy or U.S. public mentality really altered by the American encounter with those wily, cunning Filipinos playing the game of racial politics? And how deep was the impact of those encounters? By enlarging the frame of racial categorization to absorb the factor of social production relations, overshadowing not just class positioning but also the discourse of nationality, are we not performing the Nietzschean trick of defeating the absolutists by our superior perspectivism and nominalism? We shall see in the next section how postmodernist anthropology, with all the good will in the world, has done this service for the traditionalist Moros.
 
 R e n d e z vo u s w i t h a “Lost Command” At the outset of this chapter, I alluded to what happened in 2002: l’affaire Abu Sayyaf and its use as a timely ruse for the invasion, by over a thousand U.S. troops, of this second battlefront of the war against terrorism. It is difficult to imagine what the Philippines would have looked like if it had been turned into another Afghanistan. One may counter that the situation in Basilan and other regions in the Philippines is far worse than that in Kabul or Kandahar. Comparisons are really unavailing if not altogether self-serving. But what have we actually learned? One can read insightful media news of the appearance of a “moro-moro” mentality in government and in civil society. Fighters of the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) are now branded “terrorists” and are subject to harassment (recently at the Muslim compound in Barangay Culiat, Tandang Sora, Quezon City). It is expected that the MILF will be classiﬁed as a “foreign terrorist organization”—foreign, of course, to Americans, but not to Filipinos. Proof of the panicked response of the Arroyo regime to the Moro resurgence is the ruthless murder of twenty-two Muslim captives in Bagong Diwa Prison on March 15, 2005. This attests to the utterly disproportionate state violence inﬂicted on helpless suspects, a retaliatory act enabled by both the dehumanized
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 Philippine prison system and the U.S. prison-industrial complex (Rodriguez 2006). This barbaric outrage, reminiscent of the U.S. massacres of 1906 and 1913 noted earlier in this chapter, is not memorialized for its obscenity but is cited here to arouse a sense of solidarity with the courage and resoluteness of the Bangsa Moro nation in its struggle for dignity, justice, and self-determination. When President Arroyo allowed the U.S. Special Forces to join the AFP in the pursuit of the Abu Sayyaf, a group now exposed as the creation of both the CIA and the Philippine government, did she not violate the Philippine Constitution? A few legislators testiﬁed that she did. The public indifference to this question is a symptom of the larger problem of either ignorance of the plight of the Moro people, or complicity with the ruling class in the oppression and exploitation of the approximately ten million citizens who happen to subscribe to another faith. We cannot rectify the excesses of the past without paying attention to the outrages of the present. Over a hundred thousand Filipinos, most of them civilians, have died since the ﬂare-up of Christian-Muslim hostilities in the 1960s, which climaxed in the years after 1972 with the battle of Jolo, Sulu. This historic city was actually burned by government forces, producing two thousand corpses and sixty thousand refugees in one night. A cease-ﬁre was reached after the Tripoli Agreement of 1976, but it was often not honored in the breach. The split of the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), led by Hashim Salamat, from Nur Misuari’s more secular Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) introduced a sectarian but also conciliatory element to the scene, precipitating the formation of the Abu Sayyaf along the lines of the government-sponsored and CIA-funded Bangsa Moro Liberation Organization (BMLO) in 1976. It is now public knowledge that the Abu Sayyaf, like the MILF, was set up by the government to split the Moro struggle for self-determination and pressure the MNLF into capitulation. According to Senator Aquilino Pimentel, since 1991, General Alexander Aguirre, former president Estrada’s National Security Adviser, acted as “the handler” of the group, some of whose members were involved in the CIA-managed mujahideens recruited to ﬁght the Soviets in Afghanistan. But since 1995 the Abu Sayyaf has turned into Frankenstein’s monster, devoted to hostage-taking for ransom and terrorizing civilian communities, while at the same time serving as a “Trojan horse” for U.S. troops safeguarding corporate investments in Mindanao and symbolizing a U.S. regional presence in that Asian geopolitical theater of confrontation. In the midst of the U.S. intervention mentioned above, an International Peace Commission went to Basilan between March 23 and March 27 in 2002, and produced what I think is the most rigorous, comprehensive analysis of the sociopolitical situation of that region. The conclusion of their report, entitled Basilan: The Next Afghanistan?, is unequivocal: the Abu Sayyaf is a symptom of the disastrous failure of the neocolonial state in ensuring not only peace and security but an honest and efficient government— including municipal, provincial, and military-police agencies—in a milieu where the existing forces of civil society (business, church, and the media) have been complicit in the mayhem and personal tragedies (International Peace Mission to Basilan, Philippines 2002). Enmeshed in corruption that involves local officials, military officers, and the central government, the region where the Abu Sayyaf thrives has witnessed the reign of absolute terror over civilians. Nowhere in the entire Philippines is the violation of
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 human rights and the brutalization of civilian suspects so ﬂagrant and ubiquitous as in Basilan. In this context, the deployment of U.S. troops in Mindanao, sanctioned by the Arroyo administration, has only worsened the situation, demonized and mystiﬁed the Abu Sayyaf as an ongoing Al-Qaeda accomplice, and promoted hostility and rivalry among various ethnic groups.
 
 Postmodernist Mystification Given the intense propaganda war against the Moro revolt in general, what is the role and impact of knowledge-production in this ﬁeld of ethnopolitical conﬂict? In the prestigious journal American Anthropologist (1998), Charles O. Frake offers us a seemingly novel approach to the bloody landscape. In his article entitled “Abu Sayyaf: Displays of Violence and the Proliferation of Contested Identities among Philippine Muslims,” Frake is quite erudite in referencing the history of the Muslims from the time of Spanish rule to the present. What is remarkable is his penchant for not examining seriously, except in a tokenizing and gestural mode, the political and economic context of land dispossession, political exclusion, and economic marginalization of the Moro majority. Is this a blindspot common to the discipline or a personal idiosyncracy? Instead, typical of the fashionable postmodernist optic, Frake focuses on the Abu Sayyaf as an attempt to solve “the logical gap in the identity matrix of Philippine Muslim insurgency.” Since the Moro movement has been weakened by ethnic antagonisms among Tausugs, Maguindanaos, Maranaos, Yakans, and so on, the Abu Sayyaf, according to Frake, is “militantly Islamicist.” In short, religion operates as a synthesizing mechanism, a sublimation of ethnic particularisms in dire anomic circumstances. Of course, Islam itself (including its jurisprudence, the Shari’a) has been interpreted variously, according to historical circumstances and pressures. Further, because the Abu Sayyaf leadership draws from the displaced and unaffiliated youth, as well as the traditional outlaw areas, the group represents “a new layer in the strata of kinds of identity laid down in the long history of conflict in the Muslim Philippines” (Frake 1998, 48). In short, the Abu Sayyaf is a symptom of the problem of “identity proliferation” since the fault lines of identity construction are often revealed in explosions of political violence. In contrast to the scholarly works of Thomas McKenna, G. Carter Bentley, and Michael Salman, among others, Frake is an example of a knowledge-producer skilled in disingenuous hermeneutics and unwitting mystiﬁcation. Frake’s use of Clifford Geertz’s “thick description” leads him to focus on how participants interpret everyday happenings instead of clarifying the nexus of causality and accountability. Frake muddles along ﬁnally to pose the key question: “How can such nice people [meaning the anonymous members of the Abu Sayyaf ], at times, do such horrible things?” Mock sympathy is meant to coax disgust if not “shock and awe” at such scandalous behavior. But his liberal individualist premise—that the central motivation of individuals in society is to be recognized as somebody, to establish an identity—is completely detached from historical speciﬁcities, even from the basic determinants of any cultural complex or location. The result is mystiﬁcation compounded with trivialization.
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 Despite empirical citations and native informants, Frake’s attempt to deploy postmodernist ethnography in trying to elucidate the Abu Sayyaf phenomenon results only in a simplistic, tautological reduction. He discovers that in situations of struggle, people fail to unite because they continually interpret what is going on around them, thus multiplying “contested identities.” Such “thick description” is meant to produce spectacles of unintelligibility, obscuring instead of illuminating the plight of the Moro people. Vincent Crapanzano’s critique of Geertz seems appropriate here, as he argues that the method of “thick description” “offers no understanding of the native from the native’s point of view, . . . no speciﬁable evidence for his attributions of intention, his assertion of subjectivity, his declarations of experience” (San Juan 2002, 234). Earlier I took notice of epistemological and pedagogical excesses committed by assorted American knowledge-producers. One symptom of this tendency to mystify the historical trajectory of the Moro struggle—a form of symbolic violence unleashed by a Eurocentric theoretical organon—is the failure of these ethnographic accounts to include the enabling paradigm that valorizes the ummah, or the solidarity constituted by Islam. This is a desideratum for a just, adequate comprehension of the consistent program of the Bangsa Moro for emancipation from colonial chauvinism and bondage (Bauzon 1991). Datu Michael Mastura informs us that “Muslim minority consciousness made the Filipino Muslims receptive to the argument that it was their obligation to protect and strengthen the ummah” (1983, 158). We can also heed W. K. Che Man’s observation that the Muslim protagonists (the Moros and Malays) in the conﬂict will continue to resist “government policies of assimilation and bureaucratic exploitation or maltreatment,” convinced that national self-determination is “a fundamental right of every people, believing, with Woodrow Wilson, that ‘every people has a right to choose the sovereignty under which they shall live’” (1990, 179). Forcing a template of individualist psychology on the Moro project of self-determination automatically yields negative inferences and judgments that render further inquiry superﬂuous. This is not to indict all of Western anthropology, let alone the hermeneutic methodology of the social sciences, with failing to help us resolve what has become, to my mind, the most barbaric genocidal war in late modernity. Suffice it to mention here the following two examples of historical and political inquiries, aside from the writings of Cesar Majul: one is the work of the Indian scholar Aijaz Ahmad (1982), and the other is the research of political scientist Robert Stauffer (1981). For both these thinkers, the differentiated totality of Filipino society and its historical imbrication in the world-system of global capitalism serve as the two necessary requisites for grasping the dialectical linkages and contradictions in the Moro struggle for freedom, justice, and dignity. For these intellectuals are not only practitioners of a mode of scientiﬁc analysis of history, but also protagonists in the search for rational solutions to the most urgent political problems of our time. For this reason, and because the Moro struggle for autonomy and dignity is the key, virtually the catalyst and crucible, of our all-encompassing struggle for national democracy and liberation from imperialism, I would urge everyone to learn more about the richly textured history and culture of the Bangsa Moro people, a group that is often denigrated and always marginalized, but is integral to the vision of an independent, egalitarian Filipino nation (see Chapter 7 for an elaboration of this argument).
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 What Is Our Responsibility? In an essay in KritikaKultura (an electronic journal sponsored by the Department of English, Ateneo de Manila University), I called attention to recent developments in Cultural Studies as a disciplinary practice in North America and Europe that have subverted the early promise of the ﬁeld as a radical transformative force in the humanities and social sciences (see also San Juan 2002). In every attempt to interrogate Establishment cultural practices and discourses, one is always carrying out a political and ethical project, whether one is conscious of it or not. There are many reasons for this, the chief one being the inescapable political-economic constitution of any discursive ﬁeld of inquiry, as Pierre Bourdieu has convincingly demonstrated. And in the famous theoretical couplet that Foucault popularized, knowledge/power, the production of knowledge is always already implicated in the ongoing struggles across class, nation, gender, locality, ethnicity, and so on, which envelopes and overdetermines the intellectual, the would-be knower, learner, investigator, scholar-teacher, student, and so on. I would like to end this chapter with some reﬂections on, and questions about, why problems of culture and knowledge are of decisive political importance. Although we always conceive of ourselves as citizen-subjects with formally ascribed rights (in the tradition of Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau), we are also all caught up in a network of obligations whose entirety is not within our conscious grasp. What is our relation to “others”—the excluded, marginalized, and prostituted who affirm our existence and identity—in our society? In a sense, all Filipinos are responsible for the plight of the Moros—including the existence of the Abu Sayyaf—insofar as we claim to live in a community of moral, rationally endowed persons who alternatively occupy the positions of speakers and listeners, “I”s and “you”s, and who have obligations to one another, as well as reciprocal accountabilities. What the historical imagination teaches us is that we cannot escape our existential situation as humans living in our concrete condition. We cannot ignore the call or summons to act and/or be acted upon by the contradictory forces shaping our lives. One cannot avoid one’s historical situation. Speculating on the impossibility of imagined or fantasized self-identity, of being free from obligation to others, the Canadian scholar Bill Readings comments on an attitude prevalent in the United States—an attitude that, I think, became more articulate when, after 9/11, most Americans, newly selfanointed as victims, refused to take any responsibility for what happened to them. Ordinary citizens disclaimed any share in causing such a horrendous disaster, a catastrophe that remains a terrible tragedy because it is uncomprehended and disconnected from the ﬂaws of the “egotistical sublime,” hence the hunger for revenge. Readings, of course, includes his fellow Canadians in the following remark—which we, Filipinos at home and abroad, can immediately apply to our own relations with the Moros, Igorots, Lumads, and other ostracized neighbors: It is the desire for subjective autonomy that has led North Americans, for example, to want to forget their obligations to the acts of genocide on which their society is founded, to ignore debts to Native American and other peoples that contemporary individuals did not personally contract, but for which I would nonetheless argue they are responsible (and not
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 only insofar as they beneﬁt indirectly from the historical legacy of those acts). In short, the social bond is not the property of an autonomous subject, since it exceeds subjective consciousness and even individual histories of action. The nature of my obligations to the history of the place in which I live, and my exact positioning in relation to that history, are not things I can decide upon or things that can be calculated exhaustively. No tax of “x percent” on the incomes of white Americans could ever, for example, make full reparation for the history of racism in the United States (how much is a lynching “worth”?). Nor would it put an end to the guilt of racism by acknowledging it, or even solve the question of what exactly constitutes “whiteness.” (1996, 186)
 
 If we Filipinos are indeed accountable for what is happening around us—the scandalous extrajudicial killings and brutalities unprecedented in Philippine history, the Abu Sayyaf ’s kidnapping, extortions, corruption, and criminality in high places, President Arroyo’s violation of our sovereignty in welcoming U.S. troops to carry out police actions to repress political critics and civil libertarians, a Filipina woman’s rape by U.S. soldiers, and Powell’s doctrine of stigmatizing Filipino dissenters and opponents of the unjust status quo as “terrorists”—then we need to ﬁnd out what needs to be done. Is the breakdown of civility caused by the lack of a “strong republic,” hence the need to institute authoritarian and quasi-fascist measures? That is a sophistic evasion of grappling with our iniquitous, class-divided society that condemns the majority of citizens to poverty, ill health, and desperation while maintaining privileges for a minority. A state is strong or weak depending on the nature of the class relations, the alignment of political forces, determining its conduct. What requires our full concern is the lack of justice, economic inequality, the misery of exploited working citizens, the oppression of women and ethnic communities, and, above all, genuine national independence. What about the situation of Filipinos in the fabled “land of promise,” otherwise known as “the belly of the beast”? In the United States, Filipinos have suffered from the latest act of vengeance against Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda: the USA Patriot Act. We are struggling against what is the initial stage of authoritarian rule, “friendly fascism” in the new guise of the Homeland Security State. Filipinos have to ﬁght a version of pragmatic jingoism more arrogant than before, mounting preemptive or preventive strikes and other unilateral interventions against Jihad International, against all those resisting the domination of the “only remaining superpower.” Filipinos have signed numerous petitions, one called “A Statement of Conscience: Not In Our Name.” They oppose the Manichean outlook that the struggle is between good and evil, and that the only possible answer to what happened on 9/11 is “war abroad and repression at home.” What Susan Sontag calls the “dangerous lobotomizing notion of endless war” (New York Times, Sept. 10, 2002) or the pseudo-war of “civilization versus barbarians,” has already encouraged all sorts of excesses—racial proﬁling, assault, and the killing of innocent civilians who look like Arabs or “terrorists,” contingent on the demonology of the day. If “measure and proportionality require the language of law and justice” (Asad 2002, 38), then the mad rush to bombing and invading Iraq after the ruthless devastation of Afghanistan is breaking all standards of prudence or justice even in the conduct of what St. Thomas Aquinas calls a “just war.”
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 Noam Chomsky and other public intellectuals have called the United States itself “a leading terrorist state” (Chomsky 2001a, 16). Just to give an example of how this has registered in the lives of Filipinos in the United States, last June, sixty-two Filipinos (among them, doctors and engineers) were apprehended by the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Services for overstaying their visa or for lack of appropriate documentation. They were arrested as “absconders,” handcuffed and manacled in chains while aboard a plane on the way to the former Clark Air Base in Pampanga province. About 140 Filipinos are now being treated as hardened criminals, according to Migrante International, thanks to the Patriot Act and the Military Commissions Act. Over a thousand people, most of them people of color, are now detained suspected “terrorists” or “unlawful combatants,” already being punished in secret jails, subjected to waterboarding and other cruel techniques of interrogation. Here I am not referring to the prisoners captured in Afghanistan and conﬁned to cells in Guantanamo, Cuba; I am referring to American citizens who have been arrested on suspicion that they have links with Osama bin Laden or other terrorist groups listed by the U.S. State Department (which now includes the CPP/NPA). Just last November, there was a report of eight Filipino aircraft mechanics who were detained since June without bail due to “suspected terrorist links”; they are now being deported because of alleged inaccuracies in their immigration papers. How many more Filipinos will suffer arbitrary state terrorism administered by President Bush, President Arroyo, and other heads of state? This fate may befall any Filipino who, for one reason or another—they will not know the reason he or she is being incarcerated, perhaps branded as unpatriotic or a traitor because he or she dares to criticize, think, organize, and resist.
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 CHAPTER 2
 
 Imperialism Under Its Victims’ Eyes I must be understood as protesting as the representative of the independent Philippine Republic that the United States has no jurisdiction, natural or acquired, through any of its agencies to adjudicate in any manner upon the rights of my country and people. —Felipe Agoncillo (From a letter to the U.S. Secretary of State, Jan. 30, 1899) No Filipino, not one of them, would have taken up arms against Spain if the object of all those slaughters had been to implant the Starry ﬂag instead of the Spanish banner. . . .The annexation will never be sympathetic to the Filipinos because neither the American dominion nor the Anglo Saxon does respect those who do not belong to the pure white race. —Ferdinand Blumentritt Filipinos, remember us. . .who were your friends Right in the battle’s blood and heat. —Edgar Lee Masters
 
 L
 
 ong before Edward Said’s Orientalism came out in 1978, in 1947 the great revolutionary philosopher Karl Korsch called our attention to the new form of imperialist control being set up in the Philippines with puppets and traitor-hirelings, complete with a fake political autonomy contrived to maintain or reinstitute economic and social dependence. Korsch observed that Western colonization violently disrupted “all the traditional living habits in the indigenous community” (1990, 40). After World War II, the anticommunist bloc led by the United States resurrected the old spurious rationale of “tutelage” for benighted natives in order to camouﬂage a treacherous neocolonial stratagem. Korsch denounced the ideology of white supremacy and its deceptive masks devised to compensate for its loss of “practical validity” or historical relevance as follows: “And thus it is by no means paradoxical that the most obstinate support for the theory of evolution and education by capitalist colonization is found today in the public opinion of the one country [United States] which cannot even furnish a real basis in 21
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 experience for the theory in its history” (1990, 41). Korsch’s insight has been validated by a renewed inﬂux of latter-day “Thomasites” who preach postmodernist nostrums and stale neoliberal propaganda. U.S. counterinsurgency measures supplemented with technocrats offered free by the Agency for International Development (AID), Peace Corps, academic experts, and so on, from Wolf Ladijinski and Edward Lansdale during the Magsaysay era, to the American publicity gurus of the Arroyo regime, have conﬁrmed the veracity of Korsch’s insight. In Culture and Imperialism, his magisterial study of the tie between the colonizing West and the speechless subalterns, Said reminds us that “imperialism did not end, did not suddenly become ‘past,’ once decolonization had set in motion the dismantling of the classical empires” (1994, 282). Recapitulating what his illustrious predecessors (Frantz Fanon, Walter Rodney, C.L.R. James, Kwame Nkrumah) had already observed, Said quotes two authorities, Michael Barratt-Brown and Noam Chomsky, to ground his thesis. Barratt-Brown noted that “imperialism is still without question a most powerful force in the economic, political and military relations by which the less economically developed lands are subjected to the more economically developed” (1982, 166). Chomsky summed up his commentary as follows: “the ‘North-South’ conﬂict will not subside, and new forms of domination will have to be devised to ensure that privileged segments of Western industrial society maintain substantial control over global resources, human and material, and beneﬁt disproportionately from this control. Thus it comes as no surprise that the reconstitution of ideology in the United States ﬁnds echoes throughout the industrial world” (1982, 84–85). These trends have been substantially veriﬁed by recent developments in the Philippines, once reputed to be a model “showcase of U.S. democracy” in Asia but now its grievous, unforgiving crucible. Not yet a decade since the U.S. military bases were forced to withdraw in 1992 by nationalist demand, the passage of the RP-US Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) in 1998 marked the return of imperial power in a more ﬂagrant repudiation of Filipino sovereignty (Schirmer 1997; Nemenzo 1992b). Pushed through by both the Ramos and Estrada administrations, both inheritors of President Aquino’s ingratiating submission to transnational capital, the VFA grants the ex-colonizer extraterritorial rights and privileges exceeding the privileges the United States once enjoyed in the heyday of the Laurel-Langley Agreement and the scandalous parity rights accorded to U.S. citizens by a forced revision of the Philippine Constitution. Ostensibly for the sake of national security, the U.S. military will return with nuclear and other genocidal weapons. What is at stake is ultimately effective control over the natural resources and labor-power of the Filipino people, a dismissal of Filipino national sovereignty and territorial integrity accomplished with the help of the servile Filipino elite, intelligentsia, and bureaucrats. The trend toward a refurbished populist authoritarianism is clear. Corrupt and extremely brutal in its treatment of the New People’s Army (NPA) combatants, the Estrada administration tried to prepare the state machinery for drastic changes in the 1987 Constitution that would allow foreign monopoly ﬁrms unrestricted rights to own land, exploit the natural resources, operate public utilities, and amass superproﬁts all sanctioned by the slogans of liberalization, privatization, and deregulation. Estrada’s successor, Gloria Arroyo, is rabidly pursuing the same agenda. Rapacious globalization
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 has the backing of the IMF (International Monetary Fund), WB (World Bank), and WTO (World Trade Organization), organizations whose policies of “structural adjustment” and “conditionalities” have now been exposed as structurally biased in favor of the local reactionary compradors, landlords, bureaucrat capitalists, and their military henchmen. Claiming to be defending the impoverished workers and peasants, the Arroyo regime, the successor to an entourage of U.S. clients (from Manuel Quezon and Sergio Osmena to Ramon Magsaysay and Ferdinand Marcos), cannot conceal its subservience to transnational conglomerates, the latest incarnation of U.S. global ascendancy.
 
 Rediscovering the Empire In both academy and received common sense, however, “U.S. imperialism” does not exist—even as an aberration, like the Vietnam war, or as a ﬁt of mindlessness. According to Microsoft’s Encarta 1998 Encyclopedia, Filipino cooperation with a benevolent United States became the keynote of the postwar policy. Even the liberal New Basic History of the United States by Charles Beard and Mary Beard assumed that the United States had now departed from “the ‘imperialist’ doctrines of the old school of American expansionists” in order to allow the Philippines to become, on July 4, 1946, “a free and independent nation” (1968, 459). Other non-American observers apply a Eurocentric standard when they bewail the inadequate westernization of Filipinos who suffer from “dualism in outlook and a longing for a national identity” (Nelson 1968, 117). Modernization theory, exempliﬁed by Vera Micheles Dean’s The Nature of the NonWestern World (1966), has been refurbished by conceding limited agency to those under tutelage. Pundits from the mass media recycled official platitudes about “special relations” postulating equality between subalterns and neocolonizers (now touted as “transnationalism”). Sandra Burton, a former correspondent for Time, rehashes the following question-begging scenario: “In order to cope with the acute sensitivities of Filipinos, who both craved the attention of their superpower ally and chafed at its counsel, the officials responsible for fulﬁlling Americans’ commitments to the Philippine government had had to adopt a Filipino-like attitude of fatalism” (1989, 239). Openly supercilious patronage is mixed with naïve celebration of elite personalities in accounts like Bryan Johnson’s The Four Days of Courage (1987), Fred Poole and Max Vanzi’s earlier Revolution in the Philippines (1984), and the self-serving commentaries of Monina Mercado’s People Power: An Eyewitness History (1986). Exceptions like Raymond Bonner’s Waltzing with a Dictator (1987), William Chapman’s Inside the Philippine Revolution (1987), and Leonard Davis’s Revolutionary Struggle in the Philippines (1989), are few and scarcely circulated. Only when dissident intellectuals like Gore Vidal, Michael Parenti, and others cite from the historical record of U.S. interventions does the harrowing “paciﬁcation” of Filipinos impinge on the majority’s consciousness. Otherwise, “politics and ideology are largely bounded by the consensus of the business community” (Chomsky 1992, 59) and thus the norms of the “free market,” of consensus management and violent intervention (Ahmad 1982), screen out conﬂicts arising from popular resistance to oppression and exploitation.
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 To remedy this recurrent amnesia, we need to problematize the received consensus of U.S. history and its representation of the Philippines in the archive. At the same time we need to appraise and critique the position of reactionary and postmodernizing nativism purveyed by the parasitic comprador elite. What may be instructive for this occasion is a selective review of how the disciplinary regime of Western domination and its peculiar mode of articulating racial and cultural difference in the Philippines— an instance of academic hubris predicated on the inferiorization of the cultures of “others” for its own self-validation—have been “produced” and circulated by liberal discourse with “postcolonial” pretensions. Its recent postmodernist reincarnation calls for urgent critique if we need to rectify a century of liberal-democratic mystification and racist violence. For the ﬁrst time since the outbreak of the Spanish-American War in 1898 and the fall of Bataan and Corregidor to the Japanese invaders in 1942, the Philippines dominated the world’s attention for a few days in February 1986, when an urban mass insurrection of over a million people overthrew the long-entrenched Marcos dictatorship without too much bloodshed, in the face of tanks and soldiers armed to the teeth. Scenes of this uprising were televised throughout the world, images exuding an aura of the miraculous. Few know that the restoration of elite democracy—the rule of ﬁnance capital through the oligarchic, property-owning classes—after that event ushered a new stage for the revival of neocolonial apparatuses of domination, agencies of hegemonic rule designed to protract the nation’s subservience to transnational corporations and the dogmas of the Washington Consensus. Less publicized is one epochal achievement of the popular-democratic resurgence that began with the student revolts called the “First Quarter Storm” in 1970 whose audacity resonates to this day. In 1991, the United States ﬁnally yielded to Filipino resolve and abandoned its two huge military installations (Clark Air Field and Subic Naval Base), symbols of colonial suzerainty and possibly (as a springboard for intervention in the vast Asian-Paciﬁc geopolitical theater) the chief reason for U.S. territorial annexation of the islands. Despite some attenuation, the Philippines today has one of the most durable and resourceful Marxist-inspired guerilla insurgencies in late modernity.
 
 Af ter the Februar y Storm Like most “Third World” societies plagued by the legacy of colonial bondage, the Philippines today suffers the negativity, not the dynamic fruitfulness, of contradictions. Although nominally independent, its economy is controlled by the draconian “conditionalities” of the IMF, WB, and WTO, its politics by semi-feudal warlords, bureaucrats, and military officials beholden to Washington, and its culture by the U.S. consciousness industry—in general, by the Western information and knowledgeproduction monopoly. Although direct colonial rule was ﬁnally terminated in 1946, the cultural and political hegemony of the United States persists to this day. When the Reagan administration intervened in 1986 to shore up the ruins of empire by rescuing
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 its client despot from the wrath of Filipinos and installing a new set of overseers (namely, Corazon Aquino and her successor, General Fidel Ramos, a former “impresario” of Marcos’s martial law, followed by Estrada and Arroyo), it was less nostalgia than a tactical defensive retreat. Desperate maneuvers to salvage the military bases conﬁrmed a long-range strategy of retrenchment. There was deﬁnitely no withdrawal or let-up in the realms of politics, ideology, and culture, given the claim of academic pundits (for example, Claude Buss and Richard Kessler) that such intervention demonstrated U.S. goodwill to preserve its investment in its long-revered “showcase of democracy” in Asia after its debacle in Vietnam. Whatever the ﬁxations of U.S. civic memory, upholders of “American Exceptionalism” celebrated the centennial anniversary of Admiral Dewey’s defeat of the Spanish ﬂeet in Manila Bay on May 1, 1898—a farce turned into a heroic milestone. Perhaps the next commemoration will not be accompanied by the usual jingoistic fanfare of yore despite the nostalgic reassertion of proprietary rights over the Balangiga souvenirs from the bloody paciﬁcation campaigns of 1899–1913. We are, after all, inhabiting today a “New World Order” characterized by U.S. triumphalist incursions in the Middle East and the United States’ post–Cold War refurbishing of humanitarianism and “free market” nostrums (Bennis and Moushabeck 1993). Contrary to the claim that the ﬁrst U.S.-Philippines contact began when Filipino recruits jumped off the Spanish galleons in the seventeenth century and settled near what is now New Orleans, Louisiana, I would contend that the inaugural scene points to the intrusion of Dewey into Manila Bay in 1898. That was immediately followed by the Filipino-American War, an epochal sequence charged with antinomies: while suppressing the revolutionary forces, it laid the groundwork for proletarian unionism and the rise of organic intellectuals of the nation-people born from uneven and combined development. U.S. hegemonic power continues today in covert, mediated, or sublimated forms—proof that what Mark Twain called the Philippine “temptation” persists amid profound mutations in the physiognomy of transnational, post-Fordist capital. At this juncture, I want to cite Twain’s comment on the U.S. adventure, or rather misadventure, that (in Carey McWilliams’ s view) prompted the government to “guide the natives in ways of our own choosing,” especially when the “lesser breeds” or “little brown brothers occupied a potentially rich land” (McWilliams 1964, 232). The ironic resonance of this self-proclaimed “civilizing mission” is registered in Twain’s inimitable idiom as follows: We have paciﬁed some thousands of the islanders and buried them; destroyed their ﬁelds, burned their villages, and turned their widows and orphans out-of-doors; furnished heartbreak by exile to some dozens of disagreeable patriots; subjugated the remaining ten millions by Benevolent Assimilation, which is the pious new name of the musket; we have acquired property in the three hundred concubines and other slaves of our business partner, the Sultan of Sulu, and hoisted our protecting ﬂag over that swag. And so, by these Providences of God—and the phrase is the government’s, not mine—we are a World Power. (Zinn 1980, 20)
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 In his nuanced satire as follows, Twain marvels at the report that thirty thousand American soldiers killed a million Filipinos: “Thirty thousand killed a million. It seems a pity that the historian let that get out; it is really a most embarrassing circumstance” (1992b, 52). In February 1899, the month in which the Filipino-American War began and the U.S. Senate ratiﬁed the treaty formalizing the annexation of Spain’s former possessions, Rudyard Kipling’s poem, “The White Man’s Burden,” was published. The poet echoed U.S. Senator Albert Beveridge’s claim of “the mission of our race, trustee under God, of the civilization of the world” (Constantino 1974; Chapman 1987). This inaugural event in the chronicle of U.S. territorial expansionism is not without precedent, a fact thoroughly documented and argued by Gareth Stedman Jones (1970), William Appleman Williams (1962), Jack Woddis (1967), Michael Hunt (1987), and others. From the Monroe Doctrine to the Tonkin Gulf resolution, a narrative of intervention gives intelligibility and telos to U.S. foreign policy. The historian Geoffrey Barraclough reminds us that 1898 “signalized the involvement of the United States in the dialectic of imperialism” (1967, 63) from which there was no turning back. In his perspicacious commentary on the U.S. war machine, Star Wars, H. Bruce Franklin remarks, “The warfare waged against the Cuban and Philippine nationalists, for whose ostensible beneﬁt we had defeated Spain, was an export of the genocidal campaigns against the ‘savages’ and ‘redskins’ who had inhabited North America” (1988). This cognitive and contextual mapping is performed by Richard Hofstadter (1967) in his essay, “Cuba, the Philippines, and Manifest Destiny,” in which he delineated the conﬁguration of “psychic crisis” that intertwined the following several elements: the chauvinist self-aggrandizement of the 1890s, the imperialist ethos of duty and populist self-assertion, the disappearance of the frontier, and the bureaucratization of business amid cyclical economic depression. We can place within those parameters the logic of intervention announced by President McKinley as one of emancipating and redeeming the Filipinos’ “fatherland” and setting the Filipinos “in the pathway of the world’s best civilization” (Leech 1959, 362). In the following masterly synoptic reappraisal, Gabriel Kolko returns us to the principles of the Anti-Imperialist League (whose membership counted Twain, William Dean Howells, William James, Andrew Carnegie, and other notables) and affords an optic through which U.S. Realpolitik (euphemistically labeled “sentimental” and “benevolent”) acquires its infamous genealogy: In Asia the framework in which United States efforts proceeded was far more complicated and, ultimately, was to fail to preserve both peace and American power in an environment in which the balance-of-power diplomacy was eventually to become increasingly irrelevant before the tides of nationalism and revolution germinating throughout Asia. But the ﬁrst American entry—and the most ignored—was the bloody acquisition of the Philippines and the long repression, eventually costing at least 200,000 Filipino lives, which was required when the Americans found that in order really to take the islands they had ﬁrst to retrieve it by force and chicanery from a Filipino independence movement largely in control at the end of the war with Spain. Americans, with few exceptions, refused to reﬂect on the enormity of this crime, which it later repeated again in a yet more brutal form in
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 Vietnam. But it was from this island base, held ﬁrmly in hand with terrible force, and then also co-option and cultural imperialism, that the United States was to embark on its Asian role, a role that eventually became the most demanding and troublesome in America’s long history. . . . Violence in America antedated industrialism and urban life, and it was initially a product of an expansive rural-commercial economy that in the context of vast distance and a hastily improvised and often changing social structure saw barbarism, violence, and their toleration ritualized into a way of life. Slavery consisted of institutionalized inhumanity and an attack on the very ﬁber of the black’s personal identity and integrity. . . . Against the Indians, who owned and occupied much coveted land, wholesale slaughter was widely sanctioned as a virtue. That terribly bloody, sordid history, involving countless tens of thousands of lives that neither victims nor executioners can ever enumerate, made violence endemic to the process of continental expansion. Violence reached a crescendo against the Indian after the Civil War and found a yet bloodier manifestation during the protracted conquest of the Philippines from 1898 until well into the next decade, when anywhere from 200,000 to 600,000 Filipinos were killed in an orgy of racist slaughter that evoked much congratulation and approval from the eminent journals and men of the era who were also much concerned about progress and stability at home. From their inception, the great acts of violence and attempted genocide America launched against outsiders seemed socially tolerated, even celebrated. Long before Vietnam, that perverse acceptance of horror helped make possible the dominating experiences of our own epoch. (1976, 286–87)
 
 This bold historiographic synthesis, with an intellectual orientation enabled not by Nietzsche and deconstructive postcolonialists but by the now much maligned “national liberation” struggles, has been expunged from approved textbooks and civic memory. But despite the prevalent neoconservative atmosphere with its cynical bureaucratic pragmatism, it is now being slowly grasped and applied in the canon-revising program of progressive scholars on both sides of the Paciﬁc. The present work is an index of its salutary inﬂuence.
 
 Anticipating Paradigm Shif ts The major obstacle to any rigorous exploration of U.S. imperialist hegemony in the Philippines inheres in the controlling paradigm of philosophical idealism (instanced in methodological individualism and empiricist functionalism) that ushered in pseudo-scientiﬁc research programs addressing U.S. “exceptionalism” and legitimized their regimes of truth. Mainstream social theory hinges on at least three doctrinal assumptions that operate as enabling research paradigms: “the market depends on the subjective values of commodities, social action depends on the value-orientation of the actor, and society is constituted by its collective conscience or central value-system” (Shaw 1975, 84). I suggest that the dominant methodology in elucidating the complex dialectic of “U.S.-Philippines relations” (a problematic itself in need of deciphering) hinges on a positivistic, evolutionary theory of culture—traditional patterns of conduct, norms, beliefs, attitudes, together with their corresponding practices of symbolic translation and
 
 28
 
 •
 
 U.S. I MPERIALISM AND R EVOLUTION IN THE P HILIPPINES
 
 signiﬁcation—as the explanatory key to the usurped condition of Filipino subjectivities (subject positions) and their shipwrecked political economy. That constellation of action, meaning, and habitus (in Pierre Bourdieu’s construal) also explains the production and reproduction of dependency relations now assuming more covert and deceptive disguises (Enriquez 1992; Weightman 1987). Reduced by Establishment doxa to a few pivotal notions like hiya (shame), internal debt (utang na loob), “mutuality of power dynamics,” and so on, culture with its complex symbolic economy is divorced from its constellation of determining forces, from the circumstantial network of power. It becomes a generalizing formula utilized to unravel affairs of extreme “thickness” and intricacy, with weighty ethical and moral resonance. The functionalism of deploying the patron-client dyad is not totally without value in shedding light on speciﬁc empirical phenomena. But without analyzing the objective logic of production and reproduction of concretely differentiated social relations, the effects of neocolonial exploitation, racism, and gender oppression remain enigmatically absent, marginalized, or concealed. The notion of “the politics of combined and uneven development” so perspicaciously demonstrated by Michael Löwy (1981) and others is absent in functionalist discourse. Lacking the historical world-system dynamics involving “asymmetrical relations” between exploitative occupier and subjugated indigenes, devoid of any sensorium for registering the unequal power relations between antagonistic subjects who necessarily impinge on each other’s life-worlds, what we have in such accounts is nothing but a banal exercise in apologetics. A recent example of this neo-evangelicalizing genre is Stanley Karnow’s In Our Image: America’s Empire in the Philippines. Its thesis of U.S. nonculpability for its subjugation of the Philippines hinges on the notion that the Filipinos “submitted voluntarily to their own exploitation.” This theme, modulated and supplemented in various styles, is replicated in other studies I have mentioned here. In context, Karnow’s performance is symptomatic of an entire reactionary backlash trying to settle accounts with the liberal conscience of the 1960s and the skepticism of “Third World” multitudes in the 1970s. But despite rehashing tired opinions and attempting to vindicate the AngloSaxon “civilizing mission” ad nauseam, Karnow fails to balance debits and credits. Why, after nine decades of trying to instill American values of “integrity, civic responsibility, and respect for impersonal institutions,” did the U.S. fail to remold the natives into their own idealized self-image, producing instead the horrible Marcos episode and a fertile breeding ground for communist insurgents? Karnow’s retort—“History is responsible”—is naïvely evasive. It is the fault of our compadres, right? By acceding to the Filipino aspiration for sovereignty soon after the conquest, Karnow counsels us, the United States deﬂated the nationalist élan in the course of tutelage; this left the Filipinos confused, ambivalent, duplicitous. To win hearts and minds, U.S. officials accommodated to Filipino traditions, “customs and social life,” the inertia of opportunistic alliances and “coils of mutual loyalties” that characterize the “tribal texture” of Filipino life. Karnow’s argument is plain: the durable and seemingly impervious compadrazgo system, with its familial dyadic ties that imposed the patron-client grid on political relations, frustrated any intent to duplicate
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 the ethos and productivity of the American system. Clientelism in fact brought out the worst in the fallible American administrators (including General Douglas MacArthur). Thus it is not U.S. colonial subjugation but the quasi-feudal ordering of Filipino society and its immutable hierarchy of values that account for the underdevelopment, corruption, and tragedies of this poor Southeast Asian society. What we observe here in this indictment of local mores and folkways is really “the insertion of colonial bodies into a metropolitan discourse [that] provides sanction for the politics of colonialism at the same time as it reproduces them” (W. Anderson 1995, 86). In his perceptive review of In Our Image, Peter Tarr (1989) refutes Karnow’s spurious claim to ethical neutrality and moral high-mindedness. Tarr shows how the journalist has resurrected myths about the destructive dynamics of U.S.-Philippines relations, in particular how the brutal conquest of the Philippines has been more than atoned for by the following beneﬁts given to the losers: sanitation, health care, roads, schools, “honest judiciary,” and an ostensible democratic political system—reforms that, it is implied, Filipinos would not have attained by themselves. “A model of enlightenment” is Karnow’s phrase for the Philippine Commission’s advice to Washington to use the ilustrado elite as “transmission belts” in governing the masses, to win over the mestizo principales whose precarious and endangered position was eventually normalized by the tactical ploy of President William Howard Taft’s slogan, “Philippines for the Filipinos” and then entrenched as the ruling bloc in the stratified dispensation. The fable that underpins Karnow’s recuperation of imperialism with a smiling face is what Tarr calls the “Immaculate Conception myth,” which mystifies the origins and motivations of U.S. foreign policy so cogently described by Kolko, Williams, and others (1989, 783–84). Tarr’s review sharply exposes the vacuity of Karnow’s claim to an impartial reading and evaluation of the imperial record. What Tarr judiciously points out is that the socalled “atonement” Karnow recites with great zeal did not really beneﬁt the majority of Filipinos. On the contrary, it perpetuated oppression and injustice, sharpening class and ethnic divisions through the entrenchment of oligarchic rule, from Osmena and Quezon to Manuel Roxas, Marcos, and Aquino, all of them invariably supported to one degree or another by a succession of U.S. policies and administrations. This unremitting patronage culminated in the Cold War involvement of the CIA with Magsaysay’s anti-Huk campaign, and it persisted throughout the years of intervention in Indochina, Central America, Africa, and the Middle East. (For the complicity of a series of U.S. administrations with Marcos’s authoritarian rule, we have to consult other works such as Raymond Bonner’s Waltzing with a Dictator [1987], Alfred McCoy’s Priests on Trial [1984], Leonard Davis’s Revolutionary Struggle in the Philippines [1989], Thomas Churchill’s Triumph Over Marcos [1995], and the periodic reports by the Lawyers’ Committee for Human Rights, the Permanent People’s Tribunal, Amnesty International, and others.) It goes without saying that Karnow is a shrewd popularizer, a bricoleur of hackneyed notions and received prejudices culled from the researches of mainstream scholars like Steinberg, Friend, May, and other “gate-keepers” who guard the parameters of acceptable, safe thinking on the matter of U.S.-Philippines encounter.
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 Interrogating the Archive From a more theoretical vantage point, Karnow’s apologia tries to deﬁne the American self via representing the “other” from the self ’s ethnocentric, racializing gaze. In this process of othering, the “Filipino” becomes both an empirical referent and a construct of cross-hatched narratives, approximating the hybrid, amphibious creatures encountered in postcolonial terrain. Genealogically, Karnow’s text belongs to a ﬂourishing tradition of U.S. neocolonizing discourse purporting to supply the veracious, objectively “scientiﬁc” knowledge of the Filipino—his thoughts, feelings, behavior, even his “unconscious.” This knowledge is inscribed in the ideological apparatuses (schools, media, philanthropic organizations, sports, etc.) necessary to maintain sustainable hegemony in the Philippines and justify the prophylaxis of periodic CIA and U.S. State Department interventions to the tax-paying public. Of about a dozen texts that have invented and disseminated the received “truths” about the Philippines and Filipinos, texts central to the constitution of the disciplinary ﬁeld called “Philippine Studies” (a residual legacy of Cold War “area studies”), one may cite three that are acknowledged to be inﬂuential in crafting state policies and fabricating mass consensus: W. Cameron Forbes, The Philippine Islands (1928); Joseph Hayden, The Philippines: A Study in National Development (1942); and George Taylor, The Philippines and the United States: Problems of Partnership (1964), the latter serving as the Cold War primer and baedeker. These canonical texts were preceded by James A. LeRoy, Philippine Life in Town and Country (1905), and Dean C. Worcester, The Philippines: Past and Present (1914). Aside from accumulating, tabulating, and systematizing a vast amount of statistics and raw data, these texts (in particular those of Hayden and Taylor) are foundational reference points for a corps of specialists I call “Filipinologists.” They endeavor to organize and integrate a large body of information and ideas by using the accepted structuralist-functionalist theories of culture and society (inspired by Weber, Durkheim, Foucault, etc.) found in mainstream social sciences. When applied by functionaries of the orthodoxy and instrumentalized by the ideological apparatuses of the state, this official body of knowledge and its corresponding administrative translation serves to legitimate the neopragmatic “common sense” of U.S. hegemony. The key idea of “tutelage,” a signal marker of gradualist utilitarianism invested in this archive, is captured in this succinct formulation by David Joel Steinberg when he addresses “the U.S. policy of selfliquidating colonialism, in which the ‘little brown brother’ was permitted to achieve independence when he grew up, a maturation process that took forty-ﬁve years” (1982, 50). Together with other institutional apparatuses, these texts of legitimation constructed the object of knowledge and exercised mastery over it. They were in turn authorized by a whole panoply of regulations (economic, political, and cultural), at once hortatory and conciliating, governing the relations between the United States as a colonizing sovereignty and the domesticated inhabitants of the territory once administered by the Bureau of Insular Affairs. What is more insidious is that this archive has also profoundly conditioned the conﬁguration of people-to-people relations in everyday life, sanctioning patterns of deliberation and decision-making that reproduced
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 stereotypes and “common sense.” It also reinforced a world-view that tended to repress critical thinking and deny creative autonomy by circumscribing if not proscribing possibilities of change within certain ﬁxed boundaries of the public sphere that are always under surveillance by an elaborate network of policing (internal and external) mechanisms. “Philippine Studies,” a minor subset of Asian Studies, is the rubric for the ideological machine that facilitated the shaping of Karnow’s text and that of others fulﬁlling the managerial tasks dictated by the drive for safeguarding U.S. global supremacy. Notwithstanding their authors’ claims to objectivity, all these texts have now been compromised by the reality of seemingly ineradicable social injustice, unmitigated poverty of millions, rampant atrocities by the military, exploitation of women and children, and widespread violation of human rights by transnational business and government. Aspects of this reality have been exposed by concerned Filipinos (see, for example, Hernando Abaya’s 1984 exposé of the shady deals of General Douglas MacArthur and Paul McNutt in his autobiography)—proof that subalterns can speak if not fully represent themselves (De la Torre 1986; Aguilar 1988). Now the theme of “imperial collaboration” between the Filipino elite and U.S. bureaucrats has been a recurrent leitmotif in the archive of U.S. diplomacy since Forbes’s two-volume inventory of U.S. achievements. Hayden schematized the replication of subalternity by the time of the Commonwealth period (1935–1940), while Taylor streamlined its analytic of norms to ﬁt Cold War geopolitics. With the privileged status of Taylor’s book at the height of the Korean War and the anti-Huk campaigns of Lansdale-Magsaysay, the official routine of knowledge-production about the Filipinos reinforced a positivist methodology, which applied a more systematic culturalist grid on laboratory specimens labeled “Filipino character and social practices.” The procedure of truth-making is simple. The culture of one sector, the dominant landlord-merchant class, is taken as the normative consensus model for understanding the whole formation. Functionalism in its empiricist and positivist version was thoroughly mobilized for hegemonic purposes (a good illustration is Jean Grossholtz’s Politics in the Philippines [1964]). The expedient fashioning and deployment of notions like hiya, utang na loob, and pakikisama or “smooth interpersonal relations” propagated by Frank Lynch, George Guthrie, John Carroll, Mary Hollnsteiner, Chester Hunt, and their disciples became the approved operational paradigm for explaining any event or relationship—say, for example, Quezon’s duplicity, Marcos’s tactics toward Benigno Aquino, President Corazon Aquino’s incapacity to reform or discipline her kin, the psychology of disaffected members of the New People’s Army, and practically all aspects of Philippine politics and society. The imperative is to maintain and buttress social equilibrium, thus reproducing class hierarchy and private appropriation of social wealth. One recent example is Claude Buss’s Cory Aquino and the People of the Philippines, whose refrain echoes the following now predictable reﬂex of scapegoating: “the Filipinos found it hard to break the habit of special dependence on the United States” (1987, 143). This may be a slight improvement over the old rhetoric of conceiving the whole country as “a penal reformatory,” an enlarged Iwahig Penal Colony underpinning the “logic of the carcereal continuum” (Salman 1995, 122) that has structured the peculiar symbiosis between the two countries since 1898.
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 Counter-Reformation Humanist reason yields to the expediencies of governance, universality to historical contingency. Given the renewed purpose of Filipino nationalism to expunge once and for all the myth of U.S.-Philippines “special relations,” the desideratum of contemporary U.S. knowledge-production of “truths” about the Philippines is to reconceptualize the fact of U.S. domination as a transaction of equal partnership between conquerors and conquered. It is essentially an interpretive strategy to revise the canonical emplotment of a Saxoniﬁed mission civilizatrice into a universal mission of spreading American-style democracy and individual progress worldwide. This project of revaluation, what I would call a post-hoc-ergo rationalization to underscore its retrograde instrumentalism, would center on a refurbishing of the patron-client paradigm; the notion of reciprocal obligations entailed by it would arguably serve as the theoretical framework within which one can then exorcise the burden of U.S. responsibility for what happened in the Philippines from 1898 on by ascribing the cause of the failure of American tutelage to the putative shrewdness of Filipinos in “manipulating” their masters. The phrase, “we tried to do our best, but. . .” is the basic thesis of Peter Stanley’s A Nation in the Making: The Philippines and the United States, 1899–1921 (1974), an updated sequel to the family of metanarratives cited earlier. It is an argument recycled by Karnow and other commentaries before and after the February 1986 insurrection. A dialectical twist of historical sensibility seems to have occurred. The sharp contrast between these reconstructive texts and previous works critical of U.S. imperialism—as epitomized, for instance, by Dictatorship and Revolution: Roots of People’s Power edited by Aurora Javate de Dios, Petronilo Daroy, and Lorna Kalaw-Tirol—may be read as symptomatic of a fracture in the hegemonic consensus. This requires a change of tactics attuned to recent realignments of political agencies and the need to set into play a sophisticated defensive mechanism to counter a resurgent antiglobalization movement around the world targeting the Washington Consensus and the nexus of the IMF, WB, and WTO, determining the fates of both metropolis (the global North) and periphery (the global South) in the crisis of transnational ﬁnance capital. The agenda of the present neoconservative trend in Philippine studies in the United States is geared chieﬂy to the task of redeﬁning U.S.-Philippines putative “special relations” by downplaying the power of American imperial governance. In the process, scholars enlarge the role of the Filipino elite in order to convert “empire” into an evolutionary experiment in “tutelage,” shifting the onus of accountability to the victims. In reviewing a volume edited by Peter Stanley entitled Reappraising an Empire, New Perspectives on Philippine-American History (1984), Robert Stauffer acutely points to the dogmatic ideological framework of the new apologetics, a variant of neoWeberian sociology. He isolates the theoretical basis of this trend in the inﬂation of the concept of a patron-client dyad based on reciprocal obligations. This conceptual framework ignores the world-systems approach (developed and reﬁned in the last two decades) that predicates dependency on unequal exchange. The reasoning behind this is that such a cogent alternative theory would rule out the patron-client schema of explanation since dependency excludes reciprocity. Stauffer contends that Stanley and
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 like-minded Filipinologists romanticize the relation of “collaborative elites” and colonizers; they give “a Victorian legitimacy to past conquests and in so doing justify—[by demonstrating how satisfactory are the relations between Filipinos and Americans, e.g. Lansdale and Magsaysay]—future imperial ventures” (1987, 103). Further, by reducing all relations to that of patron-client over and above the context of sharpening class and other sectoral divisions, the proponents of the “collaborative empire” give the impression that such relations are permanent or irreversible. It is clear that the revisionary thrust of scholars employing the patron-client model and its variants aims to recast the exploitative relationship of dependency into a reciprocal relationship in which responsibility is equalized if not dispersed. By downplaying any serious U.S. inﬂuence on Philippine social structures and inﬂating the ingenious duplicity of the colonized, Stauffer argues that Stanley and his colleagues make “empire” into a romantic ideology. From this angle, one can understand Stanley’s partisanship in openly espousing a program of exoneration as follows: “it is a hubristic illusion for Americans to imagine that, in the colonial era, they liberalized, modernized, or, for that matter, exploited the Philippines in any large, systemic, or lasting way” (Stanley 1974). This is a shocking discovery, but one utterly disingenuous. Since a presumed immutable patron-client pattern of relationship determined political life during U.S. ascendancy, Filipino nationalism is relegated to the “manipulative underside of the collaborative empire,” with the oxymoron of “collaborative empire” recuperating President McKinley’s “benevolent assimilation” proclamation, the tropological matrix of U.S. rule over the island colony. In retrospect, one can describe this new “civilizing mission”—a phrase evoking the period of a socioeconomic transition from European mercantilism to a new international division of labor subtending capital’s strategy of “counterrevolution,” to use Arno Mayer’s term (1971)—as the ideological impetus behind the march of Anglo-Saxon progress over the conquered territories and subjugated bodies of African slaves, American Indians, Mexicans, Chinese workers, and so on, from the erection of the pilgrim settlements to the closing of the western frontier at the end of the nineteenth century. As Walter Rodney remarked with reference to the plunder of the African continent, “The U.S.A. was a worthy successor to Britain as the leading force and policeman of the imperialist/colonialist world from 1945 onwards” (1972, 194).
 
 The Exception and the Rule The United States as a political formation is “exceptional,” according to Establishment historians, because it did not follow the European path to colonial expansion. The discourse and practice of “American exceptionalism” as part of Cold War strategy was thoroughly criticized in the 1960s as an outgrowth of technocratic modernization and developmentalist thought. Aside from purveying statistical information for official policy, social scientists and various academics have tried to legitimize the existence of the national-security, authoritarian state in peripheral societies (Thomas 1984). Commenting on U.S. scholarly trends concerning China at that time, Leigh and
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 Richard Kagan noted the privileging of cultural values and the socio-cultural system as the key to shaping an economic-political environment “conducive to the dominance of middle-class American values. . . . American culturalism denotes the intent to rule the world by the imposition of her values, safeguarding them when necessary by military occupation and colonization” (1971, 31). This one-sided emphasis on value-orientation informs and vitiates such anthologies as David Rosenberg’s Marcos and Martial Law in the Philippines (1979), John Bresnan’s Crisis in the Philippines (1986), and Patricio Abinales’s The Revolution Falters (1996). Despite its weakness and for lack of any substitute, this culturalist, functionalist paradigm still exercises authority among Filipinologists and their followers. It has now been thoroughly exposed for the following inadequacies, among others: its one-sided attribution of rationality and normative equilibrium to a particular social arrangement, its dismissal of the complex intentionality of the individual’s (or the agent’s) conduct, and its circular mode of explaining social activity as meaningful insofar as it fulﬁlls a temporally limited normative need such as the reinforcement of a code of values required for social coherence. In sum, this instrumentalizing functionalism pivots around a subjectivist concern with values divorced from the social relations of production, from the historical matrix of social actors in a speciﬁc milieu. It posits a static, ahistorical view of society removed from its interdependency in a dynamic world-system and its ceaseless transformations. Above all, it privileges the status quo as the only valid framework of intelligibility and thus absolves the powerful (as well as its spokespersons) of any responsibility. Anthony Giddens (1984) has argued that identifying a functional need of a system has no explanatory value at all. Aside from ascribing a teleological quality to a social system whose parts perform functional roles, it attributes to a given political set-up a higher degree of cohesion and stability than what the facts warrant; indeed, it occludes dissonant and disintegrative factors at work (Shaw 1975). Because it cannot really provide a comprehensive explanation for the intentional activity of agents and for the unintended consequences that result from purposive actions, functionalism of the kind employed by Karnow and his informants distorts and reiﬁes Filipino character, culture, and history, which they are attempting to understand and judge. Whatever the subjective motive of its users, this method can only prejudge the actions of the Sakdals and the Huks as factional deviations from the oligarchic norm even if it concedes to them a modicum of moral credence. It dismisses the ideas of Filipino nationalists (always labeled “extreme” or “ultra” if not demonized altogether) in general as inexplicable in terms of the homeostatic imperatives of the status quo, or simply the “manipulative underside of the collaborative empire.” We can now grasp the rationale for Karnow’s deployment of the patron-client formula and its variants to give a semblance of intelligibility to imperial “aberrations.” By focusing not just on Filipinos as equal participants but on their ability to “manipulate” their masters (a move discernible in current scholarship), Karnow and like-minded knowledge-producers endorse the putative evangelizing mission of the colonizers and their deﬁnition of a conﬂict taking place on conquered soil, effectively obscuring if not erasing the ruling bloc’s responsibility for the ravages of capital accumulation. Karnow’s montage of
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 close-up scenes of action begets the illusion of valorizing personal intentions but, in actual fact, the technique subordinates agency to structural constraints dictated by systemic inertia. The result seems paradoxical: values drive human agents, but ultimately “fate” supervenes. That “fate” is what our experts want to ignore: the political economy of class conﬂict, forcible surplus appropriation and domination, the predatory corporate machine of proﬁtaccumulation. Trapped by the theoretical naïveté and internal incoherence of their approach, Karnow and his colleagues cannot remedy the legitimation crisis of American interventionism, including that of post-9/11 preemptive aggression for regime change in unruly countries like Iran, Cuba, North Korea, Venezuela, and others. What they have contrived so far, a containment strategy for Filipino revolutionary energies, survives today in the ruins of the welfare state and the pax Americana that once reigned over the anticommunist “free world.” Considered as a representative specimen of a comparative-history scholarship, a type of transnationalist knowledge-production, Karnow’s book should then be appraised within its speciﬁc sociopolitical conjuncture. His tendentious summary of over eighty years of diligent archival labor to understand the dynamics of U.S. involvement in the Philippines has yielded only what the aforementioned classics of “Philippine Studies” have repeatedly posited: the effort to Americanize the Filipinos partly succeeded in terms of introducing the forms of institutions like electoral democracy, mass public education, and so forth; but it completely failed in altering traditional “Filipino” values, in particular those sanctioning the prevailing tributary relationship, patrimonialism, familism, patriarchal authoritarianism, and so on. (Except perhaps in the case of Filipino women in which the Victorian ethos of domesticity enforced by the capitalist division of labor-herded women back from the public sphere to housekeeping.) In brief, as Roxanne Lynn Doty argues, the Philippines continued to be represented by imperial ideological practice (U.S. State Department reports, U.S. official pronouncements, and their academic counterparts) as a realm of irrational passion, chaos, internal disorder, corruption, and inefficiency to which only the “disciplinary technology” of counterinsurgency (if the surveillance of legal apparatuses for securing consent fails) can be the appropriate remedy. Lacking meaningful agency, the “uncivilized” Filipinos, from the gaze of U.S. administrators, cannot enjoy full constructive sovereignty. In the light of the traumatic Marcos interregnum and the persistence of nationaldemocratic resistance, this legitimation crisis of U.S. neocolonialism may be said to frame all inquiries into U.S.-Philippines relations. It is a condition of possibility for constructing the object of knowledge called Filipino culture, personality, politics, nation, and so on. From the end of World War II up to the 1990s, “Philippine Studies” has evolved as part of the worldwide strategy of containing the Soviet Union and its “satellites.” There is good warrant to believe in the complicity of U.S. historians and experts on the “Third World” in promoting the instrumentalization of the humanities and social science research; among others, “Philippine Studies” during the Cold War assumed U.S. foreign policy as “identical with peace and freedom.” This follows from what William Appleman Williams (1971) noted sometime ago: that the U.S. ruling class tended to equate imperial expansion, the marketplace, and the belief in propagating
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 freedom right from the beginning of the social crisis of the 1870s. From another angle, the seeming paradox can be explained by Giovanni Arrighi’s comment that “global ‘decolonization’ has been the most signiﬁcant correlate of U.S. hegemony” and its accommodation of certain nationalisms within “free trade imperialism” (1993, 181; Zinn 1967; Chomsky 1982, 1992). Karnow’s tendentious chronicle forms part of this Cold War arsenal to sanitize the zones of contention between the “Evil Empire” and the “free world” under U.S. patronage. Conceived as one ideological weapon mobilized for the post-Marcos era of mending “fences” and “bridges,” it is symptomatic not only of the U.S. Establishment’s need to redeﬁne periodically its global mission in the context of international rivalries, especially in the light of its economic decline, but also of the urge to rewrite the past—precisely to represent many “other” wills and events purged from the official records—in order to deﬁne the “American Self ” anew. This has become more urgent today with the reputed “clash of civilizations” transpiring in Iraq and Afghanistan. Since the dogma of white supremacy is deeply embedded in all Western discourse, this act of U.S. self-deﬁnition operates within that episteme and seeks mainly to recover lost ground. The operation of this reactionary discourse may be illustrated in the way Theodore Friend (1989), for example, shifts the blame to the “Hispanic tradition” for all the social ills afflicting the Philippines. Dualistic metaphysics and residual anticommunism underpin such remarks. The functionalist approach of most U.S. area experts betrays its instrumentalism when the data it surveys serves to constitute the norms of its own legitimacy. In other words, the “abstracted empiricism” reinforces imperial cultural norms by judging the behavior of the colonized subjects as deviant, perverse, sometimes even deconstructive, harmless, and entertaining. Meanwhile, rehashing the cliché of an exotic and uncontaminated territory, Alan Berlow’s investigative reporting of killings in Negros, Dead Season (1996) “captures the dynamics of an entire culture: one mired in atavistic rules and the tangled legacy of colonialism,” according to the publisher’s blurb. Like Karnow and many other “instant” experts on the Philippines, Berlow was assigned in the late 1980s by National Public Radio to report on the Philippines. Karnow’s discourse can be perceived as the latest in a long series of recuperative strategies to represent the Filipino people as a reﬂection of Anglo-American “manifest destiny” in its ongoing metamorphosis, particularly urgent at this conjuncture when U.S. ascendancy has eroded and the threat of other capitalist blocs (led either by Russia or China) opens the possibility of a reactionary if not fascist and decadent solution.
 
 Who Writes the Truth? Postmodern thinkers inﬂuenced by poststructuralist and neopragmatic trends contend that objective truth in historical writing is impossible. History is not a body of incontrovertible, retrievable solid facts (in Mr. Gradgrind’s sense), but rather a text open to various, disparate interpretations. Michel Foucault’s lesson for us is that historical accounts are problematic representations of life because they are constituted by heterogeneous
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 cultural codes and complex social networks entailing shifting power differentials. Knowledge, in short, is always complicit with power. Ultimately, questions of truth reﬂect conﬂicting ideologies and political interests associated with unstable agencies. This is not to say that reality is a mere invention or ﬁction, but that its meanings and signiﬁcances are, to use the current phrase, “social constructions” that need to be contextualized and appraised for their historically contingent validity. Such constructions are open to critique and change. From this angle, texts by dissident ﬁgures like Rigoberta Menchú or the survivors of various holocausts are riddled with ambiguities and undecidables that cannot be resolved by mere arbitration over facts—such arbitration and facts are themselves texts or discourses that need to be accounted for, and so on. In the end, it’s all a question of power and endurance. Do the victors then always have the last word when they write the history of their coming to victory? The excesses of postmodernist reductionism are now being acknowledged even by its practitioners. What discipline or method of inquiry can claim to be justiﬁed by a thoroughgoing skepticism and relativism? While I do not subscribe to an overvalorized notion of power or discourse—whether decentered or negotiated through an “inﬁnite chain of signiﬁers,” a power not embedded in concrete sociopolitical formations—I think the stress on historical grounding and its determinate contingencies is salutary. This is perhaps a commonplace. But I mention it nevertheless to foreground the need to be more critical about the contemporary resonance of what is involved in the historical representation of non-Western groups, collectivities, and peoples by intellectuals of the economically powerful North—in this case, by Americans pontiﬁcating on Filipino identity, culture, and lifeworlds. Self-awareness of the limits of one’s mode of knowing “others” (through dialogic play, or differential self-performance) is now a precondition for any engagement with subjects that once were deﬁned or constituted by ethnocentric, preemptive, and often exploitative world views and their coercive apparatuses. We confront here an enactment of the subtle politics of othering, not the now banal identity politics employed when Indian postcolonial gurus subject Thomas Babington Macaulay and his successors to interminable interrogation. When “First World” producers of knowledge of indigenous peoples claim to offer the “truth” or the credible representation of people of color inhabiting colonized or neocolonial regions and internal dependencies, should we not stop and ask what is going on, what is the context of the dialogue, who is speaking to whom and for what purpose? In any communication event, there are no pure languages of inquiry where traces or resonances of the intonation, words, idioms, and tones of the “others” will be found (San Juan 2005b). This holds true for the intertextual investigation of Philippine history by American experts whose claims to objectivity and pedagogical superiority replay the maneuvers and stakes of the Filipino-American War and its traumatic repetition in the scenarios of everyday life. That war, as noted earlier, lasted more than a decade. A lingering scholastic dispute exists as to how many Filipinos actually died in this “ﬁrst Vietnam War.” Karnow cites two hundred thousand Filipinos while the Filipino historian Renato Constantino puts this number at six hundred thousand, the number of casualties in Luzon alone given by General J. Franklin Bell, one of the military planners of the “paciﬁcation” campaigns
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 (Schirmer 1971). Another scholar, Luzviminda Francisco, concludes that if we take into account the other campaigns in Batangas, Panay, Albay, Samar, Mindanao, and Sulu, the total of casualties could easily be one million (1973, 49). Do we count the victims of “collateral damage,” civilians not involved in direct ﬁghting? The U.S. strategy in ﬁghting a guerilla war at that time was to force all the natives into garrisoned hamlets, virtual concentration camps, in which thousands died of starvation, disease, and brutal treatment. What is the truth and who knows it? Where are the reliable informants who can provide authentic narratives and incontrovertible testimonies? Whom are we to believe? Under whose eyes are we going to inspect the scene of the crime? Let us revisit again one scene that is now hotly controversial. In the Balangiga, Samar, incident of September 28, 1901, exactly forty-ﬁve American soldiers were killed and twenty-two wounded by Filipino guerilla partisans (Brooke 1997; Vizmanos 1989). The Filipinos suffered 250 casualties during the attack and another twenty soon after. In retaliation, General Jacob Smith ordered the killing of all Filipinos above the age of ten; in a few months, the whole of Samar island was reduced to a “howling wilderness.” No exact ﬁgures of total Filipino deaths are given by Karnow or other American historians. Exactly what happened in the numerous cases of American military atrocities committed against Filipinos and investigated by U.S. officials is still a matter of dispute. But there is general agreement that the war was characterized by, in the words of Filipino historian Teodoro Agoncillo, “extreme barbarity” (1970, 259). Exactly how many died in the Samar campaign, or during the entire war, is again a matter of who is doing the counting, what criteria are employed, and for what purpose the event is being investigated, as I have underscored earlier. Conventional historians’ methodology by itself, shunning the necessary conjunction of theory and practice, cannot answer our demand for a sense of the whole, a cognitive grasp or mapping of the complex total situation. That can only be answered by a collective project of radical social transformation.
 
 Debunking and My th-Making Of more provocative relevance here is the controversy over the stature of the Filipino revolutionary hero Andres Bonifacio (1863–1897). Glenn May, an area studies expert, acquired instant notoriety when his book Inventing a Hero: The Posthumous Re-creation of Andres Bonifacio came out in 1992. May questioned the veracity of certain documents attributed to Bonifacio by Filipino intellectuals and political leaders. Without any actual examination of the documents in question, and hedging his argument by invoking the terms “maybe” and “perhaps” numerous times throughout the book, May accused Filipino historians—from Agoncillo to Reynaldo Ileto—of either forging documents or fraudulently assigning to Bonifacio certain texts responsible for his heroic aura and fabulous reputation. May unwittingly fell into the trap of self-deception, entertaining what Franz Neumann, in his diagnosis of mass anxiety and political alienation, calls the “false concreteness” of a conspiracy theory (1957). Nonetheless, unfazed and unashamed, May, as the plaintiff and witness, also performed the role of judge.
 
 I MPERIALISM U NDER I TS V ICTIMS ’ E YES
 
 •
 
 39
 
 Except for evincing the customary and pedestrian rationale for the academic profession, this exercise in debunking an anti-colonial hero is a tedious and vexing preoccupation, but it lends itself to being construed as a shrewdly spun cautionary tale. It can also be interpreted as a more systematic attempt by a member of the “superior group” to discredit certain Filipino nationalist historians who are judged guilty of fraud and other underhanded practices unworthy of sensible, decorous intellectuals. Ileto’s defense tries to refute the prejudgment. He accuses May of privileging “colonial archives” over oral testimonies, of deploying the patron-client or tutelage paradigm that prejudices all of May’s views of Filipinos, and of one-sidedly discounting any evidence that contradicted May’s thesis that the Philippine revolution was really a revolt of the elites, not of the masses. In short, May’s version of the “truth” cannot be trusted because he functions as an apologist of U.S. “white supremacist” racialization whether he knows it or not, a role that has a venerable genealogy of scholars from the anthropologist Dean Worcester to academic bureaucrats like Steinberg, Friend, Stanley, and others. Their avowed impartial authority cannot be separated from the continuing involvement of the U.S. government in asserting its control, however indirect or covert, over Philippine political, cultural, and economic affairs. Given the anti-intellectual milieu of business-consumerist society, I suppose that joining this group of luminaries is enough compensation for May and other “disinterested” seekers of facts and truths. In retrospect, May’s recklessly injudicious condemnation of at least four generations of Filipino scholars and intellectuals is symptomatic in many ways. Instead of elaborating on what May’s polemic reveals, suffice it for me to submit the following questions for extended reﬂection: Should we still insist in the axiomatic dualism of objective truth and subjective interpretation in accounts of fraught, emotionally charged events? Should we not consider the exigencies of the dialogic communication: who are the parties involved? In what historical moment or sequence of events should we frame this controversy? In what arena or set of circumstances can a citizen of a dominant global power question the veracity or truth-telling competence of a citizen of a subordinated country without this act being considered an imperial intrusion and imposition? Can the investigation of individual facts or events in these dependent polities be considered legitimate as sources of “objective” knowledge without taking into account the hierarchical ordering of nation-state relations in the existing inter-state system? What attitude should researchers from these powerful centers of learning adopt that will dispel the suspicion that “Third World” peoples are partisans of a neocolonizing program, if not unwitting instruments, of their rapacious governments? Obviously, the more immediate stakes in the ongoing “culture wars” are social policies and civic programs within the United States, with secondary implications in terms of foreign policy and academic exchanges. Still, we cannot ignore how the attacks on indigenous testimonios, like those of Rigoberta Menchú, or on heroic ﬁgures (including scholars and intellectuals) of nation-states in the global South that claim to be sovereign and independent, are both allegories of internal political antagonisms or class warfare, and the literal battleﬁelds for recuperating the now attenuated imperial glory of pax Americana of the Cold War days.
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 Missionar y Position With the trend of transnationalizing American Studies, including its ramiﬁcations in comparative historiography, anthropology, jurisprudence, philological-linguistic research, and communication and cultural studies in general, we confront an ethos of relativism and perspectivism informed by Friedrich Nietzsche’s distrust of “monumental” history. Critique is displaced by a neopragmatist will-to-power in interpretation. Marx’s emphasis on collective praxis shaping history is replaced by Martin Heidegger’s idea of ontology, Being-for-death, and “virtuality” (Bensaid 2002, 83). This approach exalts authentic individual experiences as contingent occasions, not strategic points of popular intervention. While seeming to be radical and antiteleological, it actually serves a reactionary, mystifying telos. Rejecting American Exceptionalism up front, it brings through the backdoor its obverse: a tendentious belief that both parties are guilty, but that one has the moral high ground to forgive the other. This moralizing pluralism is enabled by certain theoretical frames of intelligibility tied to constructionist notions of contingency, disjunctures, ruptures, and indeterminacy. So complex and intertwined are the diverse forces colliding in history that at the risk of being reductive or, worse, class reductionist, we cannot adjudicate responsibility and assign causality: everyone’s hands have been dirtied by aleatory, ironic, or paradoxical circumstances. Paul Kramer’s treatise on the bifurcated racial state formed by American colonialism and the natives in its colony, The Blood of Government, is exemplary in this regard. Eschewing the old machinery of functionalist sociopsychology hinging on hiya (shame), utang na loob (internal debt), and compadre clientelism that characterized the scholarship of mainstream Filipinologists (including David Steinberg, Theodore Friend, and Stanley Karnow), Kramer opts to invent notions such as “imperial indigenism” to characterize Governor Dean C. Worcester’s views, and the phrase “nationalist colonialism” to describe the attitude of the Filipino elite (e.g., Rizal and Aguinaldo) toward Igorots, Moros, and other non-Christian groups. He also uses the phrase “elastic inclusionary racism” to explain “the politics of recognition” that Filipino intellectuals, particularly the oligarchic elite who clamored for independence, utilized in dealing with their American superiors. Kramer’s scholastic empiricism requires a nominalistic logic to buttress his abstract generalizations. But he is not alone in this tendency. This nominalistic view of the ilustrado (Pedro Paterno, Pardo De Tavera, and Isabelo de los Reyes) may be conﬁrmed in Resil Mojares’s recent opus, Brains of the Nation, in which he judges that the elite view of the “nation’s body” was limited because of its territorial Tagalog center, its social marginalizing of Muslims and pagan tribes, and in terms “political (in its misrecognition of the agency of the ‘people’ they presumed to lead” (2006, 503). This is ﬁne, as long as their sociopolitical conditioning is fully described. However impoverished, the archive of ilustrado ideology seems so rich and compelling as to warrant such an expenditure of spirit. In any event, Kramer is to be credited for foregrounding the Filipino-American War and its institutional racism, rather than the apprenticeship of Filipino bureaucrats like Carlos Romulo, Maximo Kalaw, and so on, as the pivotal event in understanding
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 U.S.-Philippines “special relations.” This can supplement Niels Mulder’s thesis of Eurocentric U.S. colonialism suppressing the rise of a public sphere, a Filipino national moral order (1997). Kramer focuses not so much on the violence and brutality of the war as on its racializing, gendering apparatus, using selected insights by Rizal, Kipling, and Dubois as “touchstones.” One of his uplifting goals is to discover a covert Filipino agency in this apparently one-sided encounter. But in doing so, Kramer unwittingly equalizes victim and victimizer: he imputes to Filipino ilustrados a “nationalist colonialism” that mirrors U.S. white supremacist conduct toward the subjugated American Indians, blacks, Puerto Ricans, and so on. Desiring to remedy the “insularity” of Philippine-American history, Kramer disavows the value of “exported” racializing habitus (in Bourdieu’s sense) and chooses to privilege “the colonial regime’s inclusionary racial premises” (2006, 32). These premises are of course part of the U.S. hegemonizing process called “paciﬁcation” or “Benevolent Assimilation,” with its consensualisticsounding slogan, “Philippines for the Filipinos.” Kramer’s calling attention to the disciplinary function of spectacle, in particular the 1903 St. Louis Exposition, as part of the imperial production of knowledge used for control, and his rehearsal of the nuanced racializing practices and discourses toward Filipinos working in the United States are all commendable, offering heuristic empirical information not seriously examined hitherto. But what is gained in focusing on “the complex structures of collaboration” and “elastic politics of recognition” (only applicable, of course, to a narrow segment of the colonized population) is lost when we confront today the asymmetrical dynamics of the Subic Rape case (see Afterword), the subservience of Filipino officials to the pronouncements of the U.S. Ambassador, the parasitism of the AFP to the Pentagon, the illegitimacy of the corrupt administration receiving U.S. military aid, and the subordinate role of the Philippine nation-state (as well as Filipino immigrants and overseas contract workers) in the global hierarchy of state powers (Ibon Foundation 2005). Stark proof of the immiseration of the majority is the recent selling of body parts (kidneys, in particular, for between $1,440 and $2,469) to foreigners (Japanese, Americans, and Europeans), as well as the prostitution of thousands of women and children. Analysis of the sociohistorical totality that gives meaning to atomized, fragmented data is lost, and critique is thus forfeited. Unlike May’s condescension, Kramer’s bias for objectivity is exceptional. He wants to be fair and even-handed, approving even of “the racial place”—recognition at last!— that Filipinos now occupy in the United States. Rizal, the “overseas Spaniard,” did not enjoy this when he traveled through the continent in 1889, noticing the lack of “civil rights” for African Americans and the boorish parochialism of the whites he encountered. Kramer assigns equal share to both parties in the shaping of a discursive ﬁeld: “The symmetry between imperial indigenism and nationalist colonialism suggests the ways in which the new racial formation was the product of intense contestation and dialogue, a joint American-Filipino venture situated inside a broader, evolving colonial project” (2006, 435). What is omitted in this interactive parity, however, is more telling. One example from the inventory of political contestation may be adduced here. Aside from the absence of the “notorious” African American deserter David Fagen (Powell 1998) from Kramer’s narrative of pacification, and its corollary “politics of
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 distribution” (the Balangiga episode, General Makario Sakay, and the saliency of Moro resistance and genocidal massacres recounted by Samuel Tan in his statistical indexing, The Filipino-American War, 1899–1913), Kramer skips any mention of the 1882 Exclusion Act or the Plessy v. Ferguson (“separate but equal”) judgment in his chapter on the circumstances surrounding Admiral Dewey’s arrival at Manila Bay (2002, 82–83). Consequently, his scholastic desegregating thesis of “not separate but equal” (as shown in his explanation of Rizal’s behavior in dissociating himself from the quarantined Chinese passengers) fails to take account of the heavy indoctrination of the natives in the Spanish strategy of “divide and rule” by periodic pogroms of the Chinese settlers and ostracism of Muslims, animists, and so on. Nor does it take into account the antiMoro habitus formed in the Filipino Christian mentality throughout the course of three hundred years of the Spaniards re-enacting the cure for their national trauma of reconquista in Mindanao and Sulu. This new gesture of integrationism and rehabilitating neoliberal pluralism for a globalizing comparativist era is self-serving apologia.
 
 Salvaging Retrospective It goes without saying that the traffic of colonial business was inescapably two-way, with buyers and sellers coming and going. It was not necessarily reciprocal nor emancipatory. Were the American soldiers, fresh from their campaigns of exterminating the barbaric Indians, not exporting their racism to the conquered islands where brown savages, “gugus,” were trying to kill them? Conventional histories may have saturated our taste with too many examples of unilateral impositions. Academics searching for a new angle or lexicon will avoid that path of orthodox preaching. Still, for newcomers, it would be helpful to find out how Filipino prejudice against the Chinese, painstakingly inculcated by the Spanish theocracy, acquired a new lease of life during the American occupation. In her valuable history text, Manila Workers’ Unions, 1900–1950, Melinda Tria Kerkvliet noted how Filipino union leaders, in 1902 and again in 1915, demanded that the colonial authorities prohibit the entry of Chinese laborers whom the landlords wanted to hire, citing the U.S. Chinese Exclusion Act as the legal principle. The allegedly nationalist Filipino defenders of laborers’ rights collaborated with the jingoistic officials of the American Federation of Labor (AFL) to thwart the “danger of Chinese immigration to the United States” (1992, 16). On various occasions, the Filipino unionists then upheld the example of Samuel Gompers’s AFL as a model of unionism without politics. Gompers denounced the “mongrel” Chinese for bringing to the United States “nothing but ﬁlth, vice and disease” (Goldﬁeld 1997, 148), and he ﬂatly refused to give membership to Chinese or Japanese workers (Takaki 1989). This importation of an American model surely illustrates a pedagogical transaction afforded by exclusionary institutional precedents with an impeccable genealogy dating back to the Orientalist contempt shown to the “uncivilized” Mexicans before and after the War of 1846–1848.
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 While the Chinese Exclusion Act may now be a ghost of the past, a recent immigration law passed in the U.S. Congress resurrects it in the seven-hundred-mile wall planned to be built on the border of the United States and Mexico. The criminalizing of immigrants, chieﬂy people of color (as opposed to Irish or Russian immigrants), also affects the thousands of Filipinos, Chinese, and other Asians entering the United States everyday. With the Homeland Security State and USA Patriot Act in place, how can the new historicism of contingency explain the racial profiling of Arabs, South Asians, and other suspects? Neither the African American Condoleeza Rice nor the Chicano Alberto Gonzales can explain it by adopting the criteria of contingency and perspectivism. The neocolonial biracial state may be alive and well, thanks to the global war on terror. Owing to the kidnapping of Americans, Europeans, and Filipinos, the handful of Abu Sayyaf operatives (with clandestine links to local officials) has become an excuse for the horrible treatment of Moros in the Philippines, as illustrated by the murder of Moro prisoners in Camp Bagong Diwa, Philippines, on March 15, 2005. This is an import of a fascistic methodology of enforcing order and peace from the U.S. prison-industrial complex (Rodriguez 2006). One can also extrapolate the persistence of U.S. inﬂuence in the phenomenal mass hunger afflicting Filipinos that Alejandro Lichauco (2005) ascribes to the effect of the 1946 Dodds Congressional Report in preventing industrial development and thus sustaining the neocolonial backwardness of the Philippines. Lichauco describes such colonial vestiges as the Bell Trade Act of 1946, the scandalous Parity Amendment to the Philippine Constitution, the policies of U.S.-controlled institutions (such as the IMF and the World Bank), and the uninterrupted collusion of the comprador-oligarchic Filipino elite with various U.S. administrations. There is a long history of subalterns demonstrating fealty to the bearers of “Manifest Destiny.” Surely, we can smell “the blood of governments” in this fateful sequence of events dating back to the exclusion of Aguinaldo’s revolutionary army from the walled city of Intramuros as the arrogant Spanish stragglers surrendered to Dewey’s forces after a token show of resistance. After the February 1986 “People Power” insurrection that toppled the Marcos dictatorship, the historian Jaime Veneracion completed his narrative of Filipino nationmaking, Agos ng Dugong Kayumanggi (which literally translates to “Flow of Brown Blood”). Unlike the postmodernist chroniclers of transnationalist episodes, Veneracion seems orthodox in his focus on communities and other collective formations. He is trying to produce a discursive space for the Filipino nation, a space both contradictory and differential (as Henri Lefebvre [1991] would put it). It is contradictory in emphasizing class conﬂict while insisting on the persistence of patron-client relations, and differential in highlighting cultural disparities while asserting a unifying impulse that binds people into national solidarity. Niels Mulder, a Dutch scholar, ﬁnds fault with Veneracion’s inconsistencies and his “myopic focus on the territory of the Republic, and so isolating it from its SoutheastAsian and global environments” (2000, 145). However, Veneracion does not isolate the Philippines from the global environment; he describes the contextual vicissitudes of
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 “brown blood ﬂowing,” its tortuous passage through ordeals and sacriﬁces, committed to his project of tracing “the evolution of a national community” as a protracted nonlinear evolution toward a polity of equal citizens. His emphasis is on the masses and their collective will to change and develop—precisely the telos that Kramer and other postmodernist scholars hastily repudiate. But in that case, we are back to the question of who has the capacity and right to speak the truth, and for what purpose? Or are there many truths, none of which can be affirmed or denied, even at the end of Peircean inquiry (San Juan 2005)? Unfortunately, we who inhabit the “boondocks” in the metropole do not have the luxury of the cosmopolitan sophist in the ivory towers of universities such as Cornell, Wisconsin, or Johns Hopkins. We need to take a stand, given life-or-death exigencies (to be unfolded in the People’s Tribunal at The Hague in March 2007; see Afterword). A hypothetical resolution can be sketched here. Contrary to some pundits of Derridean/Heideggerian hermeneutics, I believe that the subaltern, whether it is Menchú or Agoncillo (now deceased), can perform the role of witness and “speak truth to power” under speciﬁc, determinate historical conditions. For oppressed peoples anywhere, the purpose of speech is not just for universally accepted cultural reasons—such as affirming their identities and their right of self-determination—but also, more crucially, for their physical survival, life-enhancement, and communal self-fulﬁllment. Such speech entails responsibility, hence the need to respond to criticisms or questions about “truth” and its sociohistorical grounding. A warning by Walter Benjamin may be useful to clarify the notion of “truth” in lived situations in which “facts” intermesh with feeling and conviction. In his famous “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” Benjamin expressed reservations about orthodox historians like Leopold von Ranke, whom Marx considered “a little root-grubber” who reduced history to “facile anecdote-mongering and the attribution of all great events to petty and mean causes”—which is what May can be accused of doing. Distancing himself from the “root-grubbers,” Benjamin speculated that the “truth” of the past can be seized only as an image, as a memory “as it ﬂashes up at a moment of danger” (1986, 681). Given the beleaguered situation of “Third World” intellectuals (with whom I affiliate myself ), I believe the moment of danger is always with us when, in a time of settling accounts in the name of justice and a caring, emancipated future, we see the Mays and their ilk suddenly come up with their awesome credentials and entitlements in order to put the “upstart” natives in their proper place, as in the “good old days.”
 
 CHAPTER 3
 
 Symbolizing Resistance against Empire Like Antaeus in mythology who fought Hercules, the artist must needs stand always on solid earth, his feet on the soil, because from the heat and power of the soil spring the life and strength of his body. —Amado V. Hernandez Of all the ends to which the writer may dedicate his talents, none is more worthy than the improvement of the condition of man and the defense of his freedom. —Salvador P. Lopez
 
 A
 
 ny act of envisioning the future requires a mapping of our past and current locations. We must ask: Where are we now? Where did we come from? Where are we heading? Postality—post-colonial, post-industrial, even post-revolutionary times—seems to characterize the current impasse in modern critical thought. Inaugurated by the United Nation’s bombing of Iraq for occupying the territory of another nation (Kuwait), the post–Cold War era we inhabit today may be as far removed from the Enlightenment vision of a cosmopolitan world culture (expressed, for example, in Goethe’s notion of a Weltliteratur) as it is from the years when this century opened with the Boer Wars in South Africa, the Boxer rebellion against foreign incursions in China, and the Spanish-American War. Our postmodern conjuncture is in fact distinguished by ethnic particularisms and by the valorization of the aleatory, contingent, and heterogeneous—all symptoms of a more profound structural crisis. Globalization is the proposed answer, an internationalism that transcends national boundaries. But, in truth, the ideal of internationalism presupposes a plurality of nation-states asymmetrically ranked in a conﬂict-ridden global market. It thrives on national differences since “world interdependence has diffused balance of power considerations and transformed them into a balance of terror” (Smith 1979, 196). As long as the ethnic archive persists amid the homogenizing secular ideals of modernization and liberal individualism that subtend the policies of most states, an order grounded on 45
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 exchange-value and the logic of capital accumulation, nationalism will remain a major if not decisive force in shaping the economic, political, and ideological contours of the “New World Order.” I want to stress a warning here: nationalism is a phenomenal form whose content is part of a concrete dynamic totality that we must try to grasp if we do not want to succumb to all the excesses (such as fascism and ethnic cleansing) stemming from reifying or fetishizing only a part of the differentiated totality (Lefebvre 1968). Nationalism as a world phenomenon is thus a historically determinate process of groupidentity formation with diverse manifestations and ramiﬁcations. In the project of constructing the national-popular (in Antonio Gramsci’s sense), the form of the “nation” loses its essentialist quality (embodied in petty bourgeois cultural nationalism or cultural populism) when it affirms its contestatory socialist content. How is national-democratic writing as a cultural practice and expressive habitus in the Philippines conﬁgured in this dialectic of identity and difference? Before venturing to answer this question, I would like to illustrate how the Filipino ﬁrst entered the U.S. imperial imaginary as an image or ﬁgure of the “other”—the ethnic alien or stranger—before his singular identity could be ascertained or asserted. By comprehending the historic modalities of this representation, a production of axiomatic knowledge subtending imperial power delineated in the previous chapters, it would be possible to appreciate the Filipino struggle for seizing the space for a project of nationaldemocratic allegory. On the rationale of this retrospective, I advert to Karl Marx’s theoretical insight concerning the problem of persistence or “active anachronism” of past cultural formations whose material infrastructure may have disappeared but whose values and meanings continue to exercise a powerful impact on the present (Mulhern 1992). The genealogy of this allegorical metanarrative begins from a critique of colonial and neocolonial epistemology embodied in anthropology, humanistic research, art criticism, and other areas of study, deployed in U.S. ideological state apparatuses. It proceeds toward a didactic and pragmatic articulation of ideals unfolded in “guerilla” theater (inventoried by Doreen Gamboa Fernandez in her substantial book Palabas and Eugene Van Erven in The Playful Revolution), in underground publications put out by armed partisans, or in recent commercial ﬁlms like Bata, Bata . . . Paano ka ginawa? Bienvenido Lumbera (1997) has surveyed the emancipatory and subversive tendencies in recent popular culture and ﬁlms crafted by Lino Brocka, Ishmael Bernal, and Ricardo Lee since the end of martial law. The ineluctable subtext to which they all respond is the U.S. template of the Filipino as the object of its civilizing crusade (revitalized today with the Visiting Forces Agreement and draconian state legislation) that begets its antithetical response, plebeian grassroots rebellion, and its unpredictable ramiﬁcations.
 
 Stigmata from “Benevolent Assimilation” The closing year of this millenium signals the end of the centennial celebration of the Philippine Revolution against Spain, and marks the beginning of the centennial anniversary of the Filipino-American War, which was ironically celebrated by Mark Twain in his journalistic slogan: “Thirty thousand [American soldiers] killed a million
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 [Filipinos].” In 1899, Rudyard Kipling wrote his poem, “The White Man’s Burden,” subtitled “The United States and the Philippine Islands,” the latter country which he described as inhabited by “Your new-caught sullen peoples, / Half-devil and half-child.” Although the historical matrix of the Spanish-American War and the subsequent U.S. colonial domination of the Philippines is complex, a quote from a speech by Senator Albert Beveridge, in which he exhorts English-speaking Teutonic peoples to “establish system where chaos reigns” and to govern “savage and senile peoples,” condenses its evangelical thrust. He continues to say that the Filipinos have no right to independence because they are not a “self-governing race. . . . What alchemy will change the Oriental quality of their blood and set the self-governing currents of the American pouring through their Malay veins?” (Wilden 1987, 30). Sanguinary rhetoric of this kind heralded the flow of U.S. commodities and the concomitant transubstantiation of Filipino bodies into cash (surplus and exchange values). As Agnes Smedley (1993) and other commentators have observed, the late nineteenth and early twentieth century witnessed the rise of eugenics, Social Darwinism, and the pseudoscientiﬁc measurement of phenotypical and genetic characteristics as the ideological legitimation of “Manifest Destiny” for the Anglo-Saxon race. Bourgeois society, in contrast to feudal or tributary social formations, deploys various legitimation schemes to supplement violence and other coercive means. Given the lessons of social engineering applied to the American Indians, the U.S. colonial bureaucracy mobilized a whole corps of social scientists—primarily anthropologists, linguists, educators, and geographers—to prepare the ground for its hegemony (which necessarily implies duplicitous bargaining and calculated concessions to the subaltern). Quite instructive is the role of Dean Worcester, professor of anthropology at the University of Michigan, who was appointed by President McKinley to the ﬁrst Philippine Commission in 1899 on the basis of his knowledge of zoological specimens collected in the Philippines. Worcester later wrote a book denouncing the barbaric practices of slavery and peonage of the Muslims in the Philippines (for a critique of Worcester, see Adamkiewicz 1994). In 1914, an article appeared in the New York Evening Post exposing Worcester’s not so impartial stance, given his employment by a corporation (the American-Philippine Company) that proﬁted from exploiting the natural resources of the newly acquired territory: The earnest labors of Dean Conant Worcester, for thirteen years Secretary of the Interior in the Philippine Islands, in violent opposition to the policy of the present National Administration as regards the islands, for example, might lose somewhat of their moral force if by any chance it should be found that Mr. Worcester embodied not so much an altruistic devotion to the welfare of the Filipinos as concern for sufficiently legitimate but relatively selﬁsh commercial interests in the Philippines, whose prosperity might seem likely to be curtailed should the Filipinos acquire control of their own government. (New York Evening Post, January 21, 1914)
 
 In order to buttress the rationality of its civilizing mission, the ruling elite of the United States, like previous European colonizers, operationalized a worldview of evolutionary progress. This paradigm of development—from a lower to a higher stage—required
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 taxonomic and other classiﬁcatory mechanisms in order to hierarchize humans into categories deemed natural. In Worcester’s classiﬁcation of tribes (similar to his table of birds), Filipinos were ranked from the Negritos, the lowest in mental and physical characteristics, to the highest, the Indonesians of Mindanao. Roxanne Doty comments, “This classiﬁcatory scheme, this rhetorical supplement to colonialism’s divide and rule strategy, permitted the assertion that the Filipinos did not constitute ‘a people’ or a ‘nation’” (1996, 37). The natives were portrayed as “a very peculiar mass, a heterogeneous compound of inefficient humanity,” “a jumble of savage tribes” that cried for order and paciﬁcation. Like the “Negro,” “Chinaman,” and “Indian,” Filipinos were “alien races. . .incapable of civilized self-government” (Doty 1996, 43). Mounting peaceful resistance within the United States, Sixto Lopez, a Filipino intellectual sponsored by the Anti-Imperialist League, countered that Filipinos are a homogeneous people not so much because of their Malayan identity, but rather because “they are opposed not solely to American but to any foreign rule; and they are united in the desire for independence and for the purpose of maintaining a stable, independent government” (Lopez 1900). After the killing of one million of those “savage tribes,” the U.S. civil government in the Philippines was able to transport over one hundred specimens of their survivors for public exhibition at the 1904 St. Louis Industrial Exposition (for photographs, see Confrontations Crossings and Convergence [de la Cruz and Baluyut 1998]). With proper guidance and exposure to Western material cultures, the wild Bontoc Igorot boy can be transformed in nine years into a gentleman via sartorial alteration. The spatial juxtaposition of photos of this boy before donning Western clothes and after syncopates the passage of time here, but it reflects also the underlying allochrony and temporal distancing—the denial of coevalness between natives and Western colonizers—that anthropology and other modes of scientific knowledge-production resort to in order to generate inferior “others” and establish disciplinary control over them (Fabian 1983). This small “miracle” is performed by technological sleight of hand, publicity and advertising done by prestidigitation. Spectacle is an instrument of reinforcing the obvious, underlining the reality of what is given or of the received status quo. Instrumentalized technopolitics and biopolitics enter the scene. Photography or the institution of public fairs (as evidenced in the St. Louis Exposition) derives its functionality within the larger project of civil order, the hegemony of the Anglo bourgeoisie based on capital accumulation (Fast 1973). The control of behavior so as to extract surplus value from the labor power of these darkskinned bodies demanded surveillance, conceived as, to use W. J. T Mitchell’s words, the “bureaucratic, managerial and disciplinary form” of spectacle (De la Cruz and Baluyut 1998, 18). Schools and prisons are the most visible forms of disciplinary technology implemented by modernizing panoptic administrators. The Bilibid Prison in Manila, Philippines, for example, used a manual of “Philippine Types,” including Christians and Moros, to index “criminal types” in the manner of the criminologist Cesar Lombroso and his followers in the taxonomizing judicial bureaucracy.
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 Smoke and Mirrors A ﬁlm documentary entitled Savage Acts and Fairs, produced by the American Social History Project in 1995, has detailed the mobilization of world fairs from 1893 to 1904 as a complex ideological machine to construct an American national identity and its civilizing mission around racial hierarchy. Others have argued that the mystique of U.S. Manifest Destiny revitalized at the turn of the century invented the supremacy of “imperial whiteness” by subjugating Filipinos, Puerto Ricans, and Hawaiians as the benighted “others” without whom order, morality, and progress would have remained empty ciphers. Since then the alterity or “otherness” of the Filipino has functioned in versatile ways to guarantee the imperial authority of the American Self. Ever since the exhibition of Igorots (indigenes from northern Luzon) to the U.S. public during the St. Louis Exposition, the Filipino image has served the “civilizing mission” of the colonizer. Unlike the Chinese and Japanese stereotypes, the Filipino “enigma,” as it was then perceived, was interpreted within the framework of the U.S. experience with the “ferocious” and belligerent Indians of the Western frontier at the turn of the century, and the Mexican “bandidos” who challenged U.S. power. The dwarﬁsh, dark-skinned Filipinos also ﬁtted the emergent apartheid system of the postReconstruction period. Modes of representing the colonized “other” resonated with the ideological shifts in the hegemonic rule over the “internal colonies” of American Indians, slaves from Africa, and subjugated Mexicans. At ﬁrst viewed as wild savages, the Filipino “racial type” shifted from the African to the Asian category: Filipino guerillas resisting U.S. paciﬁcation in the ﬁrst decades of the twentieth century appeared wily, devious, and recalcitrant. Anthropology paved the way for the use of jurisprudence, the penal system, the annual census and surveys, and more quantifying forms of surveillance accompanying military conquest. The photographs of primitive types gathered by the colonial bureaucracy in the ﬁrst three decades of U.S. rule soon gave way to the spectacle of unruly migrant workers on strike in Hawaii, California, and Washington in the 1930s (see photographs in Pearls [Bock 1979]). The “oversexed” Filipino depicted in the media was attacked and stigmatized, then driven out. Soon the pariahs metamorphosed. With the sacriﬁces of Filipinos for the U.S. empire in World War II, the Filipino image changed into the successfully Americanized “national” or “ward”—until its latest mutation into the dual “good” and “bad” Filipino during and after the Cold War era. The portrayal of a neocolonized subject like the Filipino is governed by what Roland Barthes calls the “studium” of a racializing apparatus with a predictable code. Meanwhile, the “punctum” of the Filipino image reveals a space open for articulating what is hidden or repressed: the nationalpopular subject on the margins of the labor market and the semifeudal countryside (1981, 26–27). In recent years, positivist and abstract empiricist thought found in official commentary on the Philippines has led to the now fashionable neoliberal apologia of imperialism in scholarship by American experts surveyed in the previous chapters. One flagrant example alluded to earlier is Karnow’s In Our Image (1989; San Juan 2000), an apologetic exercise that overextends itself with the egregious blaming of the
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 natives for submitting to their own oppression. This is just a notch removed from the old habit of calling the “backward” natives “nigger, gook, slant, heathen, pagan” (Keen 1986)—epithets applied to Filipinos at various times. With the postmodernist trend in anthropology, we witness a reﬂexive but subjectivist interrogation of the old functionalist approach exempliﬁed by Worcester and others. Before the postmodernist reaction, however, critical voices have already been raised about the complicity of social science research with the legitimation requirements of the colonial project. While noting their sympathetic recording of indigenous forms of life, Western anthropologists, according to Talal Asad, have contributed “towards maintaining the structure of power represented by the colonial system. . . . Its analyses—of holistic politics most of all—were affected by a readiness to adapt to colonial ideology” (1973, 17–18). A recent example is the Tasaday hoax (Berreman 1990; San Juan 1998b) perpetrated by National Geographic magazine and assorted American academics and publicists in collusion with the bureaucrats and business cronies of the Marcos dictatorship. Heedless of the continuing unequal power relationship between the “Third World” and the metropole, though more sophisticated in other ways, postmodernists subsume everything into discourse, or discursive formations, removed from what Mikhail Bakhtin would call the dialogical communicative context. Here is James Clifford’s wellintentioned but somehow naïvely disingenuous comment on the photograph of an Igorot in his inﬂuential book The Predicament of Culture: Several years ago, while doing archival research on the history of ethnographic photographs, I found in a ﬁle a face that stuck like “an overly insistent friend, like a too-faithful regret, like a mute wanting to ask a question.” No amount of ﬂipping through other ﬁles—countless images of Indians, Africans, Melanesians, Eskimos—could fan this face away. Nor could I penetrate its ﬁxed, eloquent silence. The archive’s caption records an “Igorot Man” (brought from the Philippine Highlands to be exhibited at the 1904 World’s Fair in St. Louis). If we look intimately into this face, what disturbances appear behind? (Don’t turn around.) (1988, 163)
 
 The disturbances do not lurk behind but around us and right before us, implicating us in the perpetration of nasty, brutish practices. We do not have to invoke the image of the “noble savage” to compensate for the damage inﬂicted by the disciplinary state engine of capital accumulation on colonized peoples (Solomos and Back 1996). In all the territories where the present descendants of the “Igorot man” are found, there has been resolute, protracted mass resistance to U.S. military bases (before they were removed in 1991), airplanes, weaponry, and the attendant toxic wastes destroying the ﬁelds, forests, and rivers where millions live. Like the writers in English and Filipino discussed in this book, indigenous visual artists are now representing themselves and their people, mediated by the actions of the New People’s Army and the National Democratic Front’s political maneuvers to develop a counter-hegemonic national popular consensus. Clearly, the problem of representation has been resolved by the discourse of collective action, a pragmatic of transformative communication. As the
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 new representatives of this “Fourth World” strategy formulate the distinction without implying any exclusive binary opposition: “Ours is a struggle of existence, theirs is a more profound issue of humanity’s survival” (Duhaylungsod and Hyndman 1997). In any case, contrary to what postcolonial pundits allege, the subalterns demonstrate that they can indeed speak, organize, and ﬁght for their collective interests with resourcefulness and strategic ingenuity.
 
 Recovering the Alter/Native Let us return to the inaugural or “primal” scene of colonial aggression at the turn of the century. When the United States occupied the Philippines by military force and trickery, the embryo of a Filipino nation had already been germinating in over two hundred revolts against Spanish despotism. Filipino intellectuals of the anti-Spanish Propaganda Movement (1872–1896) had already implanted the Enlightenment principles of rationality, civic humanism, and autonomy (the sovereignty of all citizens) in the program of the revolutionary forces of the secret association Katipunan and the ﬁrst Philippine Republic. At the outset, the Propagandistas—Jose Rizal, Marcelo H. Del Pilar, Graciano Lopez Jaena, Mariano Ponce, and others—used the Spanish language to appeal to the enlightened locals and segments of the European audience in demanding reforms. With the aim of “conscientization” (to adapt Paolo Freire’s term [1973]), Rizal’s novels, Noli Me Tangere (1887) and El Filibusterismo (1891), incorporated the resources of irony, satire, heteroglossia (inspired by Miguel de Cervantes and François Rabelais), and the conventions of European realism and satiric allegory to criticize the abuses of the Church and to arouse the spirit of self-reliance and sense of dignity in the subjugated natives. For his subversive and heretical imagination, Rizal was executed— a sacrifice that serves as a key foundational event for all liberatory Filipino writing. Although a whole generation of insurrectionist writers (the most distinguished of which was Claro Recto) created a “minor” literature in Spanish, only Rizal’s texts registered in the minds of Spaniards like Miguel de Unamuno. In effect, Hispanization failed. In 1985, when I visited Havana, Cuba, I found Rizal’s two novels newly reprinted and avidly read—a cross-cultural recuperation, it seems, of a submerged popular memory shared by two peoples inhabiting two distant continents but victimized by the same Anglo behemoth. In 1898, the Philippines became U.S. territory open for the “tutelage” and Manichean rigors of the United States’ “civilizing mission.” Among other ideological apparatuses, the English language and American literary texts, as well as the pedagogical agencies for propagating and teaching them, were mobilized to constitute the natives of the archipelago as malleable, pliable subjects of the U.S. nation-state. American English was used by the colonial authorities when its troops suppressed the Filipino revolutionary army and its Republic after an easy victory over the moribund Spanish detachment in Fort Intramuros. Language became an adjunct of the imperial machinery of conquest and subjugation. Bakhtin’s notions of monoglossia and heteroglossia can be deployed to
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 elucidate how language functions as the vehicle for enforcing the hegemonic rule of a social bloc over a polyglot mass of subjects. The “otherness” of Filipinos comprised of multiple speech-genres and semantic worlds eventually yielded to a unitary medium of communication enforced in government, business, media, and the micro-sites of civil society and the public sphere. The natives could then listen, read, and obey orders and instructions from their superior tutor-masters. Just as an independent Filipino nation was being born harnessing the vernacular speech of peasants and workers, U.S. imperial hubris intervened. Its conquest of hegemony or consensual rule was accomplished through an executive ﬁat proclaiming English as the official medium of business, schooling, and government. This pedagogical strategy was designed (among other objectives) to cultivate an intelligentsia, a middle stratum divorced from its roots in the plebian masses, who would service the ideological apparatus of Anglo-Saxon supremacy. Americanization was mediated through sanctioning English as the language of citizenship, prestige, and aspiration. Meanwhile, the vernacular writers (the true organic intellectuals of an emergent populus), who voiced the majority will for sovereignty against U.S. “Manifest Destiny,” sustained the libertarian Jacobin heritage of the Propagandists. Witnesses to this were Lope K. Santos, author of the ﬁrst “social realist” novel—or more precisely, anarchosyndicalist novel—Banaag at Sikat (1906), and Isabelo de los Reyes, founder of the ﬁrst militant trade union and of the Philippine Independent Church, both of whom were deeply inﬂuenced by Victor Hugo, Pierre Joseph Proudhon, Mikhail Bakunin, and the socialist movement inspired by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. As I argued in my book Reading the West/Writing the East, “vernacular discourse articulated a process of dissolving the interiority of the coherent, unitary subject” (1992, 91) in texts that dramatized the breakdown of taboos (what Deleuze and Guattari [1986] call “territorializing” codes) and the release of desiring-production in the socio-libidinal economy of violence and delirium. What Santos, Reyes, and the seditious dramatists neglected is to privilege the agenda of seizing the means of artistic-cultural production, a task emphasized by Walter Benjamin (1978) in his provocative address, “The Author as Producer.” While U.S. imperial power preserved the tributary order via the institutionalization of patronage in all levels of society, the use of English by apprentice writers fostered individualism through the modality of aesthetic vanguardism. Personal liberation displaced the dream of national sovereignty. The overt and subterranean inﬂuence of the “Lost Generation” (Sherwood Anderson, Ernest Hemingway, and Gertrude Stein) on Jose Garcia Villa and his contemporaries shaped the content and direction of Philippine writing in English from the 1920s to the 1960s. Internationalism in this case took the form of imitation of U.S. styles of private revolt against alienation in colonial society. While Villa enacted the role of the native as Prometheus and achieved a measure of recognition, thanks to the U.S. New Criticism in the 1950s, he has never been seriously included in the U.S. literary canon (Lopez 1976, 11). In encyclopedias and directories, Villa has always been identiﬁed as a “Filipino” writer. Interred in the pantheon of formalist mannerism, his ethnic signature survives only in his name, though the lyric subjectivity of the persona he invented and the haughty introspective avant-garde posture
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 he affected were thoroughly saturated with the limited motivations and social efficacy of his narrow petty bourgeois milieu (San Juan 1996). In hindsight, the Philippine Commonwealth (1935–1946) served as the transitional, in-between zone of engagement for beleaguered nationalists. However, the victory of English over the vernacular expression of Filipinos (a heterogeneous mass of ethnic and religious communities artiﬁcially uniﬁed by Spanish and U.S. colonialism) could not be deemed unilateral and deﬁnitive. The power of language precisely inheres in its ability to co-opt, absorb, or incorporate others in a precarious and unstable synchronic order. This is because language is itself a transitory and mutable balance of multiple conﬂicting forces whose integrity is contingent on the shifting conﬁguration of those forces. Bakhtin writes the following in The Dialogic Imagination: “At any given moment of its historical existence, language is heteroglot from top to bottom: it represents the co-existence of socio-ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between differing socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, schools, circles and so forth” (1981, 263). Alterity then defines the universalized usage system of English (or any language, for that matter) even as it is used to constitute and instrumentalize homogenized subjects for colonial administrative ends. While Filipinos had no choice except to submit to the imposition of the master’s tongue in order to survive and gain a measure of autonomy, their use of English in literary and public discourse articulated an ethics of interlocution that challenged colonial power. From this perspective, the colonizer’s language can be abrogated and reappropriated in a limited way for the purpose of critique and transformation. I analyze examples of early and late modernist writing (prose and poetry) in English by Filipinos to illustrate the carnivalesque potential of English, the discovery of multi-accentual signiﬁers, what Bakhtin calls “double-voiced” words or words with loopholes. In various modalities of communication, Filipino mimicry of American English sought to explode the “Ptolemaic” universe of colonial regimentation and release the “Galilean” potential of language to articulate contradictions and incommensurable differences. Within the sign as an arena of struggle, a Filipino “English” has been undergoing convulsive birth pangs for some time now. In my book The Philippine Temptation (1996), I tried to demonstrate the intertextuality of the varying practices of Filipino writers in English and their resonance with the vernacular and borrowed traditions. My purpose in doing so accords with Bakhtin’s central insight that complex political, ideological, and social conﬂicts in any society permeate and constitute the play of language and discourse in and between societies. This offers a fertile point of departure for a more historically informed “postcolonial” inquiry into the ﬁeld of world literature written in English, or various “englishes.” It has become academic consensus by now that the canonical language of Shakespeare and Milton and its literary conventions cannot be imposed as a universal standard for appraising the value of writing in ex-colonized formations (for instance, Hong Kong, Pakistan, India, Grenada, among others) without resurrecting the specter of imperial derogation and racial subordination. Notwithstanding the notion of “American exceptionalism,” this applies also to the American English of Nathaniel Hawthorne, Walt Whitman, and Henry James as the canonical standard for interpreting and evaluating
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 the works of the following racialized “minorities” in North America: African Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, Asian Americans, and Paciﬁc Islanders in the United States.
 
 What Price Ventriloquism? The literary history of Filipino writing in English thus exhibits a more tangled and labyrinthine surface than official histories would admit. Given the complex historical background absent in most textbooks that I have referenced here, writing in English in the Philippines is no doubt an ideological practice ﬁrmly imbricated in the conﬂicts and ambiguities of subaltern existence. If we foreground a historical contextualization of the ﬁeld of writing practices, we will see that English is only one “language game,” or one choice in the means of cultural production, amid a space in which electronic visual communication (such as television, video, and cinema), together with its protean “commodity aesthetics” (Haug 1987), predominates. In fact, Filipino English can be construed as only one kind of vernacular medium or vehicle with a fairly limited, and even shrinking, audience within a decolonizing but assuredly not yet postcolonial site of multifarious antagonisms. The sign, indeed, is one strategic arena of political struggle. A breakthrough in the conformist practice of imperial speech-acts occurred in the 1930s. It was the global crisis of capitalism and the tumultuous peasant dissidence throughout the islands that impelled Salvador P. Lopez, Federico Mangahas, Teodoro Agoncillo, and others to mount a challenge to U.S. hegemonic authority and the threat of fascism by establishing the Philippine Writers League (1939–1941). For this group, the domain of the emergent nation signiﬁed the working people, the producers of social wealth, whose alignment with the anti-fascist insurgency in Europe and Asia invested the solidarity of all the victims of capital with apocalyptic Jetztzeit (to use Walter Benjamin’s term). For the ﬁrst time, the insurrectionary legacy of 1896 was rediscovered and utilized for grassroots empowerment. We ﬁnd this stance of nationalist internationalism in the ﬁction of Manuel Arguilla and Arturo Rotor, in the novels of Juan C. Laya, in the essays of Jose Lansang, Salvador P. Lopez, Angel Baking, Renato Constantino, and the witnessing testimonies of Carlos Bulosan, Philip Vera Cruz, Bienvenido Santos, and others. For the first time, writers in English rallied together with the vernacular artists (among others, Jose Corazon de Jesus, Faustino Aguilar, and Amado V. Hernandez) to affirm the dialectical interaction between spiritual creativity and combined peasant-proletarian mobilization, even though the protest against continuing U.S. domination in its neocolonial phase had to be sublimated into the worldwide united front against fascism. The praxis of Filipino national allegory was thus born in the conjuncture of what was desired and what was exigent. It was conceived in this hiatus between the project of liberating the homeland (from Japanese invaders) and the defense of constitutional republicanism everywhere. Consequently, it sublated nineteenth-century bourgeois nationalism in the combinatory trope of what came to be known as “national democratic revolution.” This allegory is not the antithesis of social realism but its sublation into a dialectically mediated form of communication. It combines observation and
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 explanation, ethics and politics, expressing what Filipinos want to be and how things are, unmasking fetishisms and protesting against them, at the same time conceiving of the possibilities for change based on the plasticity of history (when read from the viewpoint of the exploited producers). Deploying this stance of critique, I adapt Theodor Adorno’s “determinate negation” to the unravelling of this sociopolitical conjuncture, a mode of dialectical thinking that Fredric Jameson describes as “a consciousness of contradiction which resists the latter’s solution, its dissolution either into satiric positivism and cynical empiricism on the one hand, or into utopian positivity on the other” (1990, 131). The exemplary practitioner of this allegorical-didactic mode was Carlos Bulosan, a worker-exile in the Untied States from the early years of the Depression to the beginning of the Cold War. His now classic testimony, America Is in the Heart (1948), synthesized the indigenous tradition of anti-feudal revolt in the Philippines with the multiracial workers’ uprising on the West Coast and in Hawaii against racist degradation. Bulosan’s art expressed his partisanship for the ideals of revolutionary socialism. It demonstrated his faith in the intelligence of people of color—Reason’s cunning, in the old adage—rooted in cooperative labor. His sympathy with Republican Spain beleaguered by fascism coincided with his union organizing against racist violence in the United States and against the Japanese militarism ravaging his homeland. Because Bulosan’s sensibility was deeply anchored in the proletarian struggles of his time, he was able to capture the latent transformative impulses in his milieu as well as the emancipatory resonance of the realist-populist strand in U.S. literature, from Whitman to Twain, Jack London and Theodore Dreiser to Richard Wright. In this he devised a performative typicality of characterization that fused the symbolic impetus of drama and the realist unfolding of trends in epic, a feat that Georg Lukács considers formally impossible (1973). But the catalyst here may be the popular-front politics of the 1930s (Denning 1997) and the national-democratic strategy of the Huks in the 1940s and 1950s. The prime exhibit is Bulosan’s novel The Power of the People (1972; reissued in 1995 as The Cry and the Dedication), whose aesthetic burden was to render in concrete incidents the reciprocal dynamics between the Huk uprising in the ﬁfties against U.S. imperialism and its comprador allies, and the farmworkers’ agitation in the U.S. for equality and justice. Following the tradition of a feasible socialist realism, Bulosan’s art transformed “psychological conﬂicts into historical contradictions, subject as such to the corrective power of men” (Barthes 1972, 74). In contrast, the aesthetes who emulated Villa could only gesture toward, or parody, U.S. neoconservative styles and banalities ranging from the compromised liberalism of the welfare state to the slogans of obscurantist fundamentalism, laissez-faire utilitarianism, and packaged cosmopolitan fads fresh from the consumerist dream-factories of California and New York. Despite Bulosan’s achievement, the vision of a nation-in-the-making sedimented in Filipino writing in English still cannot be fully assayed except in opposition to the assimilative Leviathan of global capital. Since the 1960s, however, the U.S. Establishment’s claim of truthfully representing the Filipino has entered a period of protracted crisis. For the new preemptive scholarship, Filipino writing in any language remains
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 invisible, at best multiculturally “correct.” Because Filipino writers challenging the realism of the center and the pathos of the status quo have not refused to abandon the theme of national and class emancipation, the now contested project of modernity given a subaltern inﬂection, they have not been so easily co-opted by paternalistic compliments and assimilated into the neoliberal pluralist canon. U.S. neoliberal ideology may accord formal rights to Filipino cultural identity, but it does so only to deny recognition of its substantive worth. This is then the appropriate juncture at which I would like to stress the hard lesson of historical critique and political extrapolation. What we need to inculcate in the sensibilities of every generation is how the “civilizing” ethos of global capital assumes new disguises at every stage of uneven development, and that oppositions and contradictions cannot be converted (either by Derridean subterfuge or anarchist hedonism) into a series of differences for the sake of celebrating a neoliberal “free market” without sacriﬁcing the ultimate goal of justice, participatory democracy, and self-determination. An aesthetics of “postcolonial” difference or hybridity is a poor substitute for a politics of thoroughgoing popular-democratic transformation. What makes a real difference in the Philippine scene is the moment of recognition by the millions of powerless and disenfranchised that their society can be changed if they can organize and act in order to alter iniquitous property/power relations radically. When operationalized by the masses, this kind of cultural criticism within the tradition of Rizal, Apolinario Mabini, Lope K. Santos, Amado Hernandez, Salvador Lopez, Renato Constantino, and others becomes a handmaiden to the process of seizing the political initiative and demanding full recognition and substantive equality.
 
 Labor of the Negative Writing ﬁnds itself historicized, so to speak, without knowing it. Unless the production of such discourse is historically situated, one cannot grasp its power of producing meaning and also comprehend the knowledge/power combinatoire and its dual effects of inhibiting and in the same breath mobilizing people into action. In the last analysis, the historical conjuncture deﬁnes the possibility of signiﬁcations, of language making sense. Nicanor Tiongson (1992) offered a version of this historicizing strategy by stipulating the following ﬁve questions that critics must address: 1) What is the content or message of the artwork? 2) How is this conveyed? 3) Who is transmitting it? 4) When and where did this artwork come into existence? 5) For whom is this artwork? In a classic formulation, “On Literature as an Ideological Form,” Etienne Balibar and Pierre Macherey (1992) systematized the dialectical-materialist historicizing of criticism with more precise calibrations of the relative autonomy of the political, ideological, and aesthetic levels and their interanimation. In the Philippine context, the timely intervention of Tiongson, Bienvenido Lumbera, Elmer Ordonez (2001), and others is crucial because their position rejects the reactionary poison of formalist aestheticism that American New Critics have inﬂicted on generations of Filipino students and educators via Cold War channels. This imperative of contextualizing aesthetic form
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 becomes more compelling if we accept Earl Miner’s theory that Asian poetics is fundamentally affective-expressive rather than mimetic or dramatic like European poetics in general, a distinction originating from unbridgeable socioeconomic disparities, in particular the asymmetries in the mode of production (1990, 82–87). Conversely, Third World mimesis, unlike the Western kind, can be deciphered as ultimately allegorical and collective in meaning and motivation, as Fredric Jameson (1981) has so persuasively argued. This view of a historically contextualized literary practice has even inﬂuenced oppositional trends. While theorists of postcolonial letters celebrate their difference as the part of Commonwealth and British literature that really matters, they have so far not claimed to appropriate Philippine writing in English as a typical incarnation of what the authors of The Empire Writes Back call a “hybridized” or “syncretic” phenomenon” (1989, 180, 196). The reason is not far to seek: whether they are in the United States or in the Philippines, Filipino writers cannot escape the vocation of resistance against neocolonial (as opposed to postcolonial) forces gravitating around the IMF, WB, and WTO—guarantors of transnational hegemony. They cannot shirk the task of reinventing the nation anew in a world where the eclectic appetite of predatory capital seeks to impose everywhere the “internationalist” mandate of Eurocentric supremacy under the guise of transnationalism. This program of re-imagining the national-popular (in Gramsci’s terminology), not the state that has instrumentalized the nation, is not nationalist in the vulgar sense of seeking to preserve ethnic purity or instigate an ethnocentric cult of exclusive authenticity; rather, it is “nationalist” in defense of the integrity of the collective work-process in a speciﬁc time-place. This strategic nationalism inheres in affirming the dignity and worth of workers and peasants, equally with women and indigenous communities, groups that constitute the emergent nation-people for itself, in the ultimate analysis. Whenever U.S. experts on the Philippines pronounce judgment on Philippine literature, the implicit standard used may be seen to originate from the notion of “tutelage.” In sum, U.S. knowledge-production of the truth about the “Filipino” rests in part on the organic metaphors of parent-child and tributary-stream, a ﬁgural strategy whose repetition endows U.S. representational authority with a sacramental aura. The 1969 Area Handbook for the Philippines, an official government baedeker, we read, “For the ﬁrst two decades of the American occupation the short story suffered from a stiltedness of style when written in English, but, after the authors went through a period of practice in acquiring the idiom, excellent writing began to emerge” (Chaffee 1969, 140). This is repeated in subsequent editions, together with the citation of authors (such as Villa, Carlos Romulo, Nick Joaquin, and N. V. M. Gonzalez) who all acquired extra-local stature by being published in the United States. In addition to such marginalizing maneuvers, U.S. critical discourse also occluded the reality of resistance to its client regime (the Marcos dictatorship) by the tactic of omission. One evidence among others is that after 1972, “themes shifted from social comment to a search for self-awareness and personal identification” (Vreeland 1976, 148). What actually happened was that “social comment” faced with government censorship either stopped, turned Aesopian, or went underground. Further, the U.S.
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 “postcolonial” will to categorize and subjugate its clients can be illustrated by the patronizing observation of Donald Keene (in a review of an anthology of modern Filipino short stories): “[W]e are certainly fortunate that there are now Filipinos who can speak to us beautifully in our own language. . .[this collection] is an admirable testimony to the emergence of another important branch of English literature” (1962, 44). One response to this strategy of incorporation by subsumption is the privileging of contradictions inscribed in the site of what is alter/native, the other of paranoid mastery. I submit that Philippine writing is not a “branch” of American or English literature; it is sui generis. This is not just a matter of “differences ‘within’ English writing” or embedded national traditions that Bill Ashcroft et al. consider “the ﬁrst and most vital stage in the process of rejecting the claims of the centre to exclusivity” (1989, 17). Nick Joaquin (1987), the most acclaimed portrait-painter of the petty-bourgeois Filipino, formulates the genealogy of his maturation as a process of awakening to the exuberant rituals of the folk and the pious mestizo gentry. After describing the itinerary of his education in the reading of American and British authors (from Charles Dickens to Willa Cather), he ﬁnally discovers the Philippine folk-Catholic milieu of ceremonies and festivals that provide the raw materials for his imagination. While rightly denouncing the mechanical imitation of U.S. standards and styles, Joaquin seeks to locate the authenticity of Filipino creativity in a populist version of Christianity lodged in the psyche of characters resisting commodity fetishism—in The Woman Who Had Two Navels, Portrait of the Artist as Filipino, and Cave and Shadows. My provisional assessment of Joaquin’s oeuvre (San Juan 1988) applies a combination of negative and positive hermeneutics to uncover the oppositional and emancipatory tendencies in texts that are generally regarded on the surface as nostalgic and pathetically anachronistic celebrations of a romanticized Hispanic legacy. Sad to say, like Villa and despite my own advocacy, Joaquin has never been really recognized as an important Filipino writer in English, a postcolonial avant le lettre, equal to Salman Rushdie, Chinua Achebe, Wilson Harris, Michael Ondaatje, and others. More problematic than this essentialist quest for an indigenous genius loci subordinated to Eurocentric Christianity is Joaquin’s idea of tradition as a cumulative inventory of the colonial past. For example, Rizal was produced by three hundred years of Spanish culture, Villa by four hundred years (including about one hundred years of American colonial tutelage) of Westernization, a frame of reference that includes for Joaquin “Adam and Eve, Abraham, Venus, St. Peter, Cinderella and the Doce Pares” (1982, 42). So Joaquin contends that “if Philippine writing in English is to be justiﬁed at all, it will have to assert its continuity with that particular process and development” of absorbing the Western episteme and the problematic of the Cartesian ego. Rather than a radical rupture with the past, Joaquin’s empiricist naïveté legitimizes a syncretic adaptation of European forms, values, and knowledge—an internationalism that replicates the less subtle conditionalities of the World Bank–International Monetary Fund. Such a mimicry of colonial icons and paradigms springs from a myth of self-apprehension characterized by mestizaje in-betweeness, liminality, and hybridity, signs of différance so highly prized by the current theoreticians of postcolonial or
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 cosmopolitanist discourse reacting to the master narratives of bourgeois enlightenment, progress, and consumerist jouissance. Is it impolite to ask, at this late hour, what would differentiate this axiom of syncretism from the doctrine of liberal pluralism (either post-Keynesian or post-Fordist) under which the “New World Order” of the industrialized global North seeks to redivide the world into their respective spheres of inﬂuence? Is nationalism, interpreted recently as a mode of “ethnic cleansing,” a genuine alternative? Is ethnocentric nativism (a return to the pasyon, various tribal mores, and other sectarian or autarchic practices) a viable option? How have Philippine writers succeeded in transcending the either/or dilemma of choosing between abrogation through appropriation, or unilaterally privileging the indigenous? Is Samir Amin’s universalist resolution of this predicament (proposed in his book Eurocentrism) a plausible way of breaking through the impasse? As one response, I want to cite the example of the celebrated Filipino writer Jessica Hagedorn, whose achievement is as problematic as the plight of the diaspora in the global marketplace. One may venture the following hypothesis: Moving from a postmodernist position of indifference to signiﬁcant political and ideological contradictions, Hagedorn epitomizes a predicament shared by other racialized intellectuals of color in the United States. Given the neocolonial dependency of the Philippines, her country of origin, and its vicissitudes during the Cold War, Hagedorn’s imagination could not so far transcend the limits of the vacillating neoliberal imagination; her ﬁction centers on individual quests for identity, using the privileged liminal mestiza sensibility as a narrative point of departure. The reasoning behind this hypothesis comes from Christopher Caudwell: “All art is conditioned by the conception of freedom which rules in the society that produces it. . . . In bourgeois art man is conscious of the necessity of outer reality but not of his own, because he is unconscious of the society that makes him what he is” (1937, 297–98). Like her compatriots in New York, Hagedorn evinces no comprehension of the objective necessity, the determinate conditions of possibility, of her own practice in conjunction with her own compromised subject-position. She has been simultaneously domesticated and idolized as a cult ﬁgure by a neoconservative discourse centered on rhizomatics, nomadology, archipelagic poetics, liminality, and the fetishism of disjunctures and homelessness. Read via negative dialectics mindful of the pressures of racism, patriarchal sexism, violence against subalterns of color in a protofascist Homeland Security State, Hagedorn’s style and performance conduct suffer a disintegration that marks their singularity and realism. They begin to register the historical limits of the postmodern ideology of valorizing idiosyncratic differences over and above the determinate pressures of class and nationality. Her novel The Gangster of Love can be read as a national allegory of the Filipino sensibility triangulated by the force-ﬁeld of imperial subjection, racial subordination, and sexist repression, while Dream Jungle parodies this mimesis in a highly self-conscious mannerist fashion. Her work may be taken to represent the cutting-edge of mock-ironic “postcolonial” writing in this epoch of global capitalism in permanent crisis, with the U.S. militarized state sliding into the swamp of self-righteous barbarism.
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 In Struggle Begin Responsibilities Initiatives for a renewal of national allegory (Jameson 1986), the renaissance of the national-popular imagination, might be witnessed in a critique of what I call instrumental or culinary nationalism—the ideology and culture of the “New Society” of the Marcos regime drawn up by progressive intellectuals just after the February 1986 insurrection. It might be instructive to recall, in this context, how in Africa and Asia after the 1960s, the triumph of elite nationalism led to the catastrophic disillusionment of writers who expected the radical transformation of society after independence. What the “passive revolution” (Chatterjee 1986) ushered in was neocolonialism, not release from the bondage to capital. During the Marcos dictatorship, pseudo-historical propaganda and self-serving kitsch that manipulated symbols of the archaic tributary or feudal past tried to project a state obsessed with “national security” and anti-communism, and at the same time purvey a simulacrum of the nation’s “authentic identity.” This was allowed within the parameter of the Cold War. Progressive Filipino writers exposed how the ethos of communal cooperation called bayanihan or kapitbahayan was ascribed by the state to the barangay (the pre-Spanish village government) as its “soul.” This ethnic locus would then function as the political base for the authoritarian political party, Kilusang Bagong Lipunan (Tiongson et al. 1986, 53). Incidentally, a variant of this nativistic localism may be detected as an immanent tendency in the followers of Virgilio Enriquez’s sikolohiyang Pilipino as they try heroically to purge the original teaching of its radical anti-imperialist charisma (Salazar 2004). In 1969, Mrs. Imelda Marcos raided the public treasury to realize her fantasy, the ersatz aristocratic extravaganza called the “Cultural Center of the Philippines,” which she designated as the “Sanctuary of the Filipino Soul.” These icons, symbols, and rituals of Marcos’s “Filipino Ideology” might have fooled his narrow circle of cronies and compradors, but it was easily grasped by ordinary citizens as patent mystiﬁcation and apologetics for corrupt oligarchic abuses as well as marks of subservience to Western and Japanese transnational interests. Lino Brocka, one of the most insightful ﬁlmmakers of that period, pointed out that such “nation-building means trying to give a ‘beautiful’ picture of the country, trying not to disturb people, not to make them angry by depicting the truth to them” (Tiongson 1986, 57). This understanding was shared by most artists who sympathized with the platform and principles of the underground coalition, the National Democratic Front (NDF). The NDF’s alter/native project of constructing a “democratic and scientiﬁc culture” via participation of the broad masses insured that nationalism of the kind that disappointed many African writers like Chinua Achebe and Ayi Kwei Armah would not be a substitute for the thoroughgoing transformation that would be brought about by a change in property-relations and the redistribution of social wealth and power. Such a change would by necessity entail the assertion of national sovereignty against U.S. impositions. Above all, it would prioritize the democratic control of a circumscribed space or territory without which the Filipino people could not make any contribution to the community of states claiming to represent nations. Thus we come back to the following paradox that the internationalism of Johann Wolfgang Goethe, Marquis de Condorcet, and Marx conjured: for “national one-sidedness
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 and narrow-mindedness” (Marx 1949) to be eradicated, what is required is precisely nationalism conceived not just as a collective primordial sentiment but as a mode of organizing a community of participant citizens. It is not the concept of the nation-people that is problematic, but rather the comprador or dependent state that manipulates the bourgeois form of the “nation” as its chief tool for proﬁt accumulation. Neil Larsen exposes the universalizing culturalism of postcolonial critics who insist on the irreducibility or incommensurability of difference as an inverted form of Eurocentrism (echoing Amin) and draws the following apt lesson: “Those who currently protest the anachronism of the ‘national’ as such, reducing all to a question of the ‘transcultural’ and global hybridity, merely think the whole without the part, apparently ‘solving’ the problem by conceptual ﬁat but in fact condemning themselves to theoretical and political irrelevance” (1995, 215). Within the Marxist tradition one ﬁnds an inexhaustible treasury of inquiries into and controversial analyses of “the national question,” from Lenin, Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg, and Otto Bauer to Mao Tse-tung, C. L. R. James, Che Guevara, Edward Kardelj, and Amilcar Cabral. Surveying this ﬁeld, Michael Löwy concludes that the principle of self-determination centers on a given community’s act of deciding consciously to constitute itself as a nation (1998, 157). But before judging one nationalism as legitimate and another as suspect if not sexist and reactionary, Löwy advises us to undertake “concrete analysis of each concrete situation” relative to the goal of defeating international capitalism. In his study of ethnonationalism in Britain, Tom Nairn counseled us about the enigmatic Janus-faced nature of historical nationalism (1977). Whatever the ambiguity of this phenomenon, the idea of the nation cannot be exorcised from thought without negating the historicist temper of modernity. As noted before, nationalism and its corollary, the nation-state, are energized by a teleology of the conquest of necessity by humanist reason, of humanity’s progress toward freedom and the self-actualization of all. This position has been questioned by nihilist, deconstructivist thinking, as I’ve suggested in earlier. It is also questioned by Regis Debray, who believes that the idea (or ideal-type) of the nation, which for Marxists will be rendered obsolete by the advent of communism, is permanent and irreducible. For Debray, the idea of a nation is necessary to thwart entropy and death. It performs this function by establishing boundaries and thus generating identity through difference. Claiming to be more materialist than Marx, Debray insists that the universalizing thrust of bourgeoisanalytic reason (as instanced by Amin’s book mentioned earlier, or the messianic thrust of Frantz Fanon’s Third World advocacy) ignores the reality of contemporary developments, speciﬁcally the resurgence of identity politics in the forms of ethnic separatism, nationalist or regional schisms, and so on. We are witnessing “a growing interdependence of the conditions of economic production and exchange, comporting a trend towards uniformity; yet this is dialectically accompanied by a new multiplication of cultural diversity. . . . Equality is never identity. . . . What we are seeing now is indeed a growing divergence of cultural identities, a search for speciﬁcity as the other face of emerging globalism” (Debray 1977, 31). Such a schematic mapping of the present capitalist world-system, a recapitulation of the principle of “uneven and unequal development,” is enabled by the very contradictions of late capitalism. In this totalizing regime of exchange value, there are multiple
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 overdetermined antagonisms. However, the primary contradiction from the perspective of oppressed people of color is still between the advanced industrial centers negotiating alliances and compromises on the one hand, and their victims within and outside their borders on the other hand. And while these victims (whole groups and populations) are heterogeneous, their commonality of sharing the collective fate of domination by mainly Western capital underpins the socio-libidinal economy of their individual quests for recognition as world-historical nations.
 
 From Dif ference to Contradiction On the terrain of an extremely uneven social formation, writing in the Philippines stages in rhetoric and narrative an emergent popular agenda, what I would call a nationalitarian “structure of feeling” extrapolated from the syntax and grammar of the decolonizing process. This agenda proceeds by refunctioning residual forms (such as the dupluhan and zarzuela, folk theatrical genres) and marginalized conventions in order to subvert the aestheticist formalism authorized by U.S. disciplinary regimes as well as by the commodiﬁed imports and imitations from Japan, Europe, and elsewhere. By the logic of opposing an exploitative and alienating force, the resistance assumes the modality of revitalizing indigenous cultural practices so as to constitute an allegorical narrative of their return with new effectivities. What distinguishes this tendency is an internationalist selectiveness demonstrated not just in the adaptation of Western genres (for example, Bertolt Brecht’s epic distancing retooled in collective productions like Buwan at Baril (see Doreen G. Fernandez’s informative commentary [1996]), or in the feminist abrogation of neocolonial and feudal patriarchy (as in Lualhati Bautista’s Bata, Bata. . . Paano Ka Ginawa? and other vernacular experiments). Nor is this national-democratic universality fully registered in the invention of a new style of tracking the metamorphosis of the migratory sensibility, as in the works of a whole generation of women and feminist writers like Marra Lanot, Joi Barrios, Malou Jacob, Rose Torres-Yu, Soledad Reyes, Lulu Torres, Fanny Garcia, and many others. Rather, it can be discerned in the process of contriving a national-popular idiom addressed not to a fetishizhed Volk (eulogized by Johann Herder and Johann Gottlieb Fichte) but rather to a resurgent proletarianized sambayanan (populus). An allegorizing strategy of storytelling is explored to rescue the progressive heritage (in both feudal and petty bourgeois trappings) from neocolonial recuperation. Its point of departure is an alter/native sensibility rooted in acts of decolonizing intransigence, in a materialist critique of the illusions propagated by consumerism and commodity fetishism, the idealist habitus nourished and sanctioned by the world-system of transnational capital. The Filipino praxis of alter/native writing interrogates the “post” in “postcolonial” theory. We observe this in the partisan texts of Ave Perez Jacob, Rogelio Ordoñez, Jose Lacaba, Reuel Molina Aguila, Levy Balgos de la Cruz, Edberto Villegas, Bienvenido Lumbera, Delﬁn Tolentino, Jr., Rogelio Mangahas, and many others. They all strive to actualize what Father Ed de la Torre (1986) once called “incarnation politics,” a theology of liberation indivisible from the daily acts of resistance against a client state that
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 has sacriﬁced the nation-people to proﬁt-making (San Juan 1991). This project of articulating the subject denominated as “becoming-Filipino” is not nationalist in the orthodox construal of the term. For one, it rejects a state where the community and its habitat and lifeworld are hostage to opportunist brokers and corrupt entrepreneurs ready to sell whatever can be privatized or stolen to the highest bidder. Its nationalism is prophetic because it materializes in everyday acts of popular resistance. The nation appealed to here would then signify a “concrete universal” embodying solidarity with other oppressed communities engaged in ﬁghting the same enemy; such principled unity with others is premised on the cultural differences of peoples, including those whose histories have not yet been written, or those whose narratives have been either preempted or disrupted by the West’s “civilizing mission,” otherwise known as “the White Man’s Burden.” We comprehend and appreciate differences invested with identitydrives to the extent that they can be translated for the re-cognition of others and our mutual enrichment. How is the Other fully recognized? By transposing the mimesis of the Self (the parasitic colonizer within), as contradistinguished from the Other’s mimicry, into an allegory of its own constitution and self-reproduction. What I have in mind can perhaps be suggested by Edward Said’s hermeneutics of the culminating moment of the decolonization process plotted by Fanon. This is the moment of liberation—“a transformation of social consciousness beyond national consciousness”—(Said 1990, 83) enunciated, for example, in Pablo Neruda’s materialist poetics, in Aime Cesaire’s Cahier d’un retour, and actualized in the life of the Filipino revolutionary artist, Amado V. Hernandez. Because of the pervasive commodiﬁcation of social life today, we cannot as yet fully understand the dynamics of these complex mutations without the mediation of place-speciﬁc allegory: Neruda evokes the heroic resistance of the aboriginal or indigenous communities through Machu Picchu, while Cesaire’s Caribbean locus evokes the promise of Negritude in utopian rhythms. Allegory, however, needs to be articulated with the repertoire of generic forms and cultural practices speciﬁc to every social formation undergoing ethno-national genesis and experiencing the birth pangs of decolonization. This is why I suggest that it is important to situate Filipino literary expression in the speciﬁc historical convergence of political, economic, and ideological forces—the transition from colonial dependency to the initial stages of national-popular autonomy—that I have outlined above. While everyone recognizes the axiom that the linguistic system (Saussure’s langue) is self-contained and a differential system of signiﬁers structured in binary oppositions, it is also the case that (as Voloshinov/ Bakhtin have shown) parole or speech-act is what sets the system in motion and generates meaning among interlocutors in the speech community (1973, 65–106). Speech-acts or performances of enunciation are social, not individual phenomena. In other words, discourse is always intertextual and complicit; the world, the concrete historical life-situation of speakers and horizon of listeners, is a necessary constitutive element of the semantic structure of any utterance (Todorov 1984, 41–45). Consequently, it follows that the character of any discourse cannot be fully understood without reference to its intertextuality, its axiological embeddedness in social process, its circumstantial ﬁliations and networks. To separate code from the context of enunciation
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 is thus to annul discourse, to negate utterance in its modalities of communication and artistic expression. In the social texts foregrounded here, the twin aspects of U.S. hegemony and Filipino resistance are two moments or phases of the same historical conjuncture and its sequels. This is the reason that I would endorse the methodological criterion of the “dialectical paraphrase” of the poetic image as elaborated by Galvano della Volpe, George Thomson, and others. We may also experiment with a modiﬁed deployment of what Mary Louise Pratt calls a linguistics of contact instead of the conventional linguistics of community (or its late-capitalist variant, Jurgen Habermas’s “communicative action”) in order to displace the “normative vision of a uniﬁed and homogeneous social world” and accentuate instead “the relationality of social differentiation” (Pratt 1989, 59), provided ethnographic performativity is qualiﬁed by attention to the sociopolitical determinants of the writers and speakers of mediated testimonies. The concepts of hybridity, transculturalism, and liminality prove inadequate for acquiring a dialectical comprehension of North-South tensions and conﬂicts. This is the moment to invoke again Bakhtin’s idea of intertextuality, the triad of speaker/theme/addressee, as constitutive of the act of communication. Dialectical critique, then, instead of functional empiricism, is the appropriate method of analysis. This mode of structural-genetic comprehension would de-center a self-identical community, foregrounding instead “the operation of language across lines of social differentiation.” It would focus on modes and zones of contact between dominant and dominated groups and on “how such speakers [with multiple identities] constitute each other relationally and in difference, how they enact differences in language” (Bakhtin 1981, 60). The theatrical experiments of PETA (Philippine Educational Theater Association) and other groups, the underground testimonios in ULOS, Teresita Gimenez Maceda’s Mga Tinig Mula Sa Ibaba (1996), Bienvenido Lumbera’s Sa Sariling Bayan (2003), the works collected in the anthologies The Politics of Culture (Tiongson 1984), and Bangon (Atienza et al. 1998), to cite only a few, may thus be conceived as attempts to explore the operation of an aesthetics of contact and disjunction as it is painstakingly elaborated in the ﬁeld of symbolic counter-hegemonic expression.
 
 In the Belly of the Beast Within the Filipino community in the United States, the use of American English registers the conﬂuence of residual, dominant, and emergent oppositional trends, as will become evident in the next chapter. In the works of Jorshinelle Sonza, Nick Carbo, R. Zamora Linmark, Francis Tanglao-Aguas, Ralph Peña, and Ninotchka Rosca, to cite only the most accessible authors, the power of language as hegemonic agency for constituting hybrid, schizoid subjects is parodied and subverted. Linmark’s Rolling the R’s (1995) may be cited as one instance of a multiaccentual exercise in heteroglossia, syncopating idioms, stylistic registers, and rhetorical ﬁgures in order to convey the bewildering ethnic mix of Hawaii in a comic pastiche. The colonizer’s “English” undergoes a grilling, as it were, an interrogation by the subalterns, from which it comes out no longer the same—no longer with a superior
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 messianic investment. (A virtuoso performance in this mock-creolizing genre is Nick Carbo’s Secret Asian Man.) Such is the power of the language-users to change the rules of the game, or at least some of the moves. Aside from satiric humor, irony, burlesque, and other idioms of equivocal intonation, the misrecognition of the colonizer’s speech into an unhomely vernacular—not Taglish, for “Flips”—occurs in other Asian American communities (as, for example, in Frank Chin’s novel Gunga Din Highway) inﬂuenced by African American, Latino, and Native American voices. In surveying this evolving multicultural canon, I suggest that we deploy Voloshinov and Bakhtin’s theory of utterance and speech-genres as theoretical tools for interrogating the limits of what is now the official discourse of market-oriented multiculturalism premised on “cultural diversity,” on the fashionable template of decentered, transmigrant, cyborg identities. Any attempt to describe with ﬁnality the speech-performance of a neocolonized people (such as Filipinos today) struggling for liberation in the arena of global capitalism is a hazardous enterprise. All we can do here is lay the groundwork for a preliminary mapping of the trajectory of efforts by diverse communities toward inventing their own emancipatory art forms, their own language of self-determination. Production is “unforeseeable,” as Brecht once quipped, and it is harmful, as Mao Tse-tung wisely proposed, to implement “administrative measures” if you want writers and artists to produce the blossoming of more than a “hundred ﬂowers.” Filipino cultural workers are integrating with the masses, blending realism with novel creative impulses from varied sources, and through collaborative experiments synthesizing theory and practice, the central thrust of revolutionary Marxism (Baxandall and Morawski 1973). What is encouraging is the displacement of tendentious or crudely propagandistic art with more innovative expressions of a wide-ranging critique of the ﬁxed patterns of social reality, not programmatic obedience but rather conscious and polyvalent alignment of artistic will to the genuine determinations and the “hard and total speciﬁcities of commitment” (Williams 1977, 205). The radical reorientation of Filipino cultural politics coincides with the restructuring of its history, a process suffused with irony and ambiguities that can only be adequately comprehended if one bears in mind Marx’s vision of revolution described by Terry Eagleton in the following memorable statement: “History would be transformed by its most contaminated products, by those bearing the most livid marks of its brutality. In a condition in which the powerful run insanely rampant, only the powerless can provide an image of that humanity which must in its turn come to power, and in doing so transﬁgure the very meaning of that term” (1990, 230). From that perspective, a Filipino nation is therefore not just being imagined but also constructed and shaped by the sweat, tears, and sacriﬁces of millions of people in myriad acts of revolt, who are discovering in the process their autochthonous agency in the symbolic manifestations of revolutionary popular democracy and national liberation. We have so far surveyed the discursive terrain where the salient contradictions of our time involving race, ethnicity, class, gender, sexuality, and so on are refracted in a multilayered social text open for interpretation, critique, and ecumenical dialogue. My intervention here should be deemed a prologue to a more nuanced inventory of the historical speciﬁcities of the Philippine social formation that would determine the various modes of cultural production and appropriation gravitating around the event-sequence
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 called “becoming-Filipino.” Less ethno-genesis than alter/native poiesis, the goal is to convert the “state-nation” (Smith 1979) to an evolving national-popular site of dialogue and praxis. Such a reconnaissance of a third-world people’s struggle to deﬁne and validate its agency is in effect a task of reconstituting the nation and its position in the world community. In doing so, we encounter ourselves in others. We engage in a genuinely collaborative exchange with voices and bodies from other societies using a constantly revised lexicon of “communicative reason” or a historical-materialist cultural politics. This exchange is oriented toward a fusion of contrapuntal horizons where all can equally participate in the creation of meaning and value under conditions in which social justice operates not just as a regulative ideal but as the founding principle of the totality of life-forms. My proposal of an alter/native poetics of national, preﬁgurative allegory as a hypothetical paradigm for third-world cultures depends of course on the peculiarities of each nation’s history. One last example from the Philippines may be adduced here to illustrate the dialectic of metropolis and periphery that informs the ever-changing conﬁguration of the nation-people in the former colonies. When Arturo Rotor wrote his essay “Our Literary Heritage” on the eve of World War II to exhort his fellow writers to respond to the needs of the working masses, he invoked as models of committed intellectuals Ralph Waldo Emerson, who publicly combated slavery, and Thomas Mann, who admonished artists to seek Right, Good, and Truth not only in art but in the politico-social sphere as well, and establish a relation between his thought and the political will of his time” (1973, 21). Rotor ended his nationalist and, by the same token, internationalist manifesto vindicating literature’s raison d’être by quoting Maxim Gorki as follows: “[literature] must at last embark upon its epic role, the role of an inner force which ﬁrmly welds people in the knowledge of the community of their suffering and desires, the awareness of the unity of their striving for a beautiful free life” (Rotor 1973, 23). In this way, Philippine vernacular allegory transcends self-serving, parochial nationalism and may be said to harmonize its pitch and rhythm with others from the global North and South (now replacing the East and West), speaking tongues whose intelligibility is guaranteed by our sharing common planetary needs, the political unconscious of all art.
 
 CHAPTER 4
 
 Language and Decolonization The guideposts of a philosophy of liberation must be both historical and critical. . . . The starting point is, of course, our reality. —Renato Constantino Whoever does not recognize and champion the equality of nations and languages, and does not ﬁght against all national oppression or inequality, is not a Marxist; he is not even a democrat. . . . No privileges for any nation or any one language!. . .such are the principles of working-class democracy. —Vladimir Lenin The terrible truth in America shatters the Filipino dream of fraternity. —Carlos Bulosan
 
 F
 
 rom the time Filipinos arrived in the United States as “colonial wards” or subaltern subjects during the ﬁrst decade of the twentieth century, the practice of speaking their vernacular tongues (whether Ilocano, Cebuano, Tagalog, or any of the other dozen regional languages) has been haunted by an interdiction. This accompanied the defeat of the revolutionary government of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic at the end of the Filipino-American War (1899–1902) and the institutionalization of English as the official medium of communication in government, business, education, and so on. American English became an instrument of political and ideological domination throughout colonial rule (1898–1946) and neocolonial hegemony (1946–). With competence in English as the legal and ideological passport for entry of Filipinos into the continental United States as pensionados (government-sponsored students) and contract laborers, the native vernaculars suffered virtual extinction in the public sphere. In exchange, the Philippines acquired the distinction of belonging to the empire of English-speaking peoples, texting messages intelligible at least to the merchants of global capitalism if not to George W. Bush and the Homeland surveillance agents at the airport. This is one reason why Filipina domestic workers are highly valued in Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore, and other countries in Europe and the Middle East; 67
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 moreover, the fact that their ability to speak English is useful for their employers’ needs (for example, children of Chinese-speaking parents who need conversation partners in practicing their English) gives them an added value for which they are not paid. U.S. linguistic terrorism has continued via subtle co-optation and juridical ﬁat. Up to the last quarter of the twentieth century, the custom of speaking the vernacular in the workplace was discouraged if not prohibited. Filipino nurses and government employees talking in Filipino (formerly referred to as “Pilipino”) were penalized, triggering legal suits by the aggrieved immigrants or naturalized citizens. The injunction “English Only” prevails, vindicated several times over. Employers display the attitude that Filipinos need not be heard or listened to so long as they perform according to expectations. Their supervisors wonder what the point of learning or studying the Filipino vernaculars is when “they”—Filipinos—can speak and understand English? With the sudden increase of Filipino migrants after 1965 and the growth of the multicultural ethos during the 1980s and 1990s, Filipinos discovered anew that they have always been speaking their native languages even while they ventriloquized in English. Filipino (now the official name for the national tongue) or Pilipino has indeed become a lingua franca for recent immigrants in the “land of the free,” making it possible for the newly arrived from the “boondocks” to read post-office guidelines and tax regulations in Filipino. But Filipino is still an exotic language, despite its vulgarization and accessibility via the Internet and satellite media. While courses in Arabic have become necessary aids for preparing all students for global citizenship, a college course in Filipino is a rarity. In the 1950s and 1960s, when the Huk insurgency disturbed the peace of the Cold War Establishment, courses in Tagalog were introduced in the universities as part of Area Studies; experts were trained at least to read captured documents from the underground, if not to assist in the propaganda and psywar effort of the local military (San Juan 2000). In the 1970s, politicized Filipino Americans successfully initiated projects to teach Tagalog inside and outside the academy. With the displacement of the Philippines as a contested zone in Southeast Asia (despite the Abu Sayyaf and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front), administrators have shifted resources to the study of Indonesian, Thai, and Vietnamese cultures and languages. After all, isn’t the Philippines now a suburb of California? And is it not true that the current Arroyo administration recently reversed the trend of Filipinization by promulgating English as truly the privileged language for individual success, prestige, and acceptance? Historical necessity has once more intervened in the “belly of the beast.” Filipinos have become the largest group in the Asian American ethnic category and are slowly beginning to realize the political impact of this demographic trend. With the upsurge of Filipino Americans entering college and moving on to graduate schools, and given the heightened racial and ethnic antagonisms in this period of the borderless war against terrorism (recall the hundreds of Filipinos summarily deported in handcuffs and chains immediately following the 9/11 catastrophe), a new “politics of identity” seems to be emerging, this time manifesting itself in a demand for the offering of credited courses in Filipino as part of the multiculturalist program (San Juan 2002). In the spring of 2002, I was requested by the community of Filipino and Filipino American students at the University of California, Irvine, to share my ideas about the
 
 L ANGUAGE AND D ECOLONIZATION
 
 •
 
 69
 
 “language question.” The following provisional theses attempt to address this question in the context of the struggle of the Filipino nationality in the United States for democratic rights, and the struggle of the Filipino people in the Philippines and in the diaspora for national self-determination. It goes without saying that there are other still undiscerned factors overdetermining this complex conjuncture, particularly in this stage of the advanced corporatization of the U.S. university in late modernity. The following observations are meant to induce an exploration of the totality of social relations subtending this issue.
 
 Speaking the Master’s Language In dealing with the issue of linguistic freedom and bondage, I begin with the thesis that language cannot be separated from material-social activity, or from human interaction. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels write in The German Ideology: “language, like consciousness, only arises from the need, the necessity, of intercourse with other humans” (1978, 158). Language is essentially a social phenomenon, embedded in collective human activity. Consciousness and language cannot be divorced, for both are social products. They originate from work, or from the social relations of reproduction, whose historical changes determine the function of language as a means of communication and as an integral component of everyday social practice, a signiﬁer of national or ethnic identity. Work or social labor then explains the structural properties of language. This does not mean, however, that given the unity of thought and language, linguistic structures imply different ways of thinking, world outlooks, etc. Contrary to Hitler’s idealizing slogan “Ein Volk, Ein Reich, Ein Sprache,” race, culture, and language are not equivalent. We do not live in isolated language compartments with singular “takes” on reality. Forms of thought manifest a certain universality that are not affected by linguistic differences, even though speech-acts derive their full import from the historical contexts and speciﬁc conditions of their performance. As Marx stated in Grundrisse, “ideas do not exist separately from language” (1993, 163). And since the ideas of the ruling class prevail in every epoch as the ruling ideas, the uses of a particular language often reveal the imprint of the ruling class. Various classes may use the same language or operate in the same linguistic ﬁeld, hence this domain of sign usage becomes, to quote Bakhtin and Voloshinov, “an arena of class struggle” (1973, 23). For example, Rizal used Spanish to counter the corrupt abuses of the friars, and to reach his Spanish-speaking compatriots as well as reform-minded Spanish liberals in Spain. Likewise, Tagalog and other vernaculars were used by the Filipino elite in persuading peasants and workers to conform to American policies and ideas. In sum, language as a practice of signiﬁcation is not only reﬂective but also productive and reproductive of antagonistic social relations and political forces. It is a vehicle and an embodiment of power. Language usage manifests the pressure of contradictory class relations and concrete ideological structures that are registered on the level of special subcodes and idiolects. Language then is a socio-ideological phenomenon whose empirical manifestation can be investigated with scientiﬁc rigor. On the matter of idiolects, it may be helpful to explain here that these refer to aspects of an individual’s
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 speech pattern that deviate from group norms, so that the idiolect of a Christian or Islamic fundamentalist represents a code of free variants mimicking certain sociocultural patterns of thought (Ducrot and Todorov 1979, 57). An idiolect then becomes intelligible as a departure from the normal usage of words and resembles what Bakhtin calls “ideologeme” or “utterance” amenable to rational semantic analysis (1981, 429). Using this frame of inquiry, let us examine the status of Filipino/Pilipino vis-a-vis English within the Filipino community (a group totaling more than three million) in the United States. A historical background is imperative in assessing the worth of languages relative to each other, speciﬁcally in the context of the fraught relations between the Philippines as a former colony, and now a neocolony, of the United States—the hegemonic nation-state and now the “only remaining superpower” in this period of “endless war” against fantasized terrorist multitudes. With the violent conquest of the Philippines during the time period after the Filipino-American War up to 1914 (a date that includes the wars that attempted to pacify the Moros), the United States imposed colonial mentalities and institutions on the subjugated natives. The process of what Renato Constantino famously called “the mis-education of Filipinos” (1966, 39) began with the imposition of English as the chief medium of instruction. This was not, as one historian put it (Arcilla 1971), because the teacher-volunteers who arrived on the ship St. Thomas in 1901 knew no Spanish, but because English was the language of the U.S. ruling class, the vehicle for inculcating the American “way of life,” its institutions, and normative practices in their colonial subjects. Contrary to the supposed intention of democratizing society, the use of English “perpetuated the existence of the ilustrados” (Constantino 1966, 57)— American ilustrados loyal to the United States, analogous to the Spanish-speaking Filipino elite who sought reforms within Spanish hegemony. Constantino cites Simoun’s denunciation of the latter in Rizal’s novel El Filibusterismo as follows: You ask for equal rights, the Hispanization of your customs, and you don’t see that what you are begging for is suicide, the destruction of your nationality, the annihilation of your fatherland, the consecration of tyranny! What will you be in the future? A people without character, a nation without liberty—everything you have will be borrowed, even your very defects!. . .What are you going to do with Castilian, the few of you who will speak it? Kill off your own originality, subordinate your thoughts to other brains, and instead of freeing yourselves, make yourselves slaves indeed! Nine-tenths of those of you who pretend to be enlightened are renegades to your country! He among you who talks that language neglects his own in such a way that he neither writes it nor understands it, and how many have I not seen who pretended not to know a single word of it! (Constantino 1966, 55)
 
 Alphabet of Belonging In 1924, the American scholar Najeeb Saleeby deplored the attempt to impose English, in the manner of Alexander the Great and Napoleon, on multitudinous groups speaking different tongues. It was already a failure twenty-ﬁve years after the Untied States
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 established schools in the paciﬁed regions (producing servile minds lacking capabilities for autonomous judgment). But in preserving imperial hegemony, the policy was not a failure at all. It has proved extremely effective: English as linguistic capital has functioned to help sustain the iniquitous class hierarchy and maintain the subordination of the nation-state to the power that monopolizes such capital in the form of control over the mass media, information, and other symbolic instruments and resources in a globalized economy. I think the purpose was to make English-speakers not out of all Filipinos, but just out of those classes—the elite and intelligentsia—that have proved crucial in reinforcing and reproducing consent to U.S. imperial rule. The historical record is summed up by Constantino as follows: “Spanish colonialism Westernized the Filipino principally through religion. American colonialism superimposed its own brand of Westernization initially through the imposition of English and the American school system which opened the way for other Westernizing agencies” (1978, 218). Superior economic and technological power, of course, enabled the American colonizers to proceed without serious resistance. Inscribed within the state educational apparatus, American English as a pedagogical, disciplinary instrument contributed signiﬁcantly to the political, economic, and cultural domination of the Filipino people. American English performed its function in enforcing, maintaining, and reproducing the values and interests of the imperial power and the dominant native class. Its usage was not neutral nor merely pragmatic; it was a deliberately chosen ideological weapon in subjugating whole populations (including the Muslims and indigenous communities), in producing and reproducing colonial—and later neocolonial—relations of production, together with the required ideological and political means of legitimation. As I have said, no language (including English) as a system of signs is by itself exploitative or oppressive. It is the political usages and their historical effects that need evaluation. Consequently, the use of the colonizer’s language cannot be separated from its control of the educational system, the panoply of commercial relations and bureaucratic machinery that instilled consumerist values, white supremacy, and acquisitive individualism within the procedural modus operandi of a so-called “free enterprise” system. Over half a century of tutelage de-Filipinized youth and “taught them to regard American culture as superior to any other, and American society as the model par excellence for Philippine society” (Constantino 1974, 39). Individual and public consciousness had been so Americanized that a Filipino national identity was aborted, suppressed, unable to emerge fully except in outbursts of revolt and insurrection—a durable tradition of revolutionary resistance that we should be proud of. What of Filipino and the other vernaculars? When the Philippines was granted Commonwealth status in 1935, an attempt was made to develop a national language based on Tagalog (Parale 1969). This exempliﬁes the kind of language planning in which a colonial state engages in the formative task of constructing a formalistic notion of nationality using one of the local languages as a means of authenticating the legitimacy of the Americanized elite (Fishman 1972). In any case, Pilipino evolved, despite the objections of other regional ethnolinguistic groups, a hostility born from the “divide-and-rule” strategy imposed by U.S. colonial tutelage that undermined the hegemonic ambitions of the spineless minority elite.
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 Note that, of course, the ruling bloc of local landlords, compradors, and bureaucrats was completely subservient to U.S. dictates even up to and beyond formal independence in 1946. Up to now, it is no secret that the Philippine military is completely dependent on U.S. largesse for its weaponry and logistics, including the training of its officers in counterinsurgency warfare (as witnessed by the prolongation and systematization of annual joint training exercises against the Abu Sayyaf and other insurgents in violation of the 1987 Philippine Constitution, which prohibits the active participation of foreign troops in local law enforcement). Over 80 percent of Filipino citizens can speak or understand Filipino in everyday transactions throughout the islands, contrary to what rumor-mongering academics claim. While some progress has been made today in institutionalizing the use of Filipino as an intellectual medium in university courses, English remains the preferred language of business and government, the language of prestige and aspiration. Decolonization of the Filipino mind has not been completed, hence Filipino remains subordinate, marginalized, or erased as a language of power and self-affirmation of the people’s sovereign identity. Like other colonized parts of the world, the Philippines was a multilingual society during the heyday of Spanish imperialism. While formal colonialism no longer obtains, in political terms, a linguistic imperialism continues, with English employed as the international language of science, technology, business and ﬁnance, world communications, and international academic studies—despite some adaptation of American English in the Philippines. This will continue unless the political economy and power/property relations in the whole society are changed.
 
 Enunciating the Empire’s Wish The rise of the U.S. Empire in Asia, beginning with the defeat of Spanish power, translated into a reassertion of Anglo-Saxon “Manifest Destiny.” This is a continuation of a long saga of territorial expansion from the Eastern seaboard of the continent. When Filipinos entered U.S. metropolitan territory, ﬁrst in Hawaii as recruited plantation workers in the ﬁrst three decades of the twentieth century, the U.S. was already a racial polity founded on the conﬁnement of the indigenous Indians, the slavery and segregation of blacks, the conquest of Spanish-speaking natives, and the proscription of Asian labor. The United States was and is a multilingual racial polity, with English as the hegemonic language. A language community alone is not sufficient to produce an ethnic or national identity. English by itself cannot deﬁne the American national identity as such, even though it is within this linguistic community that individuals are interpellated as subjects who are bearers of discourse—or persons deﬁned as subject-positions sutured within discourses of law, genealogy, history, political choices, professional qualiﬁcations, psychology, and so on. This construction of identity by language is open to incalculable contingencies. What makes it able to demarcate the frontiers of a particular people is a principle of closure or exclusion. And this fictive ethnicity is accomplished in the
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 historical constitution of the U.S. nation-state based on the discourses of the free market and white supremacy. Etienne Balibar has shown how the French nation initially gave privileged place to language or linguistic uniformity as coincident with political unity; the French state democratized its citizens by coercively suppressing cultural particularisms, the local patois. “For its part,” Balibar observes, “the American ‘revolutionary nation’ built its original ideals on a double repression: that of the extermination of the Amerindian ‘natives’ and that of the difference between free ‘White’ men and ‘Black’ slaves. The linguistic community inherited from the Anglo-Saxon ‘country’ did not pose a problem—at least apparently—until Hispanic immigration conferred upon it the signiﬁcance of class symbol and racial feature” (1991, 104). In other words, the phantasm of the American race deﬁned as English-speaking bodies with particular somatic features materialized when the Spanish-speaking indigenes of the Southwest were defeated in the war of 1848. Thus, the national ideology of the “melting-pot” of a new race emerged “as a hierarchical combination of the different ethnic contributions,” based on the inferiority of Asian labor immigrants and “the social inequalities inherited from slavery and reinforced by the economic exploitation of the Blacks” (Balibar and Wallerstein 1991, 104). It is within this historical process of ethnicization of the American identity under an assimilative or pluralist ideology that we can then locate the supremacy of American English over the other languages of various ethnic groups within the polity. It is also in this historical context of the formation of the American multicultural pluralist imaginary that problems of citizenship, equality of rights, multilingualism, neocolonialism, nationalism or internationalism, should be placed and analyzed. Throughout the United States today, various languages are spoken and practiced— Spanish (the most widespread), Black English vernacular (BEV), Creole (spoken in Louisiana and New York City), Russian (spoken in Brooklyn), and so on—a fact that testiﬁes to a multilingual society. But as studies have demonstrated, the failure of school authorities in the United States to recognize BEV as a separate language has continuously retarded the educational progress of black children (Spears 1999). BEV, like the varieties of Spanish, functions as a symbolic marker signifying membership in a particular ethnic group. Why is one’s use of a particular language important? Language usage or behavior is closely connected with one’s perception of self and one’s own identity. The British sociolinguist Robert Le Page has proposed a theory of language use in terms of acts of identity. According to Le Page, “the individual creates his or her own language behavior so that it resembles that of the group or groups with which he wishes to be identiﬁed, to the extent that: he can identify the groups; observe and analyze such groups; is motivated to adapt his behavior; and is still able to adapt his behavior. By so doing the individual is thus able to locate himself in the ‘multi-dimensional’ space deﬁned by such groups in terms of factors such as sex, age, social class, occupation and other parameters for social group membership, including ethnicity” (Cashmore 1984, 173). In Britain, the use of a modiﬁed Jamaican Creole by a group of second-generation Britons of Caribbean descent is an example of an act of identity-formation, an assertion of an ethnic
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 identity associated with such cultural interests as rastafarianism, reggae music, and so on. By consciously adopting this Creole or patois, the youths are expressing their solidarity, ethnic pride, and symbolic resistance to what they perceive as a repressive and racist society. One may ask: Has the Filipino community in the United States considered language as one of the most important social practices through which they come to experience themselves as subjects with some critical agency, that is, not merely as objects trained to consume and be consumed? Have Filipino scholars examined language as a site for cultural and ideological struggle, a mechanism that produces and reproduces antagonistic relations between ethnic immigrant communities and the dominant EuroAmerican society? In my forty-six years in the United States, I have not encountered among our ranks—except for a few academics inﬂuenced by the late Virgilio Enriquez—any special awareness of the importance of Filipino and other vernaculars as modes of constructing one’s identity, subject-position, or singular lifeworld.
 
 Politics of Non-Identity In the dismal archive of ethnic studies of Filipino Americans, we encounter a species of identity politics that is unable to escape the hegemonic strategies of containment and sublimation. Ironically, this politics is really designed for encouraging painless assimilation. For example, Antonio Pido’s The Pilipino in America (1986) is a repository of scholastic clichés and a rehash of received opinions, at best an eclectic survey that tries to coalesce the contradictory tendencies in the research ﬁeld as well as those in the community during the Marcos dictatorship. Pido’s empiricist formulas are now outdated and irrelevant. Recently, the collection Filipino Americans: Transformation and Identity (1997), edited by Maria P. Root, tried to advance beyond the Establishment banalities, but to no avail, although gays and lesbians have succeeded in occupying their niches amid the cries for “healing the cultural amnesia and sense of shame.” Who or what caused the damage and the wounds? I have no problem celebrating Filipino ﬁrsts, but I do not think historical memory of this ingratiating kind can decolonize our psyches since we use such memory to compete with other people of color in grabbing a piece of the obsolescent American welfare pie. Pido’s contribution to Filipino Americans compounded the muddle of pseudoegalitarianism afforded by “melting” into the multiracial “pot” that still informs Establishment versions of multiculturalism. This is particularly lamentable in the neoconservative climate of the 1990s, when one encountered everywhere the wish-fulﬁlling belief that Filipinos had transcended their ethnicity in assuming some kind of mutant or freakish existence. The ideological basis of assimilation by keeping one’s ethnic identity may be gleaned from the following version of constructing a hybrid ﬁgure so beloved by Filipino postcolonialists: “Such solidarity did not happen to the Pilipino Americans because they are Pilipinos who are in America, as their parents and grandparents were, but rather because they are Americans who are Pilipinos” (Pido 1997, 37). It was an ambivalent opportunist indeed, this type of “Pilipinos,” if not an enigmatic trickster
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 ﬁgure. None of the essays in Root’s anthology, if I recall, deal with the discrimination of Filipinos on account of their speaking Pilipino/Filipino in the workplace or elsewhere. Let us consider a more sophisticated approach. In a study on Filipino Americans, Pauline Agbayani-Siewert and Linda Revilla comment on the Filipino group’s lack of a “strong ethnic identity” (1995, 153), giving a lot of space to the issue of whether “Filipino” should be spelled with an F or a P. In spite of disagreements between post1965 and pre-1965 immigrants, Agbayani-Siewert and Revilla note that Filipinos are distinguished by their adherence to “traditional Filipino values” relating to family togetherness and respect for elders. So what else is new? What is interesting about their survey is that they touch on the issue of language, remarking that “language is a questionable indicator of Filipino immigrants’ acculturation,” without adding that of course the Philippines, their country of origin, has been thoroughly Americanized in language, if not in customs and habits. They cite a study that indicated that 71 percent of Filipinos speak a language other than English at home, although 91 percent of them claim that they are able to speak English well or very well. The authors’ conclusion is as follows: “This suggests that most Filipinos who have been naturalized citizens [Filipinos have a 45 percent naturalization rate, the highest among Asian groups] and who can speak English well still prefer to speak their native language at home” (1995, 152). Does this signify that in general, third-generation children no longer speak the languages of their grandparents? What does this imply about the fourth generation? One interpretation of this issue is provided by Yen Le Espiritu, author of the ethnographic collection, Filipino American Lives. While conceding that Filipinos, despite some mobility and cultural adaptation, are still not fully accepted as “Americans,” Espiritu claims that this is not bad because Filipinos are really “transmigrants,” that is, they resist racial categorization and at the same time sustain “multistranded relations between the Philippines and the United States” (1995, 27). This assertion is ﬂawed. Espiritu wants Filipinos to have their cake and eat it, too. While some may succeed in manipulating their identities so that they both accommodate and resist their subordination within the global capitalist system—a tightrope performance not really warranted by the biographies she presents—they do not constitute the majority. Especially in the case of those who emigrated to the United States in the last two decades, Filipinos have not really become the full-blown hybrids conjured by postmodernist-postcolonial academics. The majority of the testimonies gathered by Espiritu provide incontrovertible proof that despite sly forms of resistance, institutional racism has continued to inﬂict damage on the lives and collective psyche of the Filipino community, whether some of them are perceived as, or call themselves, “transmigrants,” or not. In fact, the transmigrant paradigm cannot adequately explain the linguistic behavior of Filipinos. Agbayani-Siewert and Revilla report that Filipinos have begun to challenge the “English-only” policies at the workplace. They cite one case that occurred at the Harborview Medical Center in Seattle, Washington, where seven Filipino workers ﬁled a grievance after being penalized for failing to use only English for business purposes (on the assumption that the use of “only English” facilitates the efficient performance of mandated routine tasks). The policy was eventually rescinded, but these experts in Filipino ethnicity do not reveal their views on this subject. Because they are obsessed
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 with acculturation or cultural assimilation, they probably feel that the case was not signiﬁcant because Filipinos are bilingual anyway, and thus can be flexible or versatile in adapting to the exigencies of their minority situation. Never mind that Filipino Americans have to suppress their need to speak in Filipino. To recapitulate: The development of U.S. capitalism concomitant with the growth and consolidation of American English has proceeded from the onset of imperial expansion in the U.S. victory over Spain, to the conquest of world hegemony during the Cold War (1947–1989). The Civil Rights movement succeeded (through the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and later the Bilingual Education Act of 1968) in mandating the use of non-English voting ballots and the funding of bilingual education programs that, primarily serving Hispanics, help expedite the transition of non-English speakers into competent English users. Due to various revisions, bilingual education programs (which started in 1963 in Miami, Florida, to help the children of Cuban exiles) only serve a small proportion of the total population. And yet some were alarmed by the increase of Hispanics in many states. One of them, Senator S. I. Hayakawa, a naturalized Canadian immigrant of Japanese descent, founded the organization U.S. English in 1983 after sponsoring a bill in 1981 to make English the official language of the United States (Fischer et al. 1997). In a penetrating critique of the ideological scaffolding of the “English-Only” movement, Andrew Hartman traces its genealogy to the “historical racism” and white supremacy that continue to legitimize the hierarchical class division in U.S. society today. With perspicuous documentation, Hartman emphasizes the racist ideology of colonialism underlying the subjugation of Native Americans, Puerto Ricans, Chicanos, and other nationalities. In addition, he underscores how the English-Only campaign “reinforces the divisive effects of capitalist stratiﬁcation,” undermining labor solidarity and the scapegoating of immigrants. In effect, he states that “the English-only movement embodies the colonial model of language as oppression” (Hartman 2003, 199; see also Emerman 1991). On the whole, I agree with Hartman that this phenomenon of linguistic nationalism (instanced by the “English-Only” movement) may be construed as a symptom of the sharpening contradictions in U.S. hegemonic maintenance. In addition, I would suggest that the program to subtly institutionalize English as the official language of “free-market” capitalism may be construed as one plank of the IMF, WB, and WTO neoliberal agenda for continued corporate domination that has been effectively challenged by antiglobalization forces in the World Social Forum and other modalities of resistance (Callinicos 2003). In actuality, what has been happening in the last decades involves an implicit “reorganization of cultural hegemony” by the ruling elite faced with a sharpening political, social, and economic crisis of the system since the end of the Vietnam War. We may interpret this English-Only movement as an index of the resurgent nativist hostility to the recent inﬂux of immigrants from Latin America and Asia—aliens that supposedly disunite America and threaten the supremacy of the “American Way of Life” (Nunberg 2000). According to Douglas Massey, the “English First” anti-immigrant phenomenon can easily be demystiﬁed and translated as the symptom of a moral panic,
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 a fanatical zeal to preserve the status quo, “a fear of cultural change and a deep-seated worry that European Americans will be displaced from their dominant position in American life” (Zelinsky 2001, 192). This symptomatic reading ﬁnds its rationale in Antonio Gramsci’s insight as follows: Each time that in one way or another, the question of language comes to the fore, that signiﬁes that a series of other problems is about to emerge, the formation and enlarging of the ruling class, the necessity to establish more “intimate and sure relations” between the ruling groups and the popular masses, that is, the reorganization of cultural hegemony. (1971, 16)
 
 Babel’s Lost Denizens In 1985, former U.S. Education Secretary William Bennett judged bilingual education a failure because it only promoted ethnic pride. This may be so despite the fact that programs like the Transitional Bilingual Education program and the Family English literacy programs no longer seek to fund classes conducted in the original ethnic languages. Four million language-minority students are now herded to monolingual “immersion” English classrooms that, according to some experts, often fail to teach anything but English. This avoidance of using English as the only medium of instruction is supposed to explain why they (ethnic immigrants) do not have equal educational opportunities and so become complete failures. An opponent of the movement to make English the official language of the United States, Representative Stephen Solarz expressed a sentiment shared by many liberals who endorse pluralism or multiculturalism under the shibboleth of a common civic culture. Language is a matter of indifference, these liberals argue, so long as the cement of the civic culture holds the market system, individual rights (the right to consume, above all), and private property together. Solarz argued that the proposals to make English the official language of the United States “represent a concession to nativist instincts and are incompatible with the cultural diversity and ethnic pluralism that constitute fundamental strengths of our nation. . . . We are . . . a tapestry of many races, creeds, religions, and ethnic backgrounds—each independent, but all interwoven with one another. . . . The glue that bonds these diverse communities together is not commonality of language, but a commitment to the democratic ideals on which our country was founded” (1997, 251). Aside from these banalities, Solarz also opined that those proposals could pose signiﬁcant threats to the civil and constitutional rights of citizens with little or no English proﬁciency. In this Solarz was correct, because English triumphalism signiﬁes a mode of racialization in which other communities and languages are institutionally subordinated to white supremacy and its cultural hegemony. This was in part the thrust of the challenge made in Lau v. Nichols, the class-action lawsuit of 1970 in which the parents of 1,790 Chinese children enrolled in the San Francisco, California, public school system argued that their children were not being provided with an equal education because all instruction
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 and materials were in English, which the children did not understand. Futhermore, the plaintiffs contended that English-only education for non-English-speaking children was unconstitutional because it violated the Fourteenth Amendment, which guarantees equal protection of the laws to all citizens. Moreover, they argued that such education was illegal under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, which rules that “no person in the United States shall be . . . subjected to discrimination under any program receiving Federal ﬁnancial assistance.” The Supreme Court ruled unanimously in favor of the Chinese students, but only on the basis of the Civil Rights Act; the Constitutional issue was avoided and the Court left the remedy to local school boards (Fisher et al. 1997, 242–45). It is this 1974 Lau decision that can serve as the basis for litigation against public educational institutions that refuse to provide language services to students of limited English-speaking ability. It is a legal precedent on which institutions receiving federal money can be held accountable. But it does not engage the question of injustice, discrimination, and inequality in a racial polity such as the United States. It does not address, more speciﬁcally, the subordination of nationalities (like Filipinos) and their diverse languages as a consequence of the past colonial subjugation and present neocolonial status of their countries of origin. This is not a matter of personal opinion, feeling, or subjective speculation, but a matter for historical inquiry and empirical veriﬁcation. Following the mandate of federal laws, Filipino is now being used occasionally in census forms, ballots, postal notices, and even in public announcements of ﬂights to the Philippines in some airports. However, this is scarcely a sign that the racial polity has changed and abolished institutional impediments to the recognition of the identity and dignity of the Filipino as a cultural-political subject. Additionally, we are far from living in a classless and race-blind society. Such events as Filipino History Month or Independence parades in fact conﬁrm the hierarchical placing of the various ethnic communities within the pluralist schema that reproduces monolingualism and Anglocentrism in everyday life. Even the concession to fund classes in Filipino, or, to cite a recent trend that began after 9/11, in Arabic, may be a deceptive means of convincing a few that linguistic, racial, and sex discrimination are amenable to such piecemeal reforms. Apart from the neoconservative backlash of the 1980s and 1990s, the advent of the post-9/11 hegemony of the United States, the “only remaining superpower” embodied in the National Security State, almost guarantees a regime of unmitigated surveillance and policing of public spaces in which ethnic differences are sometimes displayed. Filipinos speaking Tagalog or other vernaculars make themselves vulnerable to arrest— recall the case of sixty-two Filipinos deported in June 2003, handcuffed and manacled like ordinary criminals throughout the long ﬂight back to Clark Field, Philippines; and subsequently, the case of eight Filipino airport mechanics in Texas who were victims of racial proﬁling and suspected of having links with Arab terrorists. Filipino sounds completely unlike Arabic or Russian. What has made Filipino visible in our multicultural landscape is the huge ﬂow of recent immigrants who are not as proﬁcient in English as the earlier “waves” of immigrants after 1965. Movies, music, and other mass-media cultural products that use Filipino are more widely disseminated today than before. In addition, the resurgent nationalist movement in the Philippines,
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 despite the lingering traumas of the Marcos dictatorship (1972–86), has brought to center stage the nightly televised images of rallies during which the messages of protest and rebellion against U.S. imperialism are often conveyed in Filipino. The nationalist resurgence in the Philippines, as well as in the diaspora of almost ten million Filipinos around the world, has rebounded miraculously from the 1960s and has continued to revitalize Filipino as the language of critical protest and nationalist self-determination. Given these ubiquitous televised sounds and images from the homeland, I do not have to mention the anxiety and tensions provoked when children speaking “only English” cannot understand their parents who, as Agbayani-Siewert and Revilla indicate, prefer to use Filipino or other vernaculars at home.
 
 With Forked Tongues? We are surrounded now by a preponderance of newly arrived Filipinos who use Filipino to make sense of their new experiences, a necessary stage in their arduous life here, before they are able to gain mastery of standard American English and feel more capable of directing their lives. But learning English language skills alone does not automatically translate to access to limited opportunities, not to mention genuine empowerment, as witnessed by the plight of black Americans, or the sixty million functionally illiterate citizens in this affluent, technically superior society. Meanwhile, these Filipinos feel dispossessed, marginalized, and completely alienated. They are either resentful or servile, depending on the complex circumstances of their daily life. If and when they enter school (whether it is formal or informal), their language experience (in Filipino or other indigenous languages) is delegitimized by a pedagogical system that operates on the assumption that knowledge acquisition is a matter of learning the standard English, thus abstracting English from its ideological charge and socioeconomic implications. Indeed, I do not recall anytime when Filipinos have demanded access to bilingual education in the same way that Latinos and Chinese Americans have, as noted earlier. The request for classes in Filipino is nothing compared to the substantial programs in bilingual education among Hispanics. Still, it might be useful to quote the following comments by the distinguished scholar Donaldo Macedo on language education: The view that teaching English constitutes education sustains a notion of ideology that systematically negates rather than makes meaningful the cultural experiences of the subordinate linguistic groups who are, by and large, the objects of its policies. For the education of linguistic minority students to become meaningful it has to be situated within a theory of cultural production and viewed as an integral part of the way in which people produce, transform and reproduce meaning. Bilingual education, in this sense, must be seen as a medium that constitutes and affirms the historical and existential moments of lived culture. . . . [S]tudents learn to read faster and with better comprehension when taught in their native tongue. The immediate recognition of familiar words and experiences enhances the development of a positive self-concept in children who are somewhat insecure about
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 the status of their language and culture. For this reason, and to be consistent with the plan to construct a democratic society free from vestiges of oppression, a minority literacy program must be rooted in the cultural capital of subordinate groups and have as its point of departure their own language. (2000, 309)
 
 Macedo rightly emphasizes the daily lived experiences of linguistic minorities rooted in collective and individual self-determination. He considers their language “a major force in the construction of human subjectivities,” since language “may either conﬁrm or deny the life histories and experiences of the people who use it.” Again, I refer to my earlier premise that it is language use in concrete sociopolitical contexts that is decisive and consequential. We need to underscore the role of language as cultural or symbolic capital, a theme that Pierre Bourdieu (1991) has elaborated in his works. Literacy must be based on the reality of subaltern life if it is to be effective in any strategy of real empowerment, such as in the decolonization of schooling, for a start. It is only by taking into account the language of everyday lived experience and connecting it with the community’s struggles to survive and maintain its integrity and autonomy that we can fully grasp what role the use of Filipino plays in the community’s pursuit of a truly dignified and creative life as full-fledged citizens. This pursuit cannot be achieved unless it is part of the collective democratic struggles of other people of color and the vast majority of working citizens oppressed by a class-divided, racialized, and gendered order. And this system of globalized or neoimperialist capitalism is the same one suppressing the possibilities for equality, justice, and autonomy in the Philippines. There is as yet no truly sovereign Filipino nation. I believe that it is still in the process of slow, painful becoming. How do we size up or assay persons who claim to be Filipinos, or whose geopolitical identities are somehow linked to the nation-state called the Philippines? Benedict Anderson theorized that modern nations are “imagined communities” made possible by print-capitalism and the “fatal diversity of human language” (1994, 95). If that is true, then the Philippines has been largely imagined, for a century now, through the vehicle of American English mediated in schools, mass media, sports, and other cultural practices. Both the institutions of print capitalism and schools were controlled and administered directly by the United States for half a century; even after formal independence, most Filipinos dream and fantasize in English of a sort interspersed with Filipino, or one of the vernaculars. We see then that language and the process of thinking form a dialectical unity. While Filipino has become the effective lingua franca, the Filipinos in the Philippines are still imagined mired in a babel of languages, with Cebuanos, for example, refusing to recite the pledge of allegiance unless it is in Cebuano. Less a political gesture than a symptom, this situation reﬂects the inchoate or abortive project of constructing a Filipino national identity, the clearest proof of which is the failure to develop one language through which the intellectual, political, and economic development of the masses can be articulated.
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 We Filipinos have no alternative. We need to continue the task of reshaping our cultural identity as Filipinos whether in the United States or in the Philippines, in this perilous age of anti-terrorism. I want to quote Paolo Freire, the great Brazilian educator, whose work Pedagogy of the Oppressed has been a profound inﬂuence in the Philippines and elsewhere. Freire reminds us this cardinal axiom: At a particular moment in the struggle for self-affirmation, when subordinated to and exploited by the ruling class, no social group or class or even an entire nation or people can undertake the struggle for liberation without the use of a language. At no time can there be a struggle for liberation and self-affirmation without the formation of an identity, an identity of the individual, the group, the social class, or whatever. . . .Without a sense of identity, there can be no real struggle. I will only fight you if I am very sure of myself. . . . This is why colonized peoples need to preserve their native language. . . . They help defend one’s sense of identity and they are absolutely necessary in the process of struggling for liberation. (1985, 186)
 
 Whether in the United States or in the Philippines, Filipinos are still, whether they like it or not, entangled, caught, and implicated, in this ongoing process of struggling for national liberation. A liberatory and radical approach to language, as part of cultural production and pedagogical praxis, is in order. How can we neocolonized subalterns tell our stories in our own words? How do we retrieve the lost voices of our people, valorize their lived experiences, and in the process transform the way Filipinos as a group are treated in the metropolis? To reappropriate the submerged or erased revolutionary legacy of our people, we need a language that is an integral and authentic part of that culture—a language that is not just “an instrument of communication, but also a structure of thinking for the national being” (Freire 1985, 184). In other words, we need a tool for self-reﬂection and critical analysis, a creative and transforming agent committed to solidarity, social responsibility, and justice for the masses. That language needed to reconstruct our history and reappropriate our culture cannot be English but rather an evolving Filipino that draws its resources from all other vernaculars. Allowing English to continue in the Philippines as a hegemonic cultural force will simply perpetuate the colonial legacy of class-racialized inequalities—after all, the Philippines is still an unredeemed neocolony—and allow imperial ideology to determine the parameters of our historical and scientiﬁc development. This will occur not only for those living in the Philippines but also for those who choose to leave and settle in other lands that are still part of an inescapable globalized market system. This is the task challenging all Filipinos residing in the United States today, and for as long as we speak English, we should demand that the teaching and learning of Filipino be given space at every level of the educational system, and particularly in the public sphere of institutions through which we can participate in making political decisions that will affect our lives and those of millions around the planet.
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 Auguries of Transformation The resurgence of the national democratic movement, especially after the Rectiﬁcation Movement in the 1990s that addressed left-wing infantilism and its mirror-image, parliamentary cretinism, cleared the path for a second renaissance of vernacular writing and inquiry. It continued the pioneering work of Amado V. Hernandez and Alejandro Abadilla in the 1950s and 1960s. It revitalized the project of reclaiming the linguisticideological space occupied formerly by Spanish, and subsequently by American English. This outburst cannot simply be conceived as a reprise of the petty bourgeois dissident culture surveyed by Alice Guillermo in her inventory of visual art, Protest/Revolutionary Art in the Philippines 1970–1990; it manifests itself as a genuine reconﬁguration of political forces at a moment when global capitalist consumerism is rapidly destroying vestiges of communal competence and the popular memory of resistance. This period includes diverse artifacts such as Monico Atienza’s edition of Jose Corazon de Jesus’s poetry, Bayan Ko (1995), the omnibus collection of E. San Juan, Jr.’s writings from the 1960s to the present entitled Himagsik: Pakikibaka Tungo sa Mapagpalayang Kultura (2004), and the publication of Gawad Ka Amado (1999–2005), an anthology of prize-winning poems and ﬁction mainly by workers sponsored by the Amado V. Hernandez Resource Center. The motivating principle of this new “massline” in Filipino writing may be gleaned from a recent talk given by Edberto Villegas, the Center’s director. In “Ang Mga Manunulat at Artista sa Panahon ng Globalisasyon ng mga Kapitalista” (Writers and Artists in the Time of Capitalist Globalization, 2006), Villegas called attention to the urgent needs of the laboring masses, their reality and aspirations, that have always nourished the spirit of revolutionary intellectuals from the time of Rizal and the Propagandists up to the time of Lope K. Santos, the Commonwealth Philippine Writers League, and the activists of the First Quarter Storm. Without employing the language of the masses, the writer or artist becomes susceptible to the seduction of commodiﬁed hedonism, often indulged by way of English or its local variants (Ordoñez 2004). In a time of national crisis, the modality of enunciation cannot escape passing through the crucible of popular intelligibility. The centrality of language is crucial for subaltern writers (like Franz Kafka, in Gilles Deleuze’s reassessment) struggling to liberate themselves as part of “collective assemblages” of enunciation. In the case of Kafka’s expressionist art, “language stops being representative in order to now move toward its extremities or its limits” (Deleuze 1993, 159). This is also the case with Filipino writers engaged in decolonizing themselves. Deviating from the standard conception that revolutionary art should always conform to a doctrinaire mode of realism, an innovative artist such as Rolando Tolentino seems to have negotiated successfully the passage between the Scylla of formalist aestheticism and the Charybdis of mechanical mimicry in his revival of the dagli, a versatile form of writing about contemporary events in a personalist, unpredictable style for newspaper readers that ﬂourished in the early days of U.S. colonialism. Tolentino’s collection of one hundred daglis, Sakit ng Kalingkingan (2005) demonstrates the efficacy of genre, the collective modality of enunciation, for pedagogical and mobilizing purposes.
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 What is distinctive in Tolentino’s reportage is his acute critical and historical awareness of the background and resonance of seemingly trivial, quotidian events that reveal themselves as symptomatic of profound social contradictions. The phenomenon of Overseas Filipino Workers (OFW), for example, is more subtly and incisively anatomized in Tolentino’s terse commentary such as Puking Ekonomiya (Vaginal Economy) than in the somewhat melodramatic if poignant lyricism of Elynia Mabanglo in Mga Liham ni Pinay (1990). It must be acknowledged, however, that Mabanglo seems to be the only committed Filipina poet who has sustained a resourceful partisanship for the exploited female domestic, as attested by the skilful deployment of colloquial and formal idioms in Anyaya ng Imperyalista (1998). One can speculate that Mabanglo’s residence in Hawaii may have contributed to a linguistic renewal of Filipino as an amphibious medium of communication for the exiled or deracinated Filipina marooned in that beleaguered island of assimilated settlers and recalcitrant natives. Proof that Filipino has achieved a substantial measure of integrity and independence may be found in Jun Cruz Reyes’s novel Etsa-Puwera (2000), and more singularly in Armando (2006). The latter is an attempt to narrate the life of the remarkable Communist insurgent, Armando Teng, in an exploratory pastiche of episodes, letters, extensive quotations, dialogues, and reminiscences, that allows what Galvano della Volpe calls the “semantic dialectics” of a dry, laconic style to perform its descriptive, expository function (1996). What results in Reyes’s topical arrangement of Teng’s life is not a linear, coherent biography, but rather a dissonant composite discourse of lines of thought and feelings coalescing into events, a contradiction-filled dramatization of encounters and journeys that sharply registers the nuanced ideological class and gender antagonisms constituting Teng’s achievement. Reyes thus decolonized the paradigm of commodified life-histories (exemplified, for instance, by Jesus Lava’s apologetic Memoirs of a Communist [2002]) by way of compelling the vulgarized, pedestrian rhythms and tonalities of urban Filipino to speak the impassioned, syncopated language of insurrection.
 
 Flashback Interlude Before moving from the metropole to the hinterland in the next three chapters, I want to interpose a historical backdrop here, a moment of epiphany, that might resolve the dilemma of Filipinos who have permanently settled in the United States and the predicament of their brothers and sisters at home. This represents a transition from an earlier section on the emergent Filipino diaspora to a prospective reconnaissance of “native ground” as the arena of transformation. What makes for the singularity of the Filipino presence in the United States? The chief distinction of Filipinos from other Asians in the United States is that their country of origin was the object of violent colonization by U.S. ﬁnance capital. It is this foundational event, not the fabled presence of Filipino fugitives from the Spanish galleons in Louisiana, that establishes the limit and potential of the Filipino lifeworld.
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 Without understanding the complex process of colonial subjugation and the internalization of dependency, Filipinos will not be able to deﬁne their own speciﬁc historical trajectory here as a bifurcated formation—one based on the continuing struggle of Filipinos for national liberation and popular democracy in the Philippines, and the other based on the exploitation and resistance of immigrants here (from the Manongs in Hawaii and the West Coast to the post-1965 “brain drain” and the present diaspora around the planet). These two distinct but syncopated histories, while geographically separate, ﬂow into each other and converge into a single multilayered narrative that needs to be articulated around the principles of national sovereignty, social justice, and equality (see my book, From Exile to Diaspora). So far this narrative has not been fully grasped and charted. Meanwhile, Establishment sociologists have distorted it to suit the assimilationist dogma while poststructuralists have conjured the image of the Filipino as a transmigrant or border-crosser to muddle the atmosphere already mired by free-ﬂoating signiﬁers, contingency, aporia, ambivalence, indeterminacy, liminality, and so on. What could be more muddled than the notion that all nation-states are equal in power and status, making the newly arrived Filipina “transmigrant” indistinguishable from the white American middle-class suburbanite? To avoid the nihilism of despair or Utopia of progress, we are advised to be transnational, or else. What this means is to perform nonstop minstrelsy to gratify the nostalgic essentialism of those in power born long after the glorious days of Empire, to assume the role of schizoid or ambidextrous entertainers—perhaps in the shape of Bienvenido Santos’s “you lovely people.” This program of trying to assume a hybrid “postcolonial” visage, with all its fetishized exoticism and auratic magic, only reinforces the liberal consensus of utilitarianism and entrepreneurial rationality. Similar to ludic multiculturalism, this notion of transmigrancy obfuscates imperial oppression and the imperative of radical transformation. It sustains predatory business by glamorizing the marginalization and dependency of neocolonized peoples. It erases what David Harvey (1996; 2000) calls historical “permanences” and their dialectical supersession. It aggravates the invidious othering of people of color into racialized minorities—cheap labor for transnational business, “mail order” brides, domestics, and so on. It rejects their histories of resistance and their agency for emancipating themselves from the laws of the market and its operational ideology of patriarchal white supremacy. So much then for transmigrancy, and back to the real world of alienated work and collective struggle.
 
 The Subaltern Per forms Entering the threshold of the new millennium, we are informed that Filipinos—surprise!—do not have a genuine lingua franca. At best, they have a semblance of such a language that is called “Taglish,” an unstable concoction of English, Tagalog, and Spanish linguistic fragments. Instead of empowering Filipinos, this “Taglish” deceives them into thinking that they have succeeded in controlling their lives through the act of communicating their needs, desires, and aspirations, especially by uttering them anonymously, for someone to overhear. Especially in popular ﬁlms, according to Vicente
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 Rafael, the use of Taglish has functioned as a mass narcotic that reinforces servitude to the status quo as follows: “In its particular articulation of languages as both hierarchically ordered and arbitrarily conﬁgured, Taglish has the effect of maintaining viewers within the borders of the existing social imaginary” (2000, 182). Whatever the merit of this comment on cinematic language, is it true that “Taglish” is our ersatz lingua franca? Anyone who lives in the Philippines knows that Filipino in different registers and inﬂections, not Taglish, is the functioning medium of communication in social life, in daily business transactions, and in the mass media. Of course, the elite needs to affirm its class identity through the use of English and other symbolic devices. While the neocolonial functionaries (from Quezon to Arroyo) have supported the maintenance of English, giving only token funding to the promotion of Filipino, concerned citizens are beginning to use Filipino as the language of intellectual exchange in science, psychology, politics, and so on. Linguistic experts such as Ernesto Constantino, Virgilio Almario (1993), and others have shown that, if given the needed official backing, Filipino, as opposed to Taglish, has the potential to contribute to the shaping of a distinctive national identity. In a valuable work on local semiotics titled Pahiwatig (2002), Dr. Melba Padilla Maggay has shown how communication among Filipinos proceeds by deploying spoken and written language within a whole universe of signs, including body language, clothing, etc., which permits words to signify and produce meaning. Although (following the thesis proposed by Sapir/Whorf) one can contend that Filipino, or any of the vernaculars, harbors the essential materials for expressing a distinctive Filipino identity, the point of Pahiwatig is precisely to show that it is the concrete, determinate contexts of social time/space that allow verbal signs to communicate meaning. Again, we stress that the primacy of contexts and the sociohistorical lived situation of speakers ascribe value and effectivity to language, not vice versa. This is why Filipinos in the United States have been penalized for speaking Filipino in the racialized environment of institutions with known histories of exclusion and inclusion based on race, class, nationality, gender, and so on. Perhaps this question of a lingua franca is a misleading one, the enemy’s ruse to deﬂect us from a thoroughgoing critique of situations and circumstances, of agencies and actions. After all, in the actual theater of class confrontations, the issue of whether to use English or the vernacular in organizing and mobilizing towns and cities has long been resolved: militant activists use the vernacular to arouse the masses, and use English (or another appropriate language) to reach the middle strata or communicate with allies and organizations abroad. It is a question of speciﬁc intention, motive, and goal. This is the reason why Lenin espoused the equality of languages: he was fully cognizant of the many oppressed nationalities and ethnolinguistic groups constituting the Russian peasantry and proletariat that the Bolsheviks had to reach, educate, and mobilize for speciﬁc tasks during various stages of the revolution. Language, whether a lingua franca or an idiolect, carries no signiﬁcant weight or force without bodies and movements, their constant play of union and separation through which signiﬁcation and meaning-production transpires. And for a growing Filipina at the threshold of this disaster-ridden millennium, the problem of language was solved by wrestling with the actual political forces in conﬂict
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 that shape the course of everyday life. Joy de la Cruz, a resident of San Diego, California, was a worker-student who used the peculiar properties of three languages, English, Tagalog, Spanish—in performance art to forge her own singular identity. She died at the age of twenty-ﬁve in a car accident, too young to have produced a lasting impact on the U.S. public consciousness. We owe the following details of de la Cruz’s life to George Lipsitz, her mentor: Part of the ﬁrst truly transnational generation of youth, de la Cruz felt the contradictions of her time deeply. She longed for a more just and joyful existence. It outraged her to learn about her fellow pinays [Filipino women abroad] in the Philippines, forced by their poverty to become prostitutes to foreign tourists and U.S. military personnel. [After her release from jail for demonstrating on behalf of janitors at her university,] Joy then turned to the ways in which personal and global concerns intersected for her. She explained that it was important for her as an Asian American and a Pilipina to stand in solidarity with the largely Latino/a immigrant workers. Support for them was a matter of self-respect for her. It gave her an opportunity to put into practice all the things she had learned from the struggle of her parents and her grandparents with the colonial history of their country, from the joyful solidarity and exuberant interethnic antiracism that she had learned as a woman of color feminist, an ethnic studies major, and a participant in political coalitions to defend affirmative action and to oppose the incarceration of juvenile offenders in adult prisons. (2006, 286)
 
 What Lipsitz records next in a poignantly dramatic way bears out my contention that language can only prove its power, or can only empower us if it is ﬂeshed out and energized by a liberatory impulse. We perceive this idea in de la Cruz’s reminiscence of a demonstration during which her fellow Pilipino and Pilipina students chanted in the language of their “ancestral home” as follows: It was hearing the Tagalog chant that really gave me strength and that almost brought tears to my eyes,” she wrote, adding “that might sound corny, but it’s true. Ma-ki-ba-ka . . . Huwag ma-ta-kot! (Solidarity . . . Have No Fear). Hearing aking mga kaibigan at kababayan (my friends and countrymen/la raza) remind us that the struggle continues . . . don’t be afraid—hearing not only Spanish, but MY ﬁrst language—helped me not be so nervous. (2006, 286)
 
 Focusing on the play of languages, Lipsitz explains the origin of “Makibaka” (literally, “Fight” or “Struggle with us”) as a popular slogan chanted by demonstrators in the Philippines mobilizing against the Marcos dictatorship during the 1970s and 1980s. What is striking is that this alien word or sign (from the Anglo point of view), stray bits of Filipino lingua franca, had inﬁltrated California and released its subliminal charge at that particular episode, calming de la Cruz and inspiring her companions to continue their organizing drive. For Lipsitz, de la Cruz’s new identity as a rebel against the exploitative system came from enactment, not just from her vision. But her act of commitment may be traced to
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 visionary roots in her country of origin. That was the burden of Joy’s emotional testimony. Moved by the antiglobalization battle in Seattle in 1999, Joy’s rebellion arose from a complex combination of historical events, biographical experiences, and heterogeneous locations that impressed Lipsitz as a sign of “the dynamics of difference.” But I think Joy’s success in taking her destiny into her own hands sprang from her existential predicament as an uprooted migrant in an alienating, dehumanizing milieu. It was this existential plight that informed her decision to make connections between “her deepest personal identiﬁcations in life as the daughter of immigrants, as part of the Pilipino diaspora, and as a nonnative speaker of English”; and this profoundly lived awareness of diverse “emplacements of affiliation” (Lipsitz 2006, 287) endowed her art with the multi-accentual, polyglottic vibrance that historically distinguishes popular-democratic expression of downtrodden folk. Without this emergence of Filipino, the true lingua franca of revolution and common language that unites parents, children, and schoolmates, Joy de la Cruz’s youthful odyssey in college might have been sidetracked, fatally shipwrecked, her body wasted in the endless round of consumption and hedonistic diversions. Without the forbidden or proscribed language of Filipinos, Joy de la Cruz and others of her generation—subalterns in a disenchanted land—would not have found their own ﬁghting voice, the nationalitarian idiolect of their collective deliverance.
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 CHAPTER 5
 
 Understanding the Bangsa Moro Struggle for Self-Determination When this so-called battle [at Mt. Dajo, Philippines, where U.S. troops slaughtered six hundred Moro men, women, and children] was over, there were certainly not fewer than two hundred wounded savages lying on the ﬁeld. What became of them? Since not one savage was left alive! The inference seems plain. We cleaned up our four days’ work and made it complete by butchering those helpless people. —Mark Twain The working class cannot be indifferent to the most intolerably barbaric oppression [of any nation]. . . . Even the most inhumane material oppression is not able to provoke such wrathful, fanatical rebellion and rage as . . . religious or national oppression. —Rosa Luxemburg
 
 F
 
 rom the perspective of a globalized world system, the ideal of a multicultural democratic society is often celebrated today as an already realized good, a spontaneous offshoot of the free market and the universal circulation of mass-produced commodities. But the current “war against terrorism” and the debate over the “clash of civilizations” confirm the postmodern interregnum of “undecidable” particularisms belying any consensus on foundations and axioms. Representational differences trump material commonalities. Amid the conflicts of paradigms and world views, however, everyone still acknowledges in actual practice a world “out there,” intractable, tough, and heterogeneous. My view conforms to general historical-materialist principles: the articulation of diverse cultures and democratic institutions can be envisaged as a feasible project only within the complex and changing social formations that they inhabit in the historical continuum. In the case of “Third World” societies in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, colonialism introduced a politics of difference that multiplied boundaries within and without, over and beyond the “us” versus “them” binary: the subjugated communities were polarized internally and against one another. Mastery entailed disintegration of the 89
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 subalterns. Differences marked by race, class, gender, religion, nationality, and other ethnic particulars functioned as the instruments by which the hegemony of the colonial power was established and maintained. In effect, a policy of stratiﬁed pluralism was devised and applied in order to disintegrate formerly cohesive groups, nourish antagonisms between and among their members, and prevent any sense of unity (class and national) that would challenge colonial rule. With an apartheid regime of asymmetrical cultures, the antithesis of democracy—political and economic inequality—ﬂourished. Racism reigned supreme in multicultural class-differentiated polities in most of the “free world,” including the global North and South.
 
 Speculative Orientation In reviewing the struggle of the Moro (the preferred term for “Muslims” in the Philippines) people for justice and autonomy, I subscribe to the imperative of historical speciﬁcation. In my view, the politics of identity, multiculturalism, “otherness,” and “difference” cannot be fully comprehended “in abstraction from material circumstances and of political project . . . . All propositions for social action (or conceptions of social justice) must be critically evaluated in terms of the situatedness or positionality of the argument and the arguer” (Harvey 1996, 363). Cultural ethnic traits ﬁnd their efficacious valence only within the totality of social relations of a historical region and epoch. Colonized for over three hundred years by monarchical Spain, the inhabitants of the Philippine islands acquired a sense of national unity after 350 years of peasant revolts, culminating in the revolution of 1896–1898 (Pomeroy 1992). Filipino nationality was forged by an alliance of classes and popular sectors (not including the Moros) that established the revolutionary ﬁrst Philippine Republic that challenged Spanish colonial rule. This decolonizing nation-state with its bourgeois Enlightenment ethos was destroyed by the military and economic might of the United States in the FilipinoAmerican War of 1899–1902. In due time, the natives were thoroughly Americanized for a Herrenvolk social order (van den Berghe 1967). The new nation-state entity to which the United States granted independence in 1946 reﬂected half a century of missionary colonialism (the official policy was called “Benevolent Assimilation”) instanced by the imposition of the English language as the medium of communication in business and government. The dominance of a marketcentered commodifying habitus persists amid residual customs and archaic practices in various regions, with twenty major ethnolinguistic groups articulating their demands for recognition and their share of the socially produced wealth (for information on habitus, see Bourdieu 1993). Before illustrating how the politics of “postcolonial” liberalism operates in the Philippines today, allow me to quote a capsule description of the country from George Demko, an American geographer. The Philippines, writes Demko, is characterized by sharp class divisions refracted by multifarious markers of underdevelopment as follows:
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 A few landowners have acquired massive wealth, while almost three quarters of the population of 65 million live in direst poverty, unable to satisfy basic needs. Mestizos make up 2 percent of the population but garner 55 percent of the personal income. . . .[Demko then describes the dependence of thousands of Filipinos on the U.S. military bases, part of the U.S. Paciﬁc Defense system, dismantled in 1992.] Communist guerillas—the New People’s Army—are spirited. Muslims have fought a secessionist war in Mindanao. Most of the people are Malay in origin, but there are more than 75 ethnolinguistic groups. All but 5 percent of the population live on the 11 largest islands. Some people like the Tasadays live so remotely, they have only recently been discovered, and disturbed, by the outside world. About 75 indigenous tongues, including eight major ones, are spoken. The official one is Tagalog. (1992, 295–96)
 
 Most tourist guidebooks expunge or ignore class divisions (Hoefer 1980; Peplow 1991; Harper and Fullerton 1993). What is striking here is the conﬁguration of a social order constituted by the complex dynamics of class, language, ideology, religion, locality, and so on, aggravated by colonial legacies. Cynthia Enloe, an American political scientist, explains the failure of the Communist-led Huk peasant rebellion in the 1950s as due to “stubborn linguistic-regional loyalties” so that the perception of the guerillas as mainly “Pampango” led to their being shunned by Tagalogs, Ilokanos, and others (1973, 221). The Philippines seems vibrant with discrepancies and disjunctions—at the price of the suffering of the majority of its citizens. A quick overview may be useful here. In most anthropological accounts, the two main unifying features of the Philippine formation are the racial type (Mongoloid) and the Austronesian or Malayo-Polynesian language family. In general, the majority of Filipinos is supposed to share the “lowland peasant culture,” a Malay culture characterized by settlement patterns determined by geography and by the two major religions, Christianity and Islam. Such differences are said to come “from the speciﬁc ways ethnolinguistic groups adapted to their particular environment over long periods of time, the varying impact of outside inﬂuences . . . and the degree of their involvement in national affairs” (Roxas-Lim 1996, 617). In the 1960s, an American political scientist commented that despite the efforts of the government’s Commission on National Integration (CNI), “for all practical purposes, the non-christians are excluded from the designation ‘Filipino’” (Grossholtz 1964, 53). Eric Casiño, former official anthropologist of the Philippine National Museum, noted that the 1957 revision of the CNI’s mission adopted an assertive assimilationism, when the goal of fostering “mutual intelligence among the groups” was changed to one of making “real, complete and permanent the integration of the National Cultural Minorities into the body politic” (1987, 246–47). What the nature of this “body politic” is becomes the crucial and decisive factor often omitted (or assumed as the unquestioned status quo) in practically all existing studies interpreting and evaluating the Moro struggle for either autonomy, secession, or national self-determination.
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 In the static tabulation of factors that supposedly explain cultural pluralism, the classic stress by traditional scholars on geographical conditions (settlement and subsistence patterns) is supplemented with the standard reference to kinship, sociopolitical institutions, and religion or belief systems. The status quo becomes reiﬁed when this ethnographic scheme erases the material inequalities manifest in group antagonisms. Among the Muslims, one study observes, “contemporary national institutions are weak and splintered; thus greater reliance is placed on mutual support groups through extended kinship ties which are fundamental and are rarely, if ever, transcended even within the framework of governmental and national organizations” (Roxas-Lim 1996, 618). Why kinship becomes paramount in this setup is really never explained except as a consequence of weak governmental and national institutions, which in turn requires explanation. One concludes that in contrast to industrialized urban societies today, a dependent peripheral formation like the Philippines shows an extremely uneven, disintegrated polity in which shifting identities and mutable affiliations thrive amid economic and political vortices of strife. Liberal pluralism gravitating around the competitive exchange of goods and labor-power indeed depends on, and fosters, a perpetually crisis-ridden, class-torn society.
 
 “Manifest Destiny” on the March The Philippines (including the territories inhabited by the Moros) was annexed by violence and diplomacy at the threshold of the twentieth century. When a ﬁve-member Peace Commission was appointed by President William McKinley to sign the Treaty of Paris on December 10, 1898, ending the Spanish-American War and formalizing Spain’s cession of the Philippine Islands to the United States for twenty million dollars, Whitelaw Reid, publisher of the New York Tribune and a commission member, wrote the following in his journal: The Philippines “embraced a great variety of races, pure and mixed, including many still in a stage of savagery. . . . A large section of the South [Mindanao and Sulu] was under the control of the Mohammedans, who had never been conquered by Spain, and who were believed to be depraved, intractable and piratical” (Ocampo 1998, 236). One product of U.S. “Manifest Destiny” in pacifying these “intractable and piratical” hordes may be witnessed in the famous photo of the carnage (showing some of the nine hundred dead bodies of men, women, and children) taken at Mt. Dajo on March 9, 1906, by an army photographer and published in the Johnstown Weekly Democrat on January 25, 1907 (Zwick 1992, 169). About two decades after the defeat of the revolutionary Philippine Republic headed by General Emilio Aguinaldo, W. Cameron Forbes, a former civil governor, described the strange customs of the Moros in the following excerpt, highlighting the familiar signs of truth-bearing discourse: When a Moro became tired of life he could go juramentado. Such a Moro would shave his eyebrows, get blessed by a priest, don a white garment, and rush in to kill as many Christians as he could before meeting his death. . . . The juramentado will steal up toward
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 his intended victims, keeping as much as possible unobserved, until a chance arrived to rush in and start slashing with a cold steel. One Moro was seen to seize the riﬂe of his opponent and pull the bayonet through himself so as to get near enough to reach his adversary with his kris before dying. (1945/1928, 282–83)
 
 One would think that after receiving formal independence in 1946, the Philippines would be more open and accessible and the Moros would be better understood and appreciated so as to correct such revealing distortion as that written by Forbes. However, positivist social thinking could not move away quickly from the aura of immediacy surrounding received representations of the newly acquired natives. It could only contrive what Georg Lukács calls “a formal typology of the manifestations of history,” taking reiﬁed appearances and fetishized ethnic traits as unmediated truths (Shaw 1975, 73). Thus we ﬁnd structural functionalism in U.S. scholarship applied to the task of identifying, for example, maratabat as personal esteem, pride in one’s honor or that of one’s kin: “Injury to one’s maratabat demands revenge, most appropriately in the form of killing” (Chafee 1969; Bentley 1991). This seems to have established the accepted pattern of knowledge-production of the Moros and other indigenes in the Philippines for the rest of the century and into the next. We ﬁnd this hypothesis conﬁrmed in the historian David Steinberg’s invidious reference to “sporadic terrorist attacks” (the use of the word “terrorist” becomes an easy imprimatur of authority) launched by the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) in the 1980s. We will also encounter this mode of interpretation somewhat refurbished in an essay on the Abu Sayyaf by the anthropologist Charles Frake (more later). Frake locates the explanation for the violence of the Abu Sayyaf and other local organizations in the quest for affirming personal identity “in the face of deadly indifference” (1998, 51). This echoes the postmodern anatomy of Filipino violence described by Jean Paul Dumont, another anthropologist, in which the depoliticized peasants are blamed for their passivity, thus acquitting the exploitative social order. The reason for this is that violence “is informed and constructed by a variety of factors that transcend the hic et nunc of its occurrence” (1995, 277). In short, there are multiple highly mediated factors that make incidents of violence enigmatic so that adequate cognition may not be readily available, if it is available at all. While such phenomenological investigations may yield some provocative insights, they tend on the whole to mystify, if not actually render unintelligible, the actual if complex historical situation of millions of non-Western peoples being studied by American or Western scholars. Would experts on cultural pluralism or multiculturalism be more reliable in this regard?
 
 Problematizing Multiculturalism John Rex, one of the theoreticians of the concept of a pluralist society, posits a neoWeberian paradigm centered on the split between public and private domains (1997). This split is analogous to the distinction made by the sociologist Ferdinand Tonnies between Gemeinschaft (primary groups revolving around the family, kinship, and other
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 ethical relations) and Gesellschaft (impersonal bureaucratic and judicial processes in cities). My reservation about this paradigm concerns its displacement of unequal power/property relations by the in-group/out-group binary grid and its corollary, the theory of minority-majority group interaction. The limits of an ethnicity-based analysis of social problems will soon become evident in the following critique. Rex believes that the ideal of multiculturalism is consonant with equality of opportunity for all classes, a fundamental democratic principle, when a society is uniﬁed in the public domain (including law, politics, and economics) but at the same time encourages diversity in private or communal matters (such as domestic life, religion, and morality). Obviously this requires the separation of church and state, and the near total secularization of citizens’ lives, thus excluding Islamic-centered states and polities. When, on the other hand, a society is unitary in the public realm and also enforces unity of cultural practices in the private realm, then the result is an assimilationist polity like France—but not Germany (until recent reforms) or Japan. Another setup alluded to by Rex, which strikes me as quite problematic, is the U.S. “Deep South’ before the reforms of the Civil Rights era. In the South before the 1960s, differential rights in the public sphere presumably coexisted with homogeneous cultural practices shared by whites and blacks alike—“separate but equal.” Finally, the opposite of the multicultural society—almost a parody or ironic mirrorimage—is the South African apartheid order in which differential rights of groups prevailed in the public domain together with the law-governed disparate cultural practices of incommensurable nationalities. The bantustan phenomenon, a type of autonomy within a culturally exclusivist nation-state, is the index of such segregation in both public and private domains. In my view, Rex’s argument hinges on an elided contradiction. Rex assumes that the public domain characterized by the formal equality of individuals (as proclaimed in a republican constitution) can coexist with an unconstrained diversity of private and communal groups with their ethnic particularities (morality, religion, kinship network of diasporic cohorts tied to various homelands). Indeed, this model of bourgeois civil society underwrites the role of hegemonic institutions such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. But surely Western juridical regulations infringe on and delimit certain practices such as those involving marital arrangements and codes or mores of sexuality. In the United States, for example, cases of Kampuchean ritual sacriﬁce of animals in church have been brought to court, and the mass media has condemned the beating of children by immigrant parents with authoritarian ethos. Despite such incompatibilities regulated by the neoliberal state (now eroded by the moral panic over “terrorists” triggered by news of the Arab or Muslim participants in the 9/11 attacks), Rex insists that dialogue and tensions integral to civic culture represent the normal functioning of a multicultural democracy. What is normative in modern society subsists on repressed contradictions. The normal equilibrium of everyday life in a multiethnic society hides sharp internal contradictions of class, race, gender, and so on. This is occluded by the mode in which the state and its ideological apparatuses legitimize the way that one group exercises
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 hegemony—in both coercive and consensual senses—over others. In this hegemony, the control of land, labor-power, and other productive forces is the key element. When we examine the ongoing conﬂict in the Philippines between the Moro nation and the central government, we ﬁnd Rex’s theoretical dualism and other structuralist-functionalist concepts inadequate. The sheer asymmetry of status and power (based on control or ownership of material resources) between Moros (mainly workers, peasants, and the middle strata who practice Islam) and the bureaucrat-comprador elite (which is predominantly Christian) renders the static distinction between individual and collective untenable.
 
 Pacifying the “Infidels” The situation of the Moros (who now comprise about ten million of eighty-seven million Filipinos) may be taken as exemplary of the problematic nature of a formally plural (not yet genuinely pluralist) society constituted by violent dispossession and subalternization. While the antagonism between Muslims and Christians dates back to Spanish colonization from 1565 to 1898, and U.S. colonial domination from 1898 to 1946, the present conﬂict is not religious as usually construed, but fundamentally political and economic in terms of the division of social labor and its satisfaction of developing human needs. It was the Spaniards who, trying to establish theocratic rule over the islands by conquering and converting the indigenous communities, established the boundary between the “inﬁdels” (Muslims) and the “civilized” (Christians). Ethnic difference, of course, legitimized the violent exploitation of the natives and the theft of their lands and resources. Such paciﬁcation failed, even though it disrupted the progress of the Sulu Zone commercial network and statecraft based on piracy and control of slave manpower (Warren 1998; Casino 2000). In contrast, the United States, based not on a tributary but rather on a capitalist mode of production and exchange, applied a dual policy of violence and diplomatic ruses. Shaped by the experience of genocidal wars against the American Indians, U.S. policy-makers considered the Muslims savages, and attempted to discipline them and suppress their “barbarous” practices. U.S. Secretary of War Elihu Root formulated Moro policy with the 1831 Supreme Court decision on the case of Cherokee Nation v. the State of Georgia in mind; he considered the Moros “domestic dependent nations,” “wards” in a “state of pupilage” (Gowing 1979, 49). While the Bates Treaty of 1899 between the new rulers and the unsubdued Muslims recognized the Sultan of Sulu as a “protected sovereignty,” thousands of ordinary Moros ﬁercely resisted U.S. control in various ways amid the co-optation of the local datus (appointed by U.S. officials as “headmen” of their wards) and the erosion of sultanate power through the technique of “divide and rule.” In June 1907, the United States devised the Organic Act for the Moro provinces, which provided for a measure of local autonomy except in the area of customs, forest revenues, pearl trade, and so on. Such autonomy, however, did not mean the toleration of practices such as slavery (the American anthropologist Dean Worcester wrote a
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 sustained invective against non-Christian cultures in his 1913 report entitled Slavery and Peonage in the Philippine Islands). Religious practices remained untouched, but ethics and family life were affected by universal mass education geared toward individualist competition in entrepreneurial careers and government service. The Moro historian Samuel Tan examined the few but revealing written responses to American domination. He observed that the United States carried out a strategy of liberalization by eliminating the economic resources of the sultanates to the extent that their political inﬂuence on the datus and other local leaders declined, especially after popular education was introduced in 1916. Consequently, aside from slaves and servants running away from the sultans, “the opportunities for employment in public works, services [in the colonial bureaucracy after 1915 when civil government was installed], and businesses under American control offered attractive alternatives to the masses” (Tan 1998, 128). The ﬁrst three decades of the twentieth century were characterized by “the intensiﬁcation of local political rivalries to gain favor in the eyes of the colonial government, as well as by violent outbreaks and armed disturbances by those unable to cope with changes in society. . . . [Despite the Bates Treaty] there was no prohibition nor hindrance to the entry of Christian missions, especially Protestants, into Sulu to undertake educational, social, economic, or cultural tasks for colonial interests, including the establishment of churches and missions. It was this indirect means of social change [including the encouragement of immigration of Christians, Chinese, and other nationalities] that helped American colonial rule” to gradually change the totality of social relations and power structure in the “Moro provinces” (Tan 1998, 128). Reﬂecting on the accomplishments of U.S. tutelage, Governor General W. Cameron Forbes (1928/1945) praised the forcible imposition of a legal system that dismantled the linkage between public and private in a tributary or feudal system. But contrary to the argument that the United States initiated a “decentralized, electoralized institutional grid” as the chief mode of crafting the postcolonial state, such a grid served to sustain a political economy based on semifeudal clans owning large estates and compradors manipulating the bureaucratic machine, a neocolonial structure (after 1935) that held the peasantry and workers in check, co-opted the intelligentsia, and justiﬁed U.S. military and economic control of the country long after formal independence was granted in 1946. The Moros suffered under this grid, gradually losing their land and their “ancient liberty” (kalimayahan), except that which is now retroactively and prospectively being identiﬁed with Islam. There is no doubt that the U.S. policy of integration and assimilation through mass education, jurisprudence, and “free enterprise” led to the obsolescence of datu power and sultanate authority. But it was the government-sponsored migration of Christians, Chinese, and other settlers—accelerated by President Ramon Magsaysay’s resettlement of former Huk rebels in the 1950s—that exacerbated the land disputes raging throughout the entire period of U.S. colonial rule. Unknown to most Moros, the Torrens land title registration system nullified the traditional communal land system, resulting in numerous protests, among them the 1926 Alangkat uprising led by Datu Maporo and the 1950 Kamlon insurrection in Jolo. Despite the influx of
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 Christian settlers, the Moro provinces remained impoverished, with the lowest literacy rate and the highest unemployment in the whole country (Majul 1988a). An alarming breakdown of law and order characterized the decades after World War II and the onset of martial law in 1972. Meanwhile, the rise of a Moro intelligentsia educated in Egypt and the Islamic resurgence in the Middle East led to the evolution of a youthful ulama mindful of a revitalized ethnoreligious identity. In 1961, four years after the Moros were declared a “national cultural minority” ripe for integration, Representative Ombra Amilbangsa ﬁled a bill in Congress seeking the separation of the Sulu archipelago from the Republic. The 1968 founding of the Mindanao Independence Movement by Datu Udtog Matalam was a prelude to the current secessionist and separatist trends. Government reforms and industrialization/modernization schemes premised on the country’s dependency on foreign investment, and multinational corporations have worsened the plight of the Moros. The full-scale war between the MNLF and the Marcos dictatorship is a symptom of the failure of a liberal-capitalist policy of integration via differential incorporation based on ascribed “primordial” lifeways. While Muslim religious rituals and familial customs were tolerated, denial of economic opportunities to the displaced majority continued precisely because the patronage system preserved the datu patriarchal regime while the necolonial oligarchic rule promoted a genocidal frontier model of development framed within the Cold War strategy of imperialist ﬁnance capital (Stauffer 1975; Tadem 1980). Arguably, the Moros have been one of the most brutalized victims of colonial domination and religious chauvinism in world history (Ahmad 1982). When the United States annexed the Philippines in 1898, it had to suppress open and covert native opposition up to 1915, at the cost of 1.4 million lives. The historians’ consensus is that the ﬁercest resistances (of at least forty-one organized rebellions from 1900 to 1941) were mounted by the Moros in the battle of Mt. Bagsak, Jolo, on June 13, 1913, during which three thousand Moro men, women, and children were killed, and at Mt. Dajo, Jolo, on March 9, 1906, where U.S. troops ruthlessly massacred over six hundred men, women, and children (Tan 1987). Unable to subdue the Moros by military violence alone, the United States negotiated tactical compromises with the local datus, coaxing their support with “education trips” and other concessions (Majul 1988a). The U.S. “policy of attraction” tied to coercive paciﬁcation accounts for the careers of Moro chieftains like Hadji Butu, Datu Piang, and others who preferred American tutelage over “Filipinization” through the Philippine Commonwealth and the Republic (Asani 1980). Over half a century of politico-economic dispossession and cultural discrimination of the Moro people occurred simultaneously with the construction of a neocolonial state and a backward, dependent economy. From 1946 to the present, the general social condition of the Moros has deteriorated, with their land, labor-power, and natural resources lost to predatory settlers, bureaucrats, military occupiers, and foreign corporations (Stauffer 1981; Silva 1978; Third World Studies 1979). Only 15 percent of the land in Mindanao and Sulu, their traditional homeland, belong to the Moros. They constitute a majority in only Lanao del Sur, Basilan, and the Sulu archipelago. Comprising the most impoverished ethnic group in the whole country, the average income of roughly ten million Moros is only a ﬁfth of the national average. Over half a million refugees and
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 about 120,000 dead (preponderantly Moro women, children, and the aged) have resulted from the continuous ﬁghting between Moro guerillas and government forces since the 1970s (Stankovitch 1999). In his 1981 testimony to the Permanent People’s Tribunal, Dr. Parouk Hussin described the “systematic and diabolical campaign of genocide perpetrated by the Marcos regime and his fascist and terrorist armed forces, aided by their imperialist master, the United States of America. . . . This total extermination only points to the grand design of permanent colonization of our people’s national homeland. . . . This precisely is the message behind the desecration of thousands of mosques” (1981, 257, 260). This testimony forms part of the rich Moro archive of the “common fate.” It is this notion that Otto Bauer theorized as the deﬁning substance of the nation—“a collective memory of persecution, exclusion or massacres [that] creates a national community of fate”—which, together with acts of resistance and revolt, contributes decisively to forging the identity of the Moro nation (Löwy 1998, 49).
 
 Seizing the Passage to the Breakthrough After the imposition of martial law in 1972, the MNLF (founded in 1969) mobilized between ﬁfteen and thirty thousand troops of the Bangsa Moro Army (BMA) against the Marcos regime in large-scale conventional warfare. On April 28, 1974, the MNLF issued a manifesto establishing a revolutionary Bangsamoro Republic whose goal was complete independence, that is, freedom “from the terror, oppression and tyranny of Filipino colonialism which has caused us untold sufferings and miseries by criminally usurping our land, by threatening Islam through wholesale destruction and desecration of its places of worship and its Holy Book, and murdering our innocent brothers, sisters and folks in a genocidal campaign” (Asani 1980, 38). This manifesto enunciated the following key inaugural principles: That the Revolution of the Bangsamoro people is revolution with a social conscience. As such it is committed to the principle of establishing a democratic system of government which shall never allow nor tolerate any form of exploitation and oppression of any human being by another or of one nation by another; That those Filipinos who may wish to remain in the Bangsamoro national homeland even after independence, shall be welcomed and entitled to equal rights and protection with all other citizens of the Bangsamoro Republic. . . . That the Bangsamoro people and Revolution are committed to the preservation and growth of Islamic culture among our people, without prejudice to the development and growth of other religious and indigenous cultures in our homeland; . . . That our people and Revolution, upholding the principle of self-determination, support the right of all peoples of all nations in their legitimate and just struggle for national survival, freedom and independence; That the Bangsamoro people and Revolution are committed to the principles that they are part of the Islamic World as well as of the Third World and of the oppressed colonized humanity everywhere in the world. (Asani 1980, 38–40)
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 With this historically oriented affirmation of an anticolonial, democratic philosophy and the rejection of “any form of exploitation and oppression,” a new radical conceptualization of the “Bangsamoro Nation” entered the ﬁeld of political discourse. Its vision was essentially egalitarian, progressive, and democratic. The category of the Bangsa Moro nationality that assumed a modern secular outlook, promoted Islamic culture, and upheld equality of religious beliefs then became the salient marker of contradiction between the MNLF forces and the AFP/Marcos regime. The polarity was between colonization and popular self-determination, not Islam and Christianity, as it is tendentially for the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) and unequivocally for the Abu Sayyaf (for more on this topic, see below). Historical circumstances, however, foiled the early victory of the liberation struggle. The ideal of full sovereignty for the Bangsamoro nation via the mediation of the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC), which conferred legitimacy on the MNLF, has devolved into the reality of an “autonomous unit” within the framework of the 1987 Constitution and the sacrosanct territorial sovereignty of the oppressor state. After the failure of the 1976 Tripoli Agreement, the MNLF settled for autonomy instead of genuine independence and signed a peace covenant with the Ramos administration in 1996. Still treated as an alien bloc, the MNLF now appears to be a hostage in the precincts of four garrison provinces of the Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao. In effect, the real purpose of OIC-supervised negotiations worked according to the following formula: “[L]imited autonomy agreements tend to undermine the political cohesion of the communal group [Bangsa Moro] and reduce its ﬁghting capacity” (Gurr 1993, 303). At the outset, Nur Misuari espoused a militant secessionist nationalism. He believed that the Moro homeland was violently annexed and colonized, hence Moro freedom required political separation. His radical roots in left-wing student activism blended with a sense of an aggrieved Moro identity that fused the public and the private, the personal and the collective (Asani 1980). While the MNLF originally derived inspiration from the radical anti-imperialist programs of the Algerian Revolution and the Bandung Conference of nonaligned nations, the MILF, the group that splintered from it, evinces more orthodox leanings; its supporters are the mainstream World Islamic League and the World Islamic Conference—one reason that the Marcos apologist Leon Maria Guerrero haughtily dismissed the Moro resistance as the fruit of outsiders’ intrigue, a conspiracy reminiscent of cacique “back-room” deals (Guerrero 1979, 21; Noble 1987). Like most clerks of the Establishment, Guerrero could not conceive of darul Islam or any kind of internationalism beyond the parochial limits of the old Manila Intramuros aristocracy. Other separatist groups, according to the testimonies of veterans and insiders, fragmented from the MNLF when the Tripoli Agreement collapsed. The MILF and elements of the Abu Sayyaf are now mounting a more formidable challenge to the apparatuses of symbolic and physical violence, expressing collective resentment to the deeply rooted chauvinism of elite officials, bureaucrats, managerial technocrats, military personnel, and middle strata. Because they judge this profound if subtly sublimated habitus of suspicion as the real threat to the value of their lives in spite of the ecumenical spirit
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 of the bourgeois public sphere in a constitutional republic, they demand Shariah law and an Islamic state. Why this is so may be explained by the respected scholar Cesar Majul as follows: More than other groups in the country, the Muslims have a keen sense of how their religion and culture have become an intimate part of their ethnic identity. . . . They are aware of themselves as an historic people with a long independence and a history that has run a course different from that of others who had fallen under Spanish sovereignty and adopted Catholicism. The historical antagonism between Muslims and Christians, so well nurtured by the Spanish church, has not yet been fully eliminated in the country. . . . The refusal to recognize Muslims as a people having a separate culture, different religion, and cherished moral values for which they are willing to ﬁght also underlies the Muslim restiveness. At this stage in their social and political development, Muslims as a people can now demand a bigger role in forging their destiny; more than ever before, they are in a better position to defend what they consider their legitimate rights and patrimony. (1988a, 182–83)
 
 With the pressure from the conservative OIC, the MNLF was ﬁnally persuaded to accept a limited form of regional autonomy crippled by all kinds of regulations. This compromise is miles apart from the MNLF’s original objective of vindicating the Moro “right to their national homeland” with “the strategy of mobilizing the masses by organizing them to play their revolutionary task” (Hassan 1980, 253). Except for the nowimprisoned Misuari and his followers who have returned to the original goal of a separate Moro nation (Tan 1998), the rest of the MNLF militants have become outright bureaucrats or functionaries of the realpolitik of “Philippine colonialism.” The Muslim-inhabited provinces and cities of the Special Zone of Peace and Development—a parodic substitute for the “Moro homeland”—is the new battleground of antagonistic factions and sects belonging to a reconstituted ummah (religious community). Perhaps a new Islamic-oriented civic ethos of versatile subject-positions will evolve in this new collaboration between ex-MNLF militants and their Manila patrons while U.S., Japanese, and other foreign corporations assisted by the World Trade Organization intensify their extraction of superproﬁts from the cheap labor of Moro workers, peasants, women, and intelligentsia (for a detailed critique of the 1996 Peace Agreement, see Bauzon 1999).
 
 In the Vor tex of Contingencies On June 7, 2002, Philippine government military forces rescued the American missionary Gracia Burnham from her kidnappers, whom the media had labeled as partisans of the Abu Sayyaf. Unfortunately, her husband and a Filipino nurse were killed; all in all, the operation was a failure. More than 1,200 U.S. troops were sent to help with this local operation, which the mass media called “the second front in the worldwide war against terrorism.” To date, eleven U.S. soldiers have died in the Philippines in connection with this “military exercise” (New York Times October 3, 2002) that promises
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 to drag on in the wake of the continuing wars against “international terrorism” in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere. One rationale for the political decision to send U.S. troops to work with the AFP was the belief that the Abu Sayyaf (“Father of the Sword”), a group now notorious for kidnapping civilians for ransom, had previous links with Osama bin Laden and AlQaeda. Jamal Khalifa, a distant relative of Osama bin Laden, organized a Muslim charity organization in the 1980s and befriended the group’s founder, Abdurajak Janjalani, an Islamic scholar involved with the MNLF, who was killed by the AFP in 1998. This tenuous link was magniﬁed by the current Arroyo administration as “a pretext to gain hardware and logistics for her own army [numbering 250,000 troops], which has failed to quell the insurgency” (New York Times November 4, 2001, p. B4). All accounts concur that the Abu Sayyaf, whose members draw from the two major Muslim groups (MNLF and MILF), claimed adherence to fundamentalist Islamic principles and thus may be committed to an independent Islamic state encompassing thirteen provinces, the historic Moro homeland; subsequent events have belied the claim. The MILF originally split from the MNLF in 1977 (accusing Misuari of Marxist or communist leanings) in order to pursue genuine regional autonomy as envisaged by the 1976 Tripoli Agreement. Since 1980, the MILF has shifted to demanding a separate Islamic state, striving for political, economic, and military self-reliance. Having demonstrated its capacity to wage interminable warfare, the MILF has signed a truce with the Arroyo administration and is now negotiating for land redistribution, recognition of Shariah law, rehabilitation of war-ravaged areas, implementation of previous agreements begun by the MNLF and the government, and so on (Gershman 2001). With the MILF’s temporary suspension of its secessionist agenda, the Abu Sayyaf is the only Moro group that can claim to be the agency for realizing an independent Islamic state for the Moro nation. And despite its terrorist and extremist sectarian means, the Abu Sayyaf can use its sloganeering to engage actors and agencies in the discursive field of ideological contestation as long as the desire for emancipation from Christian chauvinism—pervasive if hidden throughout the society—and full enjoyment of its life-form deﬁned by Islamic values and rituals cannot be satisﬁed by the existing political order. The issue of Moro self-determination remains the key, the Archimedean point, to the prospect of security, civil liberty, progress, and, above all, justice, existing throughout the Philippines.
 
 Engaging the “Enemy” In 1991, the Abu Sayyaf catapulted into the headlines due to their random bombings and sensational kidnappings, as well as their burning of the town center of Ipil, Zamboanga. In 2000, when the Abu Sayyaf kidnapped twenty-one mostly European tourists in Malaysian territory, the group received international attention surpassing that gained by the battle of Jolo City in 1974 (with its horrendous record of two thousand casualties and sixty thousand refugees after one night of ﬁghting). Eventually the German and French governments (with the help of Libya) paid ransom money for
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 the release of their citizens. In May 2001, the Abu Sayyaf kidnapped a batch of hostages, including three Americans—the Burnham couple among them—in a resort in Palawan, part of the historic Moro homeland. There was speculation that the Burnham family offered ransom money, but both governments refused to help arrange the deal. At this juncture, it may be pedagogically useful to pose the following heuristic questions: What ethical and political concerns were addressed by the successful negotiation of previous years that were denied or ignored in this case? What group rights were involved? What ethical and moral issues are involved when a military solution is chosen to solve a situation of injustice and political oppression (Singer 1994)? Should we not examine the politics of everyday life for the ordinary Moro whose individual worth and historic sense of belonging is predicated on Islam as a modality of existence, an organic life-form, not just a religion? Should we invoke a “transcendent Muslim ethnic identity” (McKenna 1998) without including the concept of the ummah, the community of the faithful? Is ethnic identity sufficient to replace the claims of national autonomy governed by the Shariah and the ulama that the Abu Sayyaf claims to be fighting for (Asad 2003)? What is the true political status of the Abu Sayyaf? From a more philosophical perspective, what is the ethical or moral legitimacy of the Moro struggle for dignity and autonomy invoked by everyone as the antithesis to the terrorist acts of the Abu Sayyaf? A nuanced historical background is needed to elucidate fundamental ethical issues of rights and morality within a framework of democratic governance, civic responsibility, social justice, and self-determination. Disavowing essentialist and obscurantist approaches, we need to inquire into the diverse but singularly unifying expressions of the Moro people in their historic integrity. We need to confront the problem of their experience of colonial subjugation and subalternization by Christian and other forms of chauvinism, both the insult and injury, without which all novel or classic formulas of conﬂict resolution will simply be alibis for buttressing the status quo of accumulating oppression and injustice. An International Peace Mission of notable personalities visited Basilan, Philippines, from March 23 to March 27, 2002, in the wake of unprecedented AFP military operations against the Abu Sayyaf involving U.S. Special Forces—the largest deployment of U.S. troops after Afghanistan and the 9/11 attack. Members of the mission drew up a report that concluded that the Abu Sayyaf is a complex phenomenon caused by a convergence of decades of economic deprivation, religious discrimination, and political subordination. The mission found collusion between the kidnappers, local politicians, government officials, and military officers; they wondered that if the Abu Sayyaf members are captured, “what happens to the accusations of collusion and the allegations of human rights violations committed by the military?” (International Peace Mission 2002). The peace group quotes the opinion of Eric Gutierrez of the Institute for Popular Democracy that these Moros (Abu Sayyaf members) are merely “entrepreneurs dealing in proﬁt-motivated violence with ideological and political posturings, not a political movement with a serious political agenda” (Gutierrez 2000, 353). There are profound, intricate ethico-political questions and juridical claims embedded in this incident that condenses a whole century of U.S.-Philippine colonial
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 relations. One claim is that the Moro peoples have been colonized, exploited, and oppressed by various Christian (equivalent to Filipino) governments legitimized by the United States. Under the UN Charter, the Moro people have a legitimate collective right to self-determination that includes the right to secession. They also have a right to practice their religion, languages, sexual and marital customs, and other singular forms of enjoyment and expression. It is within the framework of a universally agreed upon standard of democratic governance and justice that such claims can be properly adjudicated, even without the mediation of external agencies (such as the OIC, the UN Development Program, and the U.S. Agency for International Development) that are invariably on the side of the existing government or nation-state recognized by the United Nations. Both general and particular issues of morality and political calculation are at stake in formulating a concretely reasonable understanding of the Abu Sayyaf phenomenon, speciﬁcally in relation to the Moro people’s demand for national self-determination. Do we condemn these movements (of which the Abu Sayyaf is a specimen) simply as “terrorist” or extremist? Do we try to elucidate the manifold political, economic, and ecological forces that complicate their dense historical genealogy? Since they cannot be divorced from the larger context of the struggle for self-determination deﬁned by civic Islam as contradistinguished from a political Islam (Amin 2003), should we formulate a more nuanced approach to the conduct of their struggle (peaceful or armed) as part of a legitimate process of growth? If we reject the “official transcripts” of the existing Moro organizations engaged in projects of exercising autonomy, are we able to comprehend the solidarity of Muslims in the Philippines without succumbing to unconscionable Orientalist assumptions (Bauzon 1999)? These are some of the questions that need to be explored concerning the ethical norms and political standards involved in dealing with the historic struggle of an entire people deﬁned by Islamic faith (darul Islam) and a heterogeneous culture of resistance that deﬁes categorization by the stigmatizing judgment of “terrorism.” In endeavoring to frame the answers to the questions above, we need to keep in mind the conﬂicted but always changing relations between Muslims and Christian Filipinos, as well as Western colonizers (both Spanish and American). We need to clarify the role played by normative but historically contingent notions of virtue, the good life, rights, obligations, as well as the utilitarian or consequentialist entailments of Islamic political practice and jurisprudence articulated by particular leaders or collective spokespersons of the Moro community. In trying to understand the ethical, political, and cultural implications of the devastating war in the Philippines and around the world between religious and secular actors, among diverse peoples and cultures, we need to subject to critical scrutiny the putative “clash of civilizations” that claims to rationalize the tensions and conﬂicts among ethnic formations. Following the emergent consensus, can we simply dismiss the Abu Sayyaf as a concoction of the CIA and AFP (Vitug and Gloria 2000, 219)? Can we simply consider it a group of bandits or a terrorist gang of fanatics, a political machination or gambit of the ruling politicians that serves to reinforce an inveterate anti-Muslim suspicion of MNLF and MILF integrity? Or can we treat it as a conjunctural response to the impasse of the
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 Moro struggle? Indifference to this question is a symptom of the larger problem of either apathy to the plight of about ten million people of Muslim faith (including the more than one hundred thousand Moros who have died since hostilities ﬂared up in the 1960s), or complicity with the oligarchic elite in its chauvinist, antidemocratic oppression of the Moro nation. Insightful studies of the Moro struggle, such as Marites Danguilan Vitug and Glenda Gloria’s Under the Crescent Moon: Rebellion in Mindanao and Jose Torres, Jr.’s Into the Mountain: Hostaged by the Abu Sayyaf, are few and difficult to access, considering what I think is the enormously destructive impact and still unpredictable long-range consequences of the Bangsa Moro project in the irreversible crisis of the globalizing world-system. We have already mentioned the general belief that the Abu Sayyaf, like the MILF, was set up by the government to split the Moro struggle for self-determination and to pressure the MNLF into capitulation. Since 1995 the Abu Sayyaf has evolved into a “Frankenstein’s monster,” focused on hostage-taking for ransom and extortion. This “monster” serves as the chief alibi or pretext for U.S. military involvement in AFP state terrorism all over the country. In the midst of U.S. intervention in 2002, an International Peace Commission went to Basilan (as noted earlier) and produced what I think is the most comprehensive report on conditions in the embattled region. Its conclusion was unambiguous: the Abu Sayyaf is a symptom of the disastrous failure of the occupying state (the AFP enforces law and order in Mindanao and Sulu) to guarantee not only peace and security but also an honest and efficient government—both provincial governance and military-police agencies—in a milieu in which the proverbial forces of civil society (business, church, and media) have been complicit in the barbaric war. Enmeshed in corruption that involves local officials, military officers, and the central government, the region where the Abu Sayyaf thrives has witnessed the reign of absolute terror over civilians. Nowhere in the entire country is the violation of human rights and the brutalization of civilian suspects so ﬂagrant and ubiquitous as in Basilan and the Sulu islands. In this context, the deployment of U.S. troops in Mindanao, compliments of the Arroyo and Bush administrations, has only worsened the situation, demonized the Abu Sayyaf as an Al-Qaeda accomplice, and fomented the entrenched hostility among various ethnic groups.
 
 Mapping the Contradictions Given the horrible disasters occurring throughout the Philippines today—indeed, the Moro insurgency can no longer be conﬁned to the geopolitical boundaries of Mindanao and Sulu—it is difficult to imagine any intellectual who, endeavoring to grasp the roots of a long-enduring, complex “Moro problem,” will preemptively claim a disinterested stance. In fact, postmodernists like James Clifford openly announce their cosmopolitan point-of-view or stipulated subject-positions—if only to wash their hands, of course, of any complicity with U.S. imperialist intervention. Professions of neutrality have been replaced with gestures of liberal guilt invested in philanthropic compassion. Unfortunately, these gestures only prolong the orientalizing supremacy of Western knowledge-production and its hegemonic power.
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 In response to this Orientalism, we seem to offer only the panacea of the famous paradigm SIR (smooth interpersonal relations) codiﬁed by Frank Lynch, a famous social scientist connected with the Ateneo de Manila University. Incidentally, in 1970, an American sociologist, George Weightman, observed in his study of the Philippine intellectual elite that “the military academy and Ateneo appear to dispense the best SIR techniques for dealing with Americans” (1970, 28). It goes without saying that all educational institutions, all pedagogical agencies (in Karl Mannheim’s phrase, the “everyday constituent assembly of the mind”), are sites of ideological class struggle, and none can be hermetically insulated from the pressures of material local and global interests. There is no vacuum or neutral space in the planetary conﬂict of classes, nations, and communities for hegemony. Because the Moro struggle for independence and dignity is the key, virtually the catalyst and crucible, for the all-encompassing Filipino struggle for democracy, justice, and national liberation, it is necessary to affirm once more the right of the Moro people to national self-determination. What is involved here is essentially the practice of political democracy by the masses, principally the underprivileged workers and peasants, but also the middle strata of professionals and even the relatively wealthy businessmen, merchants, and small landlords (the datus and their clans). Neither differences in language, religion, nor territory can limit this democratic right of any national collectivity to determine its life and destiny, particularly against a colonizing and occupying power. This right of secession is recognized by international law, contrary to the view that territorial sovereignty—national borders have changed throughout history due to wars, conquests, ecological mutations, etc.—supposedly contradicts the right of self-determination (Quimpo 2000). What is strikingly unorthodox and triumphalist-before-the-fact is the recent position of the National Democratic Front (NDF) and the Filipino left toward this right of the Bangsa Moro nation to self-determination. While the NDF has supported the MNLF’s struggle against the U.S.-Marcos dictatorship from the 1970s, the GRP (Government of the Republic of the Philippines)-MNLF 1996 peace agreement has induced second thoughts. In a paper issued on February 16, 1996, Luis Jalandoni of the NDF quoted the original commitment of the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP) to the MNLF made in 1977, and also reiterated the NDF 1977 Program to “support the national minorities in their struggle for self-determination and democracy” (IAFP 1978). In 1994, the NDF changed the phrase “national minorities” (the government rubric for Moros, Lumads, and other non-Christian groups) to “indigenous peoples.” But a condition has been set: this right shall be “affirmed upon the establishment of the people’s democratic government.” By a scholastic sleight of hand, the exercise of the right of self-determination is postponed for a future time/space as follows: “Under a democratic Philippines where the equality of peoples and nationalities is guaranteed, the Bangsa Moro shall be encouraged to take the valid and viable option of a genuinely autonomous political rule.” This clearly departs from the Marxist-Leninist position of the unconditional right of nations to self-determination, as expressed in Lenin’s (1968) April Theses and in the classic resolution of the 1896 Third International Congress that “proclaims the full right to self-determination of all nations” (Löwy 1998, 44).1
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 Let us take the position of Jose Maria Sison, the founder and former chairman of the CPP and principal adviser of the NDF. Sison reiterates in the abstract the principle of self-determination as an “inalienable right,” as a “weapon against the counterrevolutionary state, national oppression and Christian chauvinism” (1996, 24). Unfortunately, Sison becomes an empiricist scholastic when he begins nit-picking and dilating on census numbers, the petty-bourgeois nature of the MNLF and its inconsistent behavior, “Moro chauvinism” (the false claim of Moros to have remained unconquered), and the silence of the MNLF on the “Moro big bureaucrats, big compradors and landlords” (1996, 26). What is unforgivable for Sison is the MNLF signing of the 1976 Tripoli Agreement and its capitulation to the Marcos fascist regime. Sison condemns the MNLF for soliciting from both the Aquino and Ramos regimes “the privilege of ruling the whole of Mindanao in utter contempt of demographic facts. . . . Even as it has gone into peace negotiations and agreements with the counterrevolutionary state, the top leadership of the MNLF has repeatedly refused to negotiate and enter into alliance, cooperation and coordination with the forces of the national-democratic revolution” (1996, 27). What has happened here, it seems, is a general amnesia of Lenin’s lesson on the dialectical relationship between the national-democratic struggle and the socialist revolution. Commenting on the 1916 uprising in Ireland as a model of revolutionary realism, Lenin taught that the popular masses of the oppressed nation (not just the proletariat but also the peasantry, petty bourgeoisie, and even the relatively affluent politicians and businessmen who all suffer from neocolonial discrimination) are the allies of the conscious proletariat whose task would be to lead the struggle of this “disparate, discordant and heterogeneous mass . . . with their preconceptions, reactionary fantasies, weaknesses and errors,” against capitalism and the bourgeois state (Lenin 1968, 161). There is, to my mind, no conditionality to this striving for revolutionary solidarity based on a universal humanist ideal. Whatever the historical limitations of the MNLF (or the MILF for that matter), given the incontrovertible evidence of their mass following—larger so far than what the CPP and NPA could amass at any given encounter with the AFP—and given the class structure of the Moro people (the majority of whom are exploited peasants and workers) vis-à-vis the majority of Christian Filipinos, there is no question that they genuinely represent the historic grievances and aspirations of their community. To be sure, large-scale political mobilization of Moro combatants with their civilian base may be viewed as participatory democracy in action, grassroots democracy in actual practice, particularly when they challenge U.S. incursions. Can self-proclaimed “Marxist” members of the oppressor nation, whatever their class belonging, honestly claim to set conditions and dictate what their victims should do and still pretend to be democrats, let alone communists? The Marxist idea of permanent revolution, a critical universality actualized by proletarian-led struggles, enjoins socialist and communist militants to conform to the principle of reciprocity in speech and action, a principle at the heart of the right of all peoples to self-determination. If we who are ﬁghting imperialism and all kinds of oppression cannot embody this principle in the praxis of our everyday lives, we cannot expect to come up with criticisms or
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 responses that can construct speaking subjects (let alone communist protagonists) who will recognize us, embrace us, and engage in meaningful dialogue. We may vary the register of discourse thus: no matter our good will or sentiments of mutuality, who are we to stipulate the conditions concerning which modalities and instruments the Moros should use to liberate themselves from centuries of national oppression and class exploitation? Who are we to say that Islam as lived and experienced by the Moro ummah in the Philippines cannot be the framework of their independent political, economic, and cultural life? We can understand the Abu Sayyaf phenomenon only within a historical-materialist reading of the history of Western colonialism in the Philippines, and the geopolitical subsumption of the Philippines in the world-system of global capital (Stauffer 1981). The situation of Islam in the Philippines and its effectivity for the Moro nation should also be analyzed dialectically, in the same way Roger Garaudy (1990) and Abdullahi Ahmed An-Naim (1990) review the position of Islam as a historical religion, and the Sharia in the light of the radically transformed contemporary situation. For the late-modern resurgence of Islam can only be comprehended as a dialectically selective response to concrete historical transformations as follows: “The reassertion of selfrespect in the face of generations of humiliation at the hands of Europe and America naturally bears an Islamic face, for it is among the villages and the new proletariat [in the peripheralized South] that traditional Islamic cultural expression has survived, and it is in those groups that the ideas of individual Muslim thinkers have found the mass support necessary to become a political movement of historical importance” (Nielsen 1982, 3; Gilsenan 1982).
 
 Commodifying Knowledge Ethnographic knowledge-production is not a new mode of paciﬁcation in relation to the Philippines and its ethnic groups. Not so long ago, we witnessed the glamorization of the “Tasadays,” a putative “stone-age” people discovered in Mindanao where ﬁerce ﬁghting has been going on between the Moros and the Marcos dictatorship (1972–1986). The world media, including National Geographic, indulged in a festival of commercial domestication. The attempt of the Manila government to enforce “primitivism” on the Tasaday reservations where indigenous communities have been conﬁned pale in comparison to the deployment of its military juggernaut against the Moro insurgency. The Moros seem to resist this manner of positive commodiﬁcation, given their ﬁerce collective opposition to unremitting neocolonial capitalist aggression. Strategies of exploiting the glamour of exotic primitives for tourist and media consumption continue to intrude upon and occupy the domain of ethnicity. They undermine the indigenous peoples’ right to survival and to nurture their cultural integrity. Given their role as suppliers of cheap labor and of reproductive bodies destined for resettlement (a deliberate colonial and neocolonial policy to alienate the tribal habitats), the struggles of this “Fourth World” of “cultural minorities” coincide with those of the masses of oppressed peasants, workers, women, youths, and middle strata, as
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 well as the ten million Filipino migrant contract workers (chiefly women domestics) abroad, for social justice and popular democracy. In the 1950s, social scientists located the problem of the “cultural minorities” as one of acculturation, a euphemism for assimilation or absorption into the majority culture. Of all ethnic groups, the Chinese are held to have successfully acculturated to the point that they are losing their group identity. Most academic experts criticize the Moros, Igorots, and other indigenes as groups lacking sophistication in the manipulation of the legal-commercial culture, as opposed to the Chinese. Most Filipinos are urged to learn the rules of liberal democracy, to stop criticizing the presence of U.S. airbases, and to persevere in general “loyalty to Marilyn Monroe” (Espiritu and Hunt 1964, 11). In essence, according to these experts, the problem inheres in the difference between the barter economy practiced by indigenous groups and the monetary culture of the larger, “civilized” society. Clearly, the paradigm of modernization and developmentalism predicated on the superiority of Western political and economic institutions determined, and continues to inﬂuence, the instrumentalizing technologies and policy implications offered by those who claim to be authorities on ethnic diversity and cultural pluralism in the Philippines and around the world. U.S. scholars are generally complicit in surveillance and disciplinary policing of the Empire’s expanding frontiers. Such fractious diversity of ethnolinguistic groups in the Philippines has led to the notion of a self-destructive Filipino nation that Stanley Karnow has propagated in his notorious apology for U.S. imperialism, In Our Image. Meanwhile, the historian David Steinberg has taught the American public that the Philippines is “a plural society” not so much because of colonial divide-and-rule tactics or policies of resettlement and marginalization, but rather because of the “reality of the centrifugal, noncohesive facts of life” (1982, 18). In fact, Steinberg adds, the pluralism of the Filipino oligarchy overshadows the class disparities in the general population.
 
 The “Terror” of Dif ference The protracted struggle of the Moros for national self-determination returns us to the question of ethnic belonging and “common fate.” After observing the centennial of the Philippine revolution against Spain in 1896–1898, we need to pose the question of whether the unity of the Filipino nation originally postulated by the revolutionary Malolos Congress of 1898 has been achieved over the bodies of Moros, Igorots, Lumads, and other indigenous communities. The legacy of Jose Rizal, the Filipino national hero, in the Asian renaissance is “cultural rebirth and empowerment,” according to the Indonesian scholar Adriana Elisabeth (1998, 5). Whatever its European derivation, nationhood, racially or ethnically diverse, was then conceived by the ilustrado nationalists as an organic unity with one soul (kaluluwa), one mind (isip), and one heart (puso), a oneness founded on the security of the nation (bansa) (Bauzon 1991). The term “nation” ultimately implied mass participation and egalitarian democratization (Veneracion 1987).
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 In post-independence days, the Filipino nation was analyzed in terms of theoretical models like the minority/majority and rural/urban dichotomy, Tonnies’s Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, and, most frequently, as a society governed by the patron-client relation, reciprocity, a dyadic network, etc. U.S. experts have often deployed a structuralfunctionalist method that cloaks the political hegemony of the dominant classes with a scientistic value-free aura, evident in statements like the following: the Philippines is “a conservative, capitalist society in which the value of private property is cherished and the importance of wealth is stressed” (Steinberg 1986, 34). This functionalist approach has served invariably to legitimize the social-economic stratiﬁcation of the status quo, with a cultural and ethnic difference deployed to explain the rationality of the unequal distribution of resources and the despotic exercise of power. Despite countervailing trends, mainstream scholars concur in ascribing to Filipinos the tendency to “stress tradition, authority, the importance of the group rather than the individual, shame rather than guilt, the particularistic rather than the universal, and the acceptance of fate rather than the demand to remake the world” (Hunt 1987, 58). This is a verdict also invariably pronounced by policy-makers and technocrats on the Moro struggle for justice and self-determination. Hence the U.S. and Filipino Christian ruling class, following the time-tested tactic of “divide-and-rule,” always exploits whatever tensions exist between Tausugs, Maranaos, Maguindanaos, and other Muslim groups; between these groups and the various peoples of the Lumad; and between these groups and the multiple ethnolinguistic groups in the Philippines today. What is missing in the conventional doctrine of functionalist and empiricist disciplines is the historical context of social life founded on material production and the existing division of labor. We miss the dynamics of conﬂict and its complex ramiﬁcations. There is no appreciation of the grounding in the lived and remembered experience of various cultural styles or ethos, of the life-forms and ensemble of practices in which the agency of the interacting collectives—for the Moros, the ummah—becomes paramount. Cultures cannot be isolated from the complicated shaping of history and the manifold conﬂicts of social classes and groups ﬁghting for control of resources and habitat to sustain their singular life-forms. When social inquiry privileges the axiom of liberal individualism and ignores the problem of hegemony and the control of resources—in Gramsci’s sense, domination and intellectual-moral leadership of a historic social bloc—then the ideal of laissez-faire multiculturalism degenerates into the romantic hypostatization of cultures as ﬂower gardens frozen in time. Postmodern relativism and neopragmatism may have fostered this version of multiculturalism that denies co-evalness and reinforces the temporal distancing found in all Eurocentric “civilizing missions”(Fabian 1983). This may explain the recurrent resort to the fetishizing of national character and the allochronic taxonomy of traits that accompany it in the cognitive mapping of non-Western societies, a disciplinary process of research and inquiry that can only be a symptom of the profound alienation that afflicts the wellintentioned lay observer and academic expert. The fetishizing of the Abu Sayyaf into a kind of ﬂoating signiﬁer amenable to any and all manner of interpretation, as I noted earlier, signiﬁes a dominant trend of knowledge-control espoused by the gatekeepers of scholastic learning. Empiricism and
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 nominalist neopragmatism abound. As a corrective, we need to historicize and reinscribe the inventoried phenomena of what may be described as “indigenist” or “fundamentalist” actions in the world-system of uneven development, the evolving arena of globalization, in order to ascertain their importance, resonance, and intelligibility. The translation of the Islamic moral universe—which Talal Asad (2003) points out cannot so easily be juxtaposed as the opposite of Western secularism—as a political and ethical index into intransigent populist, revolutionary discourse (immanent in the Abu Sayyaf ’s eruption into the ﬁeld of political antagonisms) has to be contextualized in the dislocation of cultural traditions and ecologies brought about by the operations of global capitalism and its instrumentalities, the OIC, the Philippine neocolonial state, and so on (Sayyid 1994). Absent this political economy of religious movements and popular mobilization, we succumb as always to the easy nominalism and technocratic positivism of the scholars we have alluded to apologizing for the multiculturalist “free market” and the neoliberal public sphere. In a famous exchange of ideas on multiculturalism, Charles Taylor, Jurgen Habermas, and other thinkers from Europe and North America rehearsed the pros and cons of the politics of recognition of group identities vis-à-vis the primacy of individual autonomy that informs the “common culture” of most Western nation-states. The editor of this series of exchanges concludes that in spite of differences, the views all converged on the belief that “some form of constitutional democracy may offer such a politics, based not on class, race, ethnicity, gender, or nationality, but rather on a democratic citizenship of equal liberties, opportunities, and responsibilities for individuals” (Gutmann 1994, xi–xii). What is deeply problematic here is not the polarity of public and private domains that I discussed at the start; rather, it is the use of the individual citizen as optic or as a measure of value, the valorization of the individual detached from the web of social relations that enable any subject to exercise transformative agency. It is here that we should heed this warning concerning the danger of Establishment multiculturalism, for “multiculturalism is based on a construction of community through a celebration and fossilization of differences” (Castles et al. 1996, 365). With the intensifying commodiﬁcation of ethnic particularisms, the multicultural spectacle now operates as the authentic “cultural logic of multinational or global capitalism”(Zizek 1997, 44). Against this Establishment pluralism of a commodiﬁed system, I would counterpose a concrete universalism that privileges the liberation of all human beings from all forms of oppression, domination, alienation, and degradation. This liberation is embodied in historically speciﬁc movements for self-determination, exempliﬁed here by the Bangsa Moro struggle. This universalism may be deemed utopian, as opposed to the ideological universality of Eurocentrism, the universality that posits (in Michael Löwy’s formulation) “the Western status quo as being the already-realised universal human culture, the end of history, the incarnation of the absolute spirit. Only a critical universality of this kind, looking towards an emancipated future, is able to overcome short-sighted nationalisms, narrow culturalisms and ethnocentrisms” (1998, 87–79) such as those touted by liberal, humanitarian conﬂict-resolution experts.
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 From the perspective of critical universality, the constantly reconﬁgured politics of ethnicity cannot be shirked or disavowed. When we talk of the ideal of multiculturalism in enabling social change, the question of leadership, of hegemony as a directive force uniting individuals as groups or collectivities, cannot be avoided, particularly if we assume that civil society in liberal democracies is the site where the power of capital is articulated with conscious effectivity, where cultural action or the production of meanings and affects takes place. In this context, the government or state can act as the organizer of consensus and the site where ideological struggle transpires. For the MILF and the Abu Sayyaf, the ulamaa and the ustadz will be instrumental in articulating the consensus of the umah. Genuine self-determination for the Moro nation cannot be realized under the rule of metropolitan and dependent capital. The negotiating parties at this historical conjuncture are not equal, hence the principle of reciprocity cannot be actualized. The hegemony of the propertied bloc in civil society (that is, the ideological subordination of the masses to the bourgeoisie instead of simple coercive domination) enables the elite minority to control the state; “it is the cultural ascendancy of the ruling class that essentially ensures the stability of the capitalist order” (Anderson 1976–1977, 26). This cultural and ideological supremacy as mediated by various compromises is equivalent to the consent of the ruled. Only when we factor in this historic process of the struggle for hegemony (and, by extension, for state power) among groups can we really begin a substantive discussion on the cognitive and pedagogical value of multiculturalism for “Third World” societies such as the Philippines where, in most cases, the violence of the neocolonial state often supervenes over a polymorphous civil society characterized by ceaseless antagonisms across class, gender, nationality, religion, locality, kinship, and so on. Only then does ethnicity, or culture in general, acquire its proper valence and efficacy in the complex plots of historical transformation.
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 CHAPTER 6
 
 Terrorism and Popular Insurgenc y In this case [the killing of the tyrant Caesar], he who kills the tyrant in order to liberate his country is praised and rewarded. —St. Thomas Aquinas Ang sagot sa dahas ay dahas, kapag bingi sa katwiran. [The answer to force is force if the other is deaf to reason.] —Jose Rizal A revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there is. . . . [It is] the act whereby one part of the population imposes its will upon the other part by means of riﬂes, bayonets and cannon—authoritarian means if ever there were any; and if the victorious party does not want to have fought in vain, it must maintain this rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire in the reactionaries. —Friedrich Engels
 
 F
 
 rom 1899 to 1901, a period designated in some history texts as the “Philippine Insurrection” (referred to in this book as the “Filipino-American War”), the United States military forces killed (directly or indirectly) 1,400,000 Filipinos and Moros in the campaign to destroy the ﬁrst Philippine Republic and annex the islands as a dependency. In one campaign, General Jacob Smith ordered his troops to “kill and burn” everything, and to shoot anyone over ten years old, “since it was no time to take prisoners, and that he was to make Samar a howling wilderness” (Schirmer 1971, 20). Howard Zinn notes that it took seventy thousand U.S. troops—four times as many as landed in Cuba in 1899—to crush the rebellion (1980, 306). Mark Twain succinctly characterized the end of the intervention as follows: “Thirty thousand killed a million. It seems a pity that the historian let that get out; it is really a most embarrassing circumstance” (1992b, 52). In the bloody paciﬁcation drives against the Moros (Muslim Filipinos) after the official close of the war, the U.S. government committed horrors of genocidal proportions. Two of these most unforgettable events are the incident at Bud Dajo, Jolo, on 113
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 March 9, 1906, where over six hundred Moro men, women, and children were massacred; and the incident at Bud Bagsak on June 13, 1913, where at least two thousand Moros were killed (although other estimates put the ﬁgure at three thousand), with 340 Americans slain. The lawyer Moorﬁeld Storey compared these atrocities to the lynching of black men: “the spirit which slaughters brown men in Jolo is the spirit which lynches black men in the South” (1906). Recently in Basilan Island, not far from the sites of those now ancient battles, the Abu Sayyaf, a bandit gang of separatist Moros, became the object of an aggressive manhunt by a force of at least a thousand U.S. soldiers (of which 660 were Special Forces) and about ﬁve thousand Filipino soldiers (Kristof 2002; Jalandoni 2002). The pretext or ﬁg leaf for U.S. military intervention in the Philippines came in the form of a “joint military exercise” to train local troops also engaged in ﬁghting ongoing insurgencies— one was led by the New People’s Army (NPA) and was estimated to number at least ten thousand guerillas, and the other was led by the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) (San Francisco Chronicle 2002). The twenty-ﬁve thousand–strong MILF, which has been engaged for twenty-three years in fighting for an independent Islamic state in the south, also operates in Basilan and carefully guards its territories against government attacks. Composed of less than one hundred men, the Abu Sayyaf (which was holding hostage an American couple and a Filipino nurse during the time of this intervention) has been linked to Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda on tenuous grounds. All the same, despite the Abu Sayyaf ’s existence as a local criminal problem and a product of a complex linkage of official corruption, military brutality, and ethnic impoverishment, the Philippines has been declared “the second front after Afghanistan” (International Peace Mission 2002) in the U.S. war against terrorism. The Arroyo government has endorsed Bush’s endless war, and the European community will soon declare the Philippines a haven of terrorists on the same level as Pakistan, Indonesia, and Malaysia.
 
 The Indictment With this background, I want to focus on the Colin Powell doctrine announced on August 9, 2002, which designated the Communist Party of the Philippines and the New People’s Army as a “Foreign Terrorist Organization,” a double-headed monster, as it were. As illustrated in the following quote, Powell does not separate the party and its military component: “The CPP, a Maoist group, was founded in 1969 with the aim of overthrowing the Philippine government through guerillla warfare. The CPP’s military wing, the New People’s Army, strongly opposes any U.S. presence in the Philippines and has killed U.S. citizens there. The group has also killed, injured, or kidnapped numerous Philippine citizens, including government officials” (Powell 2002). Now the term “terrorist activity” under the Immigration and Nationality Act, Section 212, refers to any activity that is unlawful under the laws of the place where it is committed, involving the following: the hijacking or sabotage of any conveyance; the seizing or detaining, and threatening to kill, injure, or continue to detain, another individual in order to compel a third person (including a governmental organization) to do or
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 abstain from doing any act as an explicit or implicit condition for the release of the individual seized or detained; an assassination, the use of any biological agent, chemical agent, or nuclear weapon or device; and so on. What proof Powell has to substantiate his judgment cannot be divulged—such administrative records “contain intelligence information and are therefore classiﬁed.” In fact, when Ramsey Clark, former U.S. attorney general, argued before a court to have those records made public on behalf of similarly proscribed organizations, the court deferred to the wisdom of the executive branch and denied Clark’s request. There is no way to publicly contest Powell’s pronouncement. Now, the U.S. government knows that no person or group connected with the CPP or NPA has engaged in any such activities labeled “terrorist” in the United States ever since the Philippines was annexed by force as a colonial territory in 1898. Jose Maria Sison, the NDF Chief Political Consultant, commented the day after Powell’s indictment that “anyone who knows the principles and policies of the CPP is aware that it does not send its members or Red ﬁghters of the NPA abroad to attack any U.S. entity. The CPP has also repeatedly pointed out that Americans can enjoy the basic rights and freedoms of the foreign guest in the Philippines, unless they are deployed for combat operations against the revolutionary forces and people” (see NDF statement, Dec. 3, 2005). (In connection with the exception, one may cite here the case of Colonel James Rowe, a CIA agent in the Philippines, who was gunned down by suspected NPA agents—I will discuss this topic later.) Sison observes further that “the U.S. is whipping up the line of preemptive ﬁrst strike on the basis of mere suspicion at the level of the state relations with private organizations and individuals within or outside its jurisdiction and likewise at the level of state-to-state relations. . . . Under the guise of combating terrorism, the Bush administration is generating fascism in the U.S. and the entire world. . . . The U.S. is promoting wholesale state terrorism to suppress the growing social discontent and resurgent revolutionary resistance, amidst the rapidly worsening crisis of the U.S. and world capitalist system” (2002). Immediately thereafter, a highly respected Manila journalist, Amando Doronila, editorialized on the U.S. State Department’s intervention as follows: In broadening the scope of the deﬁnition of global terrorism, the Powell Doctrine brings together the U.S. enemies during the Cold War (the communists) and those held responsible for the September 11 attacks (the terrorists linked to al-Qaeda networks and Osama bin Laden) in the all-embracing demonology of “global terrorists.” In one fell swoop, the United States reintroduced the political vocabulary of the Cold War and incorporated it in the struggle against a new form of borderless terrorism. Never mind if there is no evidence linking the CPP-NPA to the al-Qaeda network or even the Abu Sayyaf. The linkage of the old and new foes in a new rubric where the United States, as the lone superpower of the post–Cold War era, is imposing a new hegemony aligning the security policies of its allies behind hers. . . .Along the same vein, the Powell doctrine is a restriction of Philippine foreign policy, as well as its domestic policy, given that, ﬁrst, the doctrine would staunch the growth of the parliamentary tendency in the Philippine communist movement; and secondly, it hampers the ﬂexibility of the Philippine government in resuming peace talks with even the externally based communist leadership. (2002)
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 After Powell’s intervention in Philippine affairs, the security officers of the Dutch government followed suit and categorized the CPP and NPA, including Sison, as “terrorists.” This demonstrates the magical power of the word “terrorism” and its almost fatalistic seductiveness. Sison has been living for fourteen years in the Netherlands as a political refugee under the protection of the Refugee Convention and the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. On October 28, 2002, the European Council toed the line of the Powell doctrine without due process, without any democratic discussion, just as the Powell doctrine was hatched in secrecy with the collusion of the Arroyo administration. Sison and his lawyers have appealed the council’s decision to the European court.
 
 Neocolonial Mimicr y The U.S. government and the European Council have thus criminalized and repressed the revolutionary movement in the Philippines. Opposed to thousands of individuals and organizations in the Philippines calling for the resumption of peace talks, the Powell doctrine effectively dismantled the ongoing negotiations between the National Democratic Front (which includes the CPP and NPA) and the Philippine government (GRP) that have been occurring since 1990 under the sponsorship of Holland, Belgium, and Norway, with the endorsement of the European Parliament in its 1997 and 1999 resolutions. By campaigning in Europe for the blacklisting of the CPP, NPA, and Sison as terrorists, the Arroyo government has in effect placed the other party (CPP/NPA) under duress and laid down as a precondition the surrender of the revolutionary forces. In effect the GRP has nulliﬁed the following documents it has signed with the NDF: the Hague Joint Declaration, the Joint Agreement on Safety and Immunity Guarantees, and the Comprehensive Agreement on Respect for Human Rights and the International Humanitarian Law (National Democratic Front, Philippines 2006). It appears that the U.S. and European states, by classifying the CPP, NPA, and Sison as terrorists, have rejected any logical or semantic criteria, as well as international norms, for distinguishing between terrorists who employ violence with criminal intent and organizations or individuals waging armed struggle for openly declared political goals, especially those involving national liberation, radical social reforms, and political democratization. Ignoring universally applied criteria and norms, the GRP demonizes political organizations and individuals critical of its policies and programs that serve narrow class interests and betray national sovereignty to imperialist powers. The CPP and NPA have a long tradition of ﬁghting against U.S. imperialist domination of the Philippines, together with its allies, the bureaucrats, landlords and compradors. It denounces the exploitative and oppressive system of neocolonialism and oligarchic rule in the Philippines. Its political objectives, strategies, and principles are openly broadcast and disseminated; its publications, manifestoes, and analyses are accessible to the whole world. There is nothing secret in what the CPP and NPA are struggling for: all their actions are geared toward arousing the masses to exercise their freedoms and think critically, understand the causes of their oppression, and carry out organized and reasonably planned actions to change the iniquitous, unjust system. Following
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 Marxist-Leninist principles, the stigmatized CPP and NPA have never arbitrarily engaged in kidnapping civilians, robbery, indiscriminate bombings, or ﬁring on civilians—unlike the AFP and PNP, whose long, substantial record of torture and murder of political activists and innocent civilians have been condemned by Amnesty International and other international bodies. It is generally agreed that the Arroyo government’s subsequent demand that the CPP and NPA lay down their arms and accept a “ﬁnal peace agreement” drafted by militarist advisers is a violation of the Hague Joint Declaration signed by both parties on September 1, 1992. The charge of “state terrorism” committed by the GRP, its atrocities and depredations, and its gross violations of human rights on a wide scale appear to preclude any quick return to the negotiating table. It signals a resumption of decades-long GRP policy (beginning from the Roxas administration in 1946) of an all-out war against its citizens, an unconscionable military solution to deep-rooted structural problems of society, and unconcealed contempt at the profound grievances and persistent suffering of millions of Filipinos.
 
 International Consensus Before reviewing some ideas on the revolutionary application of force in the classic Marxist tradition in which I want to reinscribe the CPP and NPA predicament in this reactionary period, let me call your attention to the fact that the United Nations passed a major resolution on the matter of international terrorism in December 1987. The United Nations condemned such phenomenon and called on all nations to act in order to prevent it. Except for Honduras, which abstained, 153 countries approved the resolution against the objections of two states: the United States and Israel. Why? Here is the passage that offended these two countries, as Chomsky underscores it: “that nothing in the present resolution could in any way prejudice the right to self-determination, freedom and independence, as derived from the Charter of the United Nations, of peoples forcibly deprived of that right,. . . particularly peoples under colonial and racist regimes and foreign occupation or other forms of colonial domination, nor . . . the right of these peoples to struggle to this end and to seek and receive support [in accordance with the Charter and other principles of international law]” (2001b, 73). Let me quote further from this historic UN document; the following are excerpts from the Preamble and the conclusion: Terrorism originates from the statist system of structural violence and domination that denies the right of self-determination to peoples (e.g., in Namibia, Palestine, South Africa, the Western Sahara); that inﬂicts a gross and consistent pattern of violations of fundamental human rights upon its own citizens (e.g., in Chile, El Salvador, Guatemala, South Africa); or that perpetrates military aggression and overt or covert intervention directed against the territorial integrity or political independence of other states (e.g., Afghanistan, Angola, Grenada, Lebanon, Libya, Mozambique, Nicaragua). . . . The principles of the United Nations Charter—if applied in all of their ramiﬁcations— constitute an effective instrument for reshaping the actual policies of power and hegemony among sovereign states into those of mutual respect. Conversely, the real international
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 terrorism is founded in the imposition of the will of the powerful states upon the weak by means of economic, political, cultural and military domination. We declare that the key to ending all forms of terrorism is the development of new relations among nations and peoples based on unfailing respect for the right to self-determination of peoples, and on a greater measure of economic, political and social equality on a world scale. (1987)
 
 Noam Chomsky reminds us that both the United States and Israel refused to accept those rights. When Nicaragua succeeded in having the United States judged guilty of terrorist bombing by the World Court, which ordered the United States to end its international terrorist campaign and pay substantial reparations, the U.S. State Department officially approved attacks on health clinics and agricultural cooperatives by the army of Contras that it organized and supported. For the United States, the African National Congress was a terrorist organization, whereas South Africa was not a terrorist state like Cuba, Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and others. Aside from the literal meaning of terrorism as “the calculated use of violence or threat of violence to attain goals that are political, religious or ideological in nature” via intimidation, coercion, or instilling fear, Chomsky notes a virtually universal propagandistic use of terrorism in referring “to terrorist acts committed by enemies against us or our allies. . . . Everyone ‘condemns terrorism’ in this sense of the term. Even the Nazis harshly condemned terrorism and carried out what they called ‘counter-terrorism’ against the terrorist partisans” (2001b, 90). Such counter-terrorist events include the Greek and Indonesian massacres of communists and their suspected allies, as well as the genocidal wars in East Timor and elsewhere. In discussions over just and unjust wars, a distinction is usually made between the war waged by the oppressed against the oppressor—the “lawful struggle for justice” and for “liberation from colonialism and the threat of enslavement,” as the Soviet philosopher P. N. Fedoseev stated (1977, 73). However, the means or tactics used in this just war and their relevance to the pursuit of the objectives requires separate elucidation. E. J. Hobsbawm also urged that violence as a social phenomenon, like war, “exists only in the plural” and that “there are degrees of necessary or desirable violence within society” incomprehensible to liberals who believe that “all violence is worse than non-violence, other things being equal (which they are not)” (1977, 214). Another construal of terrorism follows the model set up by the U.K. Prevention of Terrorism Act 1976, sections14. It deﬁnes terrorism as “the use of violence for political ends [including] any use of violence for the purpose of putting the public or any section of the public in fear.” Roger Scruton observes that this deﬁnition confuses two ideas or purposes of violence, one to achieve political goals and the other to induce fear in the public for narrow interests or purposes. What seems primary is the application of random and arbitrary violence to create widespread fear and dismay. Scruton also cites François Robespierre’s famous defense of state terrorism as follows: “They say that terrorism is the resort of despotic government. Is our government then like despotism? Yes, as the sword that ﬂashes in the hand of the hero of liberty is like that with which the satellites of tyranny are armed. . . .The government of the Revolution is the despotism of liberty against tyranny” (Scruton 1982, 460).
 
 T ERRORISM AND P OPULAR I NSURGENCY
 
 •
 
 119
 
 If acts of terrorism are then justiﬁed by their results, we have a case of consequentialism, a species of utilitarian philosophy. What are the consequences? The notion of “structural violence”—the insidiously concealed inequalities within the seemingly peaceful institutions of the capitalist economic order—is invoked in order to justify the response of violence on the part of those struggling for freedom against those who employ state-sanctioned violence to suppress the people’s legitimate civil and constitutional rights. Here the crucial point is the meaning or nature of the violence as a means to an end. The issue of consequentialism leads us to the classic crux of inquiry, the relations of means to ends, around which the controversy over Marxist politics and ethics often gravitates.
 
 From the Treasur y of Experience Let us review what the Marxist tradition has to offer in its critique of terrorism. Both Marx and Engels rejected individualist terror in conceptualizing the process of revolutionary social transformation. They dismissed the early anarchist John Most as a halfeducated charlatan and they attacked Bakunin (see their Report of the Hague Congress of the International, July 1873). They condemned the terrorist actions of the Fenians (Engels himself believed that the bombs of the Irish dynamiters and the French anarchists were counterproductive), though they sympathized with the Russian Narodniki in their protest against the incredible atrocities and unheard-of despotism of the government agents (see Lichthein 1965, 222–33). Studying the peculiarity of Russian conditions, Marx praised the assassins of Alexander II in 1881 as “sterling people” (Mehring 1962, 525), while Engels speculated in a letter to Vera Zasulich that Auguste Blanqui’s conspiratorial fantasies might be appropriate for Russia at that time. Engels thought that “This way of struggle has been dictated to the Russian revolutionaries by dire necessity, by the action of their enemies. They are responsible to their people and to history for the means they apply,” whereas Engels believed that the anarchists who bombed London on January 24, 1885, harmed not only policemen and bourgeois but also workers, their wives, and their children— such weapons were directed not against the real enemies but “against the public in general” (Engels 1978, 207). Engels always took into account the speciﬁcally differentiated historical conjuncture, the manifold economic and social forces surrounding the events, and the “thickness” of local and global circumstances. The rationale of any political act hinges on the nature of the ideological milieu rooted in determinate relations of production (Marx and Engels 1994). By 1894, Engels lamented that anarchist terrorism, “the time of the chosen people,” had disappeared forever. For his part, Lenin reaffirmed the need to calculate rigorously the value of force or violence in terms of the time and place, and the sentiments and attitudes of the masses. It was philistine to reject violence in the abstract. Both Lenin and Trotsky criticized the Socialist Revolutionaries for their indiscriminate use of terrorism even though Trotsky claimed that it coincided with the people’s demands. Such “easy tactics” satisfied the intelligentsia and spread harmful illusions that the autocracy can easily be
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 overthrown by assassinations. What is primary is patient and systematic organization, agitation and propaganda that constitute all-around political work among the masses. And what is above all fundamental is the grasp of the totality of social and political forces in a revolutionary situation with its syncopated dialectical mediations. A few quotes from Lenin would convey the approach used by the Filipino revolutionary forces toward the use of violence as a means of self-defense and protection of popular democratic gains in certain liberated zones and elsewhere. Socialist revolution is always conceived as a series of actions made by the masses for democratic change. As demonstrated by the following quote, Lenin always emphasized the imperative of mass mobilization, political education of the masses, and acting in concert with the masses in the process of organizing the revolutionary workers’ party—the chief task that requires economizing one’s forces by meticulous deliberate planning: the Socialist Revolutionaries, by including terrorism in their program and advocating it in its present-day form as a means of political struggle, are thereby doing the most serious harm to the movement, destroying the indissoluble ties between socialist work and the mass of the revolutionary class; . . . that in practice the terrorism of the Socialist Revolutionaries is nothing else than single combat, a method that has been wholly condemned by the experience of history. . . . Among the masses of the Russian workers this advocacy simply sows harmful illusions, such as the idea that terrorism “compels people to think politically, even against their will,” or that “more effectively than months of verbal propaganda it is capable of changing the views . . . of thousands of people. . . .” These harmful illusions can only bring about early disappointment and weaken the work of preparing the masses for the onslaught upon the autocracy. (1978, 209–10)
 
 Uncompromisingly, Lenin criticized the revolutionary adventurism of those who would resort to terrorism as a means of either political mobilization or winning battles against the bourgeoisie. Lenin pointedly asserted that “without the working people all bombs are powerless, patently powerless” in replacing the state power of the bourgeoisie: “we know from the past and see in the present that only new forms of the mass movement or the awakening of new sections of the masses to independent struggle really rouses a spirit of struggle and courage in all. Single combat however, inasmuch as it remains single combat waged by the Balmashovs, has the immediate effect of simply creating a short-lived sensation, while indirectly it even leads to apathy and passive waiting for the next bout” (1978, 213). What Lenin demands is a kind of collective, team-work heroism, not personal, egocentric exhibitionism, no matter how self-sacriﬁcing such individual heroes were. Lenin writes the following on the eve of the 1905 insurrection: “Now, however, when demonstrations develop into acts of open resistance to the government. . .the old terrorism ceases to be an exceptionally daring method of struggle. . . . Heroism has now come out into the open; the true heroes of our time are now the revolutionaries who lead the popular masses, which are rising against their oppressors. . . . The terrorism of the great French revolution. . . began on July 14, 1789, with the storming of the Bastille. Its great strength was the strength of the revolutionary movement of the people” (1978, 215). In formulating the tactical platform for the Unity Congress of the Social Democratic Party, Lenin continued to stress the need to always act in accordance
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 with the interests of the people, not necessarily tailing behind the average conformist view, but exercising responsible leadership, learning from the people and also teaching them. This is epitomized by the following passage: “that ﬁghting guerilla operations must be conducted under the control of the party and, furthermore, in such a way as to prevent the forces of the proletariat from being frittered away and to ensure that the state of the working class movement and the mood of the broad masses of the given locality are taken into account” (1978, 216). Hobsbawm recounts how Lenin, in 1916, expressed reservations to the secretary of the Austrian social democrats who assassinated the Austrian prime minister as a gesture of protest against the war. Lenin wondered why he did not use his position to take the less dramatic step of circulating an anti-war appeal—a boring but effective non-violent action, which was preferable to a romantic but ineffective one. Hobsbawm notes that this did not stop Lenin from recommending armed insurrection when necessary: “Rational revolutionaries have always measured violence entirely by its purpose and likely achievement” (1973, 214).
 
 Trotsky ’s Inter vention Trotsky applied a historical materialist optic to the spectacle of terrorism. He analyzed the peculiar Russian form of terrorism as a method intelligible in a time when the “bureaucratic hierarchy of absolutism” could only evoke its own mirror-image. He believed that the coercive technological apparatus of the Czarist state had lagged behind the economic condition of society; conversely, the intelligentsia “was spiritually revolutionized before the economic development of the country could give birth to revolutionary classes on which it could have counted for support” (1978, 217). Trotsky, it seems, ignored the proximity of the Socialist Revolutionaries to the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie. Trotsky distinguished Marxists as “theoreticians of the mass struggle” from the anarchists, “ideologists of terror,” who capitalized on personal heroism and the “hermetic secrecy” of conspiracy, thus psychologically and absolutely excluding “agitation and organization among the masses.” For Trotsky, the terrorist could only see two forces in the political ﬁeld: the government and his own organization. This ﬁeld was a Manichean construct that vacated any revolutionary rationale for the class struggle: “Conceived in the absence of a revolutionary class, born as a consequence of lack of faith in the revolutionary masses, terrorism can best support its own existence only by exploiting the weakness and disorganized state of the masses by belittling their achievements and magnifying their defeats” (1978, 218–19). Trotsky concentrated on the character of the social struggle whose “ways and means” are dependent on the analysis of the ruling social order. Such ways and means cannot simply be mechanical—murder, explosions, etc.—without any social or political resonance. While a minor strike can produce tremendous social consequences (such as strengthening trade unions, workers’ conﬁdence, etc.), the murder of a factory owner does not eliminate the private ownership of factories but rather only results in police action, more brutal and shameless repression, and the disillusionment and apathy of the workers. Everything depends on the concrete political circumstances as follows: “The existence of the capitalist state does not depend on its ministers and cannot be
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 destroyed with them. The classes which it serves can always ﬁnd new people; the mechanism will remain whole and will continue to function” (Trotsky 1978, 221). (Recall the assassination of President McKinley who justiﬁed the violent annexation of the Philippines and their untamed inhabitants; his successors continued the policy of brutalizing their enemies.) Trotsky asked the following question in light of the project of radical social transformation: If one can achieve the revolutionary goal by shooting the enemy, what need is there for class organization, self-education, a disciplined militant party, meetings, or a mass agitation when it is easy to intimidate high officials with a few individuals throwing bombs here and there? Like Marx and Engels, Trotsky also takes into account individual sentiments and responses. There is a dialectic of individual or personal anger and desire for revenge and the movement of the masses whenever repression and government atrocities reach a certain level beyond tolerance. Trotsky invents a social imaginary that, embedded in Russian popular memory and populist tradition, dialectically reconciled individual motivation with organized collective rationality that approximated some realization of justice or fairness, as follows: The reason why individual terrorism is, in our view, not permissible is precisely because it lowers the political consciousness of the masses, causes them to acquiesce in their own lack of strength, and directs their gaze and hopes to a great avenger and liberator who may come one day to do their work for them. . . . Whatever moral eunuchs and pharisees may say, the feeling of revenge has its right. The working class has greater moral probity because it does not look with dull indifference at what is happening in this, the best of all worlds [unlike the hypocritical bourgeoisie who moralize about the value of individual life while exploiting them or pushing them to war]. The proletariat’s unsatisﬁed feeling of revenge should not be extinguished; on the contrary, it should be aroused again and again; it should be deepened and directed against genuine examples of every kind of wrong and human baseness. This is the task of the Social Democrat. If we rise against terrorist acts, it is only because individual revenge does not satisfy us. The account that we must settle with the capitalist status quo is too great to present to an official calling himself a minister. We must learn to see the monstrous evidence of the class structure in all crimes against the individual, in every attempt to maim or stiﬂe a human being, body and soul, so that we may direct all our strength toward a collective struggle against this class structure. This, then, is the method by which the burning desire for revenge can achieve its greatest moral satisfaction. (1978, 222–23)
 
 In a pamphlet titled Marxism versus Neo-Anarchist Terrorism, George Novack of the Socialist Workers Party reiterates the Marxist repudiation of terrorist adventurism as antithetical to the primacy of mass actions, the opposite of “reliance upon the independent and revolutionary organization and activity of the working masses which is the essence of Marxist politics” (1970, 12). He condemns terrorism as “petty–bourgeois liberalism temporarily gone berserk,” and urges genuine revolutionists “to learn how to release the creative energy and revolutionary potential of the masses” to carry out a revolutionary program of mobilizing tens of thousands against U.S. imperialism. Novack
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 recapitulates the classic Marxist thesis against terrorism removed from the mass revolutionary process led by an organized, class-conscious political party.
 
 Grassroots Justice Within this framework, I would now like to examine a key incident that can articulate the Marxist principle of revolutionary mass action as the antithesis to the essentially anarchist or individualist version of terrorism condemned by the United Nations. In regular press releases, the GRP states that it terminated peace negotiations because the New People’s Army, a member of the NDF, killed a government official and member of Congress, Colonel Rodolfo Aguinaldo, who was one of the military officials of the Marcos dictatorship named by many political prisoners as the most notorious human-rights scourge of that regime. Since 1975, he was listed by Amnesty International as one of the leading torturers of the Marcos dictatorship—he not only personally supervised the torture of well-known intellectuals and dissidents from all sectors, but he also participated in the abduction and summary execution of suspected ﬁghters in the NPA. Even within military circles, Aguinaldo was considered to be extraordinarily brutal: he would throw suspects from helicopters and sexually abuse female captives. The NPA guerillas of the Fortunato Camus Command rendered the following verdict on June 13, 2001: “Sa kanyang mga krimen laban sa mamamayan at sa rebolusyon, marapat lamang na igawad kay Co. Rodolfo Aguinaldo ang parusang kamatayan.” (For his crimes against the people and the revolution, it is only ﬁtting that the punishment of death be imposed on Col. Rodolfo Aguinaldo; my translation.) In a press release posted on the NDF Web site on June 14, 2001, NDF Chairperson Luis Jalandoni characterized the ambush-slaying of Colonel Aguinaldo as “just punishment.” He congratulated the NPA for successfully carrying out the demands for justice of the relatives and survivors of Aguinaldo’s murderous tenure as a member of the corrupt Philippine Constabulary and the military intelligence agency. So far, not one of the numerous officials who committed unspeakable atrocities has been punished in court after the downfall of the Marcos regime. What is truly scandalous, if a humdrum fact, is that the government has been historically unable to punish or stop military violators of human rights and international humanitarian law. By failing to do so, it has rehabilitated and protected these erring officials, even to the point of allowing them to run for office and use the Philippine Congress as a sanctuary to continue their activities as human rights violators, economic plunderers, and coup-plotters. I quote Jalandoni as follows: Aguinaldo was a legitimate target for revolutionary justice. Despite his pretentions to being a civilian government official, he remained active in the military. He had extensive blood debts to the people of the Philippines and he manipulated the system to create an immunity for himself. His punishment comes at an opportune time since we are discussing the implementation of the Comprehensive Agreement on Respect for Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law [one of the documents signed by the NDF
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 and Philippine government during the peace negotiations]. We extend our heartfelt congratulations to the Fortunato Camus Command of the New People’s Army for successfully dealing with the armed and dangerous criminal Aguinaldo. And we assure the people of the Philippines that the implementation of justice and the establishment of mechanisms for the protection of the people’s human rights are a priority for us in this peace negotiation. (2002)
 
 It is clear that Jalandoni’s explanation for the application of “revolutionary justice” rests on the following three grounds: Aguinaldo was an armed and dangerous criminal, he was a military combatant despite his civilian position, and he had “blood debts to the people.” To my knowledge, this is the ﬁrst time that the NPA has executed a military official who was also an elected congressman—others who have been similarly punished were either renegades or minor provincial officials, none of whom sparked a public announcement like this one. There may seem to be an invocation of bourgeois moralism here when Jalandoni ascribes “blood debts to the people,” but I think that is conceived within the humanitarian law of prohibiting torture of civilians and preventing its recurrence by deterrent example. Of course, the program of the Communist Party of the Philippines (of which the NPA is the military arm) envisions a transitional society in which genuine national independence is achieved and a more democratic order insures justice for ordinary citizens, including the elimination of barbaric abuses such as those committed by Aguinaldo. Moreover, the Marcos regime and its military instruments, like Aguinaldo, were considered agents of imperialism and betrayers of national sovereignty and even of the liberal norms of justice; hence the standard of justice invokes a quasi-liberal Kantian ideal of respecting humans as ends in themselves. Nonetheless, this justice is not completely premised on that abstract norm, because it also assumes a precise historical situation. That situation involves the oppressed masses—persons victimized by a cruel neocolonial structure of which Aguinaldo’s office was an important culpable instrumentality. Unlike the liberal bourgeois view, revolutionary justice—in Jalandoni’s construal—does not consider Aguinaldo as simply a pure subject of the law, but rather as a person embedded within concrete determinate circumstances. Moral or ethical acts cannot be understood, in the Marxist perspective, as independent of such valorized historical circumstances. We cannot appeal to abstract notions of right in a Kingdom of Ends. What is key to this socialist insurgency is a concrete and historical aim, the destruction of the foundations of class oppression, neocolonial exploitation, and unjust social institutions, and the realization of a socialist-oriented order with the overthrow of the plutocratic comprador-landlord system. In this process of constructing a new society, we ﬁnd—to use Sartre’s terminology—“a concrete play of negations and affirmations” (1974, 232). I quote Sartre’s concept of dialectics written in the context of his response to Trotsky’s Their Morals and Ours, as follows: One forges the destructive instrument by making it destroy. But precisely by giving the mass, so that it may destroy, that discipline, that cohesion, that self-denial, that self-conﬁdence and that understanding that makes of it the most formidable destructive instrument,
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 one prepares it by this very fact for its positive role which is to become by itself the Kingdom of Ends; for the destructive instrument and the positive end are one and the same thing. Thus it is the means, at present, which makes concrete the end, which gives it, in some sense, body and individuality, or, if one prefers, it is within the means (the instrument) that one ﬁnds the end (preparation of the consciousness of the masses of the socialist society). (Lukes 1985, 128)
 
 In this dialectical interpretation of means and ends, the concrete goal of a society is the elimination of class oppression and injustice as the whole (the future already contained in the present) acts on the part, on singular events, and on the present situation. The whole or totality of history is an ideal but it does not necessarily dictate a necessary future—the future depends on what we do at present to realize it. In the following formulation suggested by James Hansen: “The revolutionary manifests the latent necessities of the past-present,” and through a unity of theory and practice acts “in the present through what has been given in the past in order to explode the present for the future” (1977, 108). Lest this strikes one as a mystiﬁcation, I think the idea is simple: as Marx said, communists only carry out to fulﬁllment what is already contained in what is happening. In other words, the actuality of the revolutionary process fuses theory and practice, consciousness and action, motive and deed. And though there might be ambiguity and contingency in envisaging that future, the goal is always concrete and infused with values since it is always dialectically linked to the rational choices we make in opting for revolutionary violence to thwart counter-revolutionary resistance to change. The popular masses must be involved in these choices, as has been done whenever the NPA carries out a serious action such as the punishment of well-known torturers. As Merleau-Ponty wrote in Humanism and Terror, Marxism must aim at “extrapolating, specifying and redirecting the spontaneous praxis of the proletariat along its proper path” (1947, 127). This accords with Lenin and Mao’s injunction to always situate the political action within the “mass line,” neither tailing behind nor leading too far ahead in solitary elitist fashion. In fact, the vanguard party of the masses, if it wants to really earn its honoriﬁc title of being “vanguard,” must lead and guide the action of the people along the initial path already laid out by objective circumstances, needing, however, human participation to complete its trajectory—a historical process of mutual cooperation.
 
 Neither One nor the Other Overall, I think that Jalandoni applies a broad Marxist standard that Lenin and Trotsky have outlined. It does not privilege a preﬁgured future of socialism or national democracy that embodies ideal criteria of judgment analogous to the Kantian categorical imperative; rather, it assumes the moral sentiments and feelings of citizens actually living in a class society, of oppressed workers and peasants whose thinking and attitudes are products of class society and necessarily incorporate the features of class society. After all, the revolution itself is a product of class society, though its project is to cancel
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 or negate the foundations of that society and thus release potential forces of transformation that are being repressed. The philosopher John Dewey agreed in part with Trotsky’s consequentialism. Dewey held that “the end [not the intention or subjective will] in the sense of consequences provides the only basis for moral ideas and action, and therefore provides the only justiﬁcation that can be found for the means employed” (1969, 52). This accords with the pragmatic rejection of deontological Kantian ethics. But Dewey distinguished between an end-in-view and actual objective consequences that will calculate and judge the nature of the instrumentalities employed (1969, 53). All means need to be carefully examined without preconceptions to determine whether the end—the liberation of the masses from class oppression and exploitation—would be promoted and attained. Nothing is prejudged; corrections can be made in midstream. Means of whatever kind cannot be justiﬁed a priori by the end-in-view; they cannot be arbitrarily chosen nor validated by an abstract law of history, the law of social development or the cunning ruse of Hegelian Reason. Every means would be weighed and judged on the basis of the consequences (in terms of mobilizing the masses for critical consciousness and collective action) they are likely to produce; the question is how objective the grounds are for judgement. I would agree with Dewey that the class struggle in the abstract alone does not specify the particular ways in which it is to be carried out, and that class struggle as the law of historical chance “makes all moral questions, that is, all questions of the end to be ﬁnally attained, meaningless” (Lukes 1985, 122). That is the reason why organic intellectuals and a “mass line”-oriented revolutionary party of the progressive classes are needed.
 
 Third World Perspective In the 1960s, the work of Frantz Fanon and Che Guevara brought into the foreground the question of the use of violence in the world-wide struggle against Western imperialism in general, and U.S. aggression in particular. Eduardo Mondlane, president of the Fremte de Liberacion Mozambique, expressed the consensus that violence cannot be made intelligible by itself but only in its embeddedness in the historical process. Violence in many parts of the world, including the United States, is a way of life, Mondlane observed. Violence is used to control and exploit people, but the question before the people concerns, “what kind of violence will enable us to be free. Violence does not solve the problems of the world, but it is often a necessary precondition for solutions to be possible” (1968, 38). Like Hobsbawm, Mondlane speculates on different kinds of violence, and on its function as a “necessary precondition” since he considers its presence as a constituent element of a society divided into oppressed and oppressor, an ingredient of a conﬂicted situation, in which diverse forces are deﬁnitely not equal. The thinking of Filipino revolutionaries reﬂects the same imperative of trying to grasp the total situation in the light of the direction of the complicated revolutionary
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 process. From the point of view of Jose Maria Sison, the founding chairman of the Communist Party of the Philippines and currently branded a “terrorist” by the Powell doctrine, the use of revolutionary violence is legitimate from a historical perspective. In any exploitative society, the state is used by the dominant exploiting class to coerce other classes into submission. In the history of civilization, the dominant class always unleashes counterrevolutionary violence against the newly rising progressive class and people. In the case of the Philippines, Sison writes, the reactionary neocolonial state “would rather use counterrevolutionary violence than undertake basic reforms to meet the basic revolutionary demands of the people. A state that violently reacts to the revolutionary demands of the people is ripe for overthrow by armed revolution” (1993, 2). Again, this is a traditional Marxist lesson. In his role as witness in the McCarthy trials of the U.S. Communist Party in the 1950s, the philosopher John Somerville rehearsed again and again the basic principle of the dialectics of a revolutionary situation as Marx, Engels, and Lenin conceived it: when the existing bourgeois state was “unwilling or unable to carry out the will of the majority in vital matters,” and where an armed revolution “had the support of the majority and represented the will of the majority” (2000, 26). Counterrevolutionary violence comes from the resistance of the minority (the ruling elite) “opposed to some radical change which represents the will of the majority, and that that resistance is what precipitates the violence” (2000, 58). Against counterrevolutionary violence, the NPA mounts self-defensive measures, such as the punishment of Aguinaldo or the assassination of imperialist advisers to the reactionary state. Sison located the role of revolutionary violence as part of the Communist Party’s strategy of “protracted people’s war made possible by the chronic crisis of the semicolonial and semifeudal system” that allows the establishment of revolutionary organs of political power in the countryside. This is part of a two-stage struggle from nationaldemocratic to socialist, given the actual class composition of the revolutionary forces— a peasantry and petty bourgeois stratum led by the Filipino working class and its advanced elements in the party. In addition, Sison counterposes the strategy of people’s war (derived and modiﬁed from Mao Zedong) to the U.S. imperialism’s “lowintensity war” that combined frontal military campaigns with the terrorism of special operation teams, paramilitary forces, death squads, armed religious cults, renegades and splittists—all of which we are familiar with in the Contras of Nicaragua, and the death squads in Vietnam, El Salvador, Chile, and other contested regions. In the context of the world crisis of imperialism, Sison’s historicizing argument bears affinities with Georg Lukács’s conviction that the ultimate objective of socialist liberation is not an ideal abstracted and imposed on reality but rather is “a reality which has to be achieved,” a goal immanent in the process of class struggle pursued by the class-conscious proletariat (1972, 3–4). Tactics can be grasped by class-conscious activists, while the measure of judging what tactics are required by the ultimate objective at moments of world crisis can be discussed by understanding and putting into practice “the world-historical mission of the proletariat’s class struggle” (Lukes 1985, 115)
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 Deep Penetration, No Way Out In 1996, Jalandoni made a public declaration asserting the “status of belligerency” in which the NDF and its members vowed to adhere to the Geneva Convention on the conduct of civil war. This obligates both parties in the war to “protect the civilian population and the combatants hors de combat. The combatants captured from either side must also be assured of their rights as prisoners of war and may become the subject of negotiations for the exchange of prisoners of war” (Jalandoni 1996a). This is the juncture at which we might contextualize the killing of the American CIA agent Colonel James “Nick” Rowe on April 21, 1989. Based on unconﬁrmed reports of NDF and NPA documents, the slaying of Rowe in Manila was carried out by a new urban unit of the NPA, the Alex Boncayao Brigade. Faced by a massive “disinformation” campaign by the GRP, the Brigade announced in public that “only those police and officials who are proven to have incurred blood debts against the people, to be gross violators of human rights and to be actively involved in counter-insurgency operations are subject to punishment” (Weekley 2001, 166–67). Two suspects—Donato Continente and Juanito Itaas—have been imprisoned now for several years, virtually charged with the deed without due process. Who is Colonel Rowe? According to James Neilson’s article in the U.S. Veteran News and Report, “A highly decorated Green Beret and Vietnam veteran who survived ﬁve years of captivity in a Viet Cong prison camp, Rowe was chief of the army division of the Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group (JUSMAG) since 1987 and was providing counter-insurgency training for the Philippine military. In this capacity, he worked closely with the CIA, and was involved in its nearly decade-old program to penetrate the NPA and its parent communist party in conjunction with [the] Philippine’s own intelligence organizations” (Neilson 1989). Before he was killed by unknown assailants, according to the cited article, Colonel Rowe had already warned the U.S. State Department that he was targeted to be hit by the enemy; however, the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) did not do anything because they did not want Rowe, the control officer and trainer of agents, to withdraw any of the agents they had inﬁltrated into the NPA who was relaying information about “possible growing Cuban involvement with the NPA.” Neilson writes, “six months before Rowe’s murder, the DIA had learned that Cuban advisors appeared to be assisting the NPA in the South-Central Luzon province, one of the two provinces where the NPA was focusing on ferreting out CIA agents within its ranks.” It appears that Colonel Rowe died as a combatant in the war against an organization that the United States now call “terrorist,” whether it is the NPA or some other group. Two years ago, the NDF had taken two prisoners of war, a police chief inspector and a Philippine Army intelligence officer, who were under the custody of the NPA for a period of time (NDF Press Statement May 17, 2000). The NDF was trying to negotiate with the Estrada administration for their release, but in the attempt of the government to rescue them, one was killed and the other was later released. Why Colonel Rowe was killed or executed, and not captured, has not yet been clariﬁed. Given the state of belligerency existing between the government allied with the United States and the revolutionary forces, Colonel Rowe would be considered a casualty of war, not a victim of terrorism.
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 After the Powell declaration, there has been some speculation that Sison may be kidnapped and brought to the United States for trial in the slaying of Colonel Rowe, just like the captured Taliban soldiers and Al-Qaeda followers now interned in the Guantanamo Bay prison. Some have also suspected that he may be the target of “rendition,” or be summarily executed by agents of the United States and the GRP. It is necessary to mention here that both Sison and Jalandoni have denounced Powell’s stigmatization. The following is part of Sison’s response: U.S. imperialism is the biggest terrorist force that has ever afflicted the Filipino people. And yet it has all the malice and temerity to misrepresent as terrorist every revolutionary force that arouses, organizes and mobilizes the Filipino people in a resolute struggle for national liberation and democracy against U.S. imperialism, domestic feudalism and bureaucrat capitalism. . . . Anyone who knows the principles and policies of the CPP is aware that it does not send its members or Red ﬁghters of the NPA abroad to attack any U.S. entity. The CPP has also repeatedly pointed out that Americans can enjoy the basic rights and freedoms of the foreign guest in the Philippines, unless they are deployed for combat operations against the revolutionary forces and people. (2002)
 
 In this connection, it is obvious that Rowe was not a tourist or guest on a business errand in the Philippines. Jalandoni for his part refuted Powell’s declaration by stating that both the CPP and NPA, as member organizations of the NDF, are guided by their own codes of discipline, that they uphold human rights and humanitarian law in conformity with the NDFP National Council Declaration of Undertaking to Apply the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and Protocol I of 1977. He poses the contradiction sharply as follows: Since their respective founding days in 1968 and 1969, the CPP and NPA have been dedicated to uphold, defend and advance the national and democratic rights and interests of the people. In this connection, as a matter of revolutionary principle and practice, they are necessarily against terrorism. It is of decisive importance that they maintain and develop the participation and support of the people in the revolution and that they use their limited weapons judiciously and precisely against the enemies of the people. In stark contrast to the CPP, NPA and other revolutionary forces, the GRP and all its armed forces like the AFP, PNP, CAFGU, deputized private armies and death squads commit gross human rights violations on a wide scale against the people, especially the workers and peasants. The records of Amnesty International and other human rights organizations show such rampant human rights violations under the auspices of state terrorism, overshadowing the claims of the GRP against the CPP and NPA. (2002)
 
 It should be added that Jalandoni has also condemned the Abu Sayyaf in a statement released May 26, 2000. Jalandoni traced the genealogy of the Abu Sayyaf as a creation of the GRP military to split the Moro National Liberation Front in 1991. Since 1995 the group “has turned into a Frankenstein’s monster, engaging in hostage-taking for ransom and attacking civilian communities. . . . Both the MILF (Moro Islamic Liberation Front) and the NDF have condemned the hostage-taking by the Abu Sayyaf
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 and its other acts endangering the lives of civilians” (2000). In sum, such terrorism that victimizes ordinary civilians and is unable to distinguish between the oppressor and the oppressed is anathema to Marxist revolutionaries ﬁghting imperialism and all forms of exploitation.
 
 Leviathan Quarantine In April 2006, the Philippine legislature passed an Anti-Terrorism Bill whose deﬁnition of “terrorism” is so loose and arbitrary that it gives the Arroyo government blanket authority to criminalize citizens who are critical of state policies. It is bound to sanction existing practices of human-rights violations by the army and police. It will legitimize past and future atrocities against anyone exercising civil liberties of free speech, assembly, and other constitutionally guaranteed rights. Groups in the Philippines like the Volunteers Against Crime and Corruption, BAYAN, and others have criticized the Arroyo government for arbitrarily labelling individuals and groups opposed to her policies as “terrorists” without due process or any serious public investigation. Such invidious lumping of the NDF, the CPP, and NPA (together with political adviser Jose Maria Sison) with the Abu Sayyaf and Osama bin Laden, or with criminals by the government police and military, reﬂects a mindless aping of the United States and the European states in their unilateral overbearing proclamations. It used to be that the stigmatizing brand of “communists” was applied to people in order to sow fear by intimidating civilians, extracting ransom, or frightening lawenforcers. The only people who have beneﬁtted from this are criminals engaged in drug trafficking, kidnapping, money laundering, and extortion, not to mention the torturers and human-rights violators who are still employed in the government and the military. The terror unleashed by powerful drug and crime syndicates joined with the official state terror inﬂicted by the military and police can only drive home the lesson that the masses of people have to defend themselves with their own army, such as the New People’s Army or the Moro Islamic Liberation Front. Meanwhile, in the United States, state terrorism has become enshrined in the USA Patriot Act, the military Commissions Act, and the policies of the current guardians of the Homeland Security State (Mahajan 2002). Bush’s “administration of torture” has been severely criticized by the American Civil Liberties Union, National Lawyers’ Guild, and numerous organizations of lawyers, journalists, academics, lower-echelon bureaucrats, and church groups. Anthony Lewis (2005) has demonstrated how Bush, Attorney General Alberto Gonzales, defense department officials, and Pentagon officers have all violated the main articles of the Geneva Convention, the UN Convention Against Torture, and even the Uniform Code of Military Justice in sanctioning methods for interrogating thousands of suspects and prisoners in the conduct of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. The rights of habeas corpus and due process have been withdrawn from susspects. Law professor Karen J. Greenberg has documented in numerous books how “torture has been and is still being practiced in the name of the United
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 States,” with untold numbers of “collateral damage.” She calls for citizens to “reempower the rule of law and to restore integrity to the realm of fact and its institutional guarantor, the courts” (2005, 40–41). Honoring “the realm of fact,” yes, but can we expect the politicized U.S. courts to guarantee the rule of law, justice, and human dignity? This is why most U.S. intellectuals, no matter how progressive or radical they claim to be, cannot go beyond the limits of their national identiﬁcation as “American,” whether it is consciously or unconsciously assumed. There is a presupposition that the essential America, as Carlos Bulosan and Philip Vera Cruz discovered to their chagrin, somehow exists in the domain of the heart, dream, and promise that, sooner or later, reality will ﬂesh out in daily life. Reacting to the global spectacle of 9/11 as a traumatic enigma, an attack on global capital but also on ordinary citizens, Susan Buck-Morss, a world-renowned authority on Critical Theory, proclaims to everyone that she is ready to die for the United States, which she describes as “a democratic republic,” “a nation founded on principles of freedom,” “the deeply human . . . universal political freedoms of belief, speech,” and so on. Yet, at the same time, she denounces “another United States over which I have no control,” namely, the terrorist state of the neoconservative Bush regime that persecutes difference. She continues to state that “the paradox is that this undemocratic state claims absolute power over the citizens of a free and democratic nation” (2003, 29). But if Buck-Morss informed herself of how many millions of American Indians, black slaves, and Filipino revolutionaries and Moros have all been sacriﬁced for the sake of this paradox, and if she chose a class-based political stand, her position would not have been so unashamedly symptomatic of the current situation of American left-liberal academics, not to mention postmarxists or even antiglobalization activists who denounce Bush, Osama bin Laden, North Korea, Stalinists, and polluting Chinese factories all in the same breath. One clue as to why the most advanced thinkers of the global North (with the few exceptions I have mentioned in this book) fail to steer safely between the Scylla of white-supremacist chauvinism and the Charybdis of an empty, formalist humanitarianism is their attitude toward power and the phenomenon of political violence touched on here. The enlightened Buck-Morss, for example, believes that the “unmonitored wild zone of power” claimed by every sovereign state, including the Bush and Arroyo administrations, undermines democracy. In the same breath, she upholds the universality or globality of human rights, human freedom, and human justice. Consequently, Buck-Morss deepens her dilemma: she condemns Al-Qaeda for its lack of “a cosmopolitan sense of the public sphere” and global capitalism that, despite its “indefensible system of brutal exploitation of human labor and nature’s labor,” is “the very foundation of the whole possibility of a global public sphere” (2003, 36). We are puzzled by this fatalistic acceptance of the “dialectic of Enlightenment,” the intertwining of progressive and regressive forces at any conjuncture, that we thought had already been resolved by Marx and revolutionary socialist thought a long time ago (through the detour of Friedrich Hegel and Ludwig Feuerbach) in the principle of the unity of theory and practice of class struggle.
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 Triangulating Passage Can we envision any other way out of the post-9/11 impasse different from simply making do with liberalism (global capital)? One of the most trenchant critiques of this salviﬁc liberalism that privileges capitalism and its secularist virtues is Lila AbuLughod’s rejoinder to the recent conference on human rights sponsored by the Modern Language Association of America. Abu-Lughod reminds the self-righteous saviors of the non-Western world (the global South) that liberal secularism, the reigning ideology of transnational globalization, is blind to its limitations, hence its claim to inclusiveness, to universality. She recalls us to the truth that “individual desires are determined by social contexts, cultural formations, and upbringing. Choices for all of us are fashioned by discourses, social locations, geopolitical conﬁgurations, and unequal power into historically and locally speciﬁc ranges” (2006, 1628). This simple lesson is lost in the triumphalist “marketplace of ideas.” Heedless of this caveat, Buck-Morss’s wellintentioned motivation to honor differences by upholding a global public sphere undergirded by corporate capital prevents the necessary self-critique implied in her inchoate or abortive dialectic of “Us” versus “Them.” Despite the pluralist impulse, a missionary spirit of redeeming humanity through good, old Yankee virtues—shades of Manifest Destiny and Benevolent Assimilation!—ironically supervenes. This is not the occasion to dispute the claim of capitalism as the foundation of a possible global public sphere. What stands out sharply from such agonized reﬂection on the need to transcend the dualism of capitalism and Islamic fundamentalism is the refusal to entertain the alternative of socialism, an international system of classless societies or nations, which for Buck-Morss and others of her persuasion would only equal totalitarianism, the horrors of the Soviet system, Pol Pot and the “killing ﬁelds,” and other bloody relics in the Cold War museum. After the U.S. missile strikes on Al-Qaeda camps (set up by the CIA during the war against Soviet occupation) in Afghanistan in 1998, Eqbal Ahmad (2001) acutely observed that the reason that terror has spread so fast throughout the world is due to the absence of revolutionary ideology, the decline of Marxism, the loss of the socialist alternative, all resulting in the “globalized individual” that Buck-Morss and other postnationalist cosmopolites in the U.S. academy have embraced so enthusiastically as the panacea or cure for the ills of the affluent wastelands in the post–Cold War global North. Suffice it to recapitulate the need to apply the test of historical-materialist speciﬁcation in analyzing contemporary international relations. Using the case of the Filipino resistance against U.S. colonial aggression in 1899–1913, which was defeated and then renewed in the revolutionary movement today, I submit the proposition that the meaning or import of political violence (including terror) can only be grasped in its concrete political and social contexts. Who is employing violence, why, and for what purpose? It may be salutary to emphasize, as Fred Halliday does in his Two Hours That Shook the World, that “the great majority of the acts of terror committed in the modern world and in history has been committed by those in power” against the powerless and the propertyless (2002, 73). This provides a moral corrective to the indiscriminate and selective judgments of governments aimed at stigmatizing and condemning liberation or nationalist movements.
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 Like witchcraft, promiscuity, spies, and so on, according to Halliday, terrorism as a “globalized anxiety and pretext” becomes, for the governing elite, an ideology, a mythologization of violence, that is then utilized to justify “law and order,” the perpetuation of the unjust status quo, thus entailing the repression of legitimate political dissent (2002, 75). This applies to the Arroyo regime’s “anti-terror” legislation, part of the implementation of a regional anti-terror scheme being proposed by the United States for adoption by the Association of Southeast Asian Nations. What this anti-terror law will surely do, given the regime’s massive human-rights abuses and extra-judicial killing of over eight hundred citizens, is stiﬂe legitimate public dissent, suppress progressive militant groups and political parties, and prepare the way for an all-out authoritarian rule conceivably worse than the criminal Marcos dictatorship that People Power overthrew in 1986. Can Arroyo succeed? Can the collective will and intransigent memory of Filipinos prevent this disaster, a counterhegemonic move that is necessary to establish the groundwork, now long overdue, for a radical social transformation toward social justice, participatory democracy, and true independence?
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 CHAPTER 7
 
 Emergenc y Passage to the Liberated Zones I repeat that the so-called anarchists [of Barcelona, imprisoned in the infamous Castle of Montjuich where the author was detained], nihilists, or as they say nowadays, Bolsheviks, are the true saviours and disinterested defenders of justice and universal brotherhood. —Isabelo De Los Reyes We did what we ourselves [peasant masses] had decided upon—as free people, and power resides in the people. What we did was our heritage. . . . We decided to rebel, to rise up and strike down the sources of power. I said “We are Sakdals!”. . . No uprising fails. Each one is a step in the right direction. —Salud Algabre The revolution is inevitable. . . . We will ﬁght alongside the men. We should take up arms, if necessary. We are working for a better society for men and women alike, so why should men always bear the brunt of the struggle? —Maria Lorena Barros
 
 I
 
 n 1980, six years before Marcos’s overthrow by a People Power revolt, the Permanent People’s Tribunal (PPT) brought his regime to trial for “crimes against humanity” (Permanent People’s Tribunal 1980, 25). The unprecedented atrocities and political assassinations committed by the police-military officials of the Arroyo government will now come under international scrutiny in March 2007 at The Hague, Netherlands. This international tribunal will hear the complaints of Arroyo’s crimes ﬁled by countless Filipino groups, among them Hustisya, Selda, Bagong Alyansang Makabayan, Peace for Life, IBON, Public Interest Law Center, Ecumenical Bishops Forum, Karapatan, and the United Churches of Christ in the Philippines. The Center for People Empowerment in Governance reports that “Mrs. Arroyo, along with the Bush government, the IMF/WB/WTO, was charged with gross and systematic violations of civil and political rights (extra-judicial killings, abduction and disappearances,
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 massacres, torture, etc.); gross and systematic violations of economic, social and cultural rights; and gross and systematic violations of the right to national self-determination and liberation” (Center for People Empowerment 2006, 1-2). The worsening poverty and unemployment of millions of Filipinos due to Arroyo’s neoliberal policies (including policies of liberalization, deregulation, and privatization) in obedience to the diktat of the IMF, WB, and WTO, according to IBON research head Sonny Africa, may be considered “a form of human rights violation” (IBON 2006b). In addition to the Nuremberg Principles formulated by the UN International Law Commission in 1949 and the 1948 UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the PPT seeks to implement the 1979 Universal Declaration of the Rights of Peoples (Algiers Declaration) that covers antihumanitarian activities of governments, transnational corporations, and institutions such as the IMF, WB, and WTO. Because of its colonial and neocolonial history, the Philippines has become a unique laboratory for ascertaining the progress or regress of governments in measuring up to the principles of an international humanitarian code to which all members of the United Nations are obliged to conform (MacBride 1980). In a magisterial survey of the “Problems of Socialism in Southeast Asia,” Malcolm Caldwell summed up the central political problem besetting societies like the Philippines, namely, “the evolution of appropriate institutions, with viable indigenous roots, which will afford the peasants and other classes an opportunity to voice and right their grievances” (1970, 376–77). While other societies in the region have suffered from local despotism and vastly unequal division of property, the Philippines is afflicted with authoritarian abuses and social inequalities that centuries of Western colonialism have worsened and deepened. While the nationalist movement in the Philippines is the oldest in Southeast Asia, Caldwell reminds us, U.S. colonialism suppressed it by rescuing and reinforcing “the wealth and power of the landowning classes” and enlarging that oligarchy with a middle strata (businessmen, bureaucrats, and professionals) subservient to its interests. One testimony to the efficacy of this tutelage is provided by Colonel Edward Lansdale, CIA adviser to president Ramon Magsaysay, who tried out ruthless counterinsurgency measures against the Huks that were soon implemented against the IndoChinese in the 1960s and 1970s. Lansdale offers the following rationale for neocolonialism: “We tutored the Philippine people and encouraged them in selfgovernment in the same brotherly spirit which elsewhere today could make all the difference in struggles between freedom and Communism” (Ahmad 1971, 189). The “brotherly spirit” was summoned to kill millions of Filipinos during the paciﬁcation of their homeland, extending to the suppression of numerous peasant-worker revolts that have enriched the historical archive of national-democratic revolutions, of “people’s war,” uniting “Third World” countries (Selden 1971). The passage of the Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) in 1998 signiﬁes not a “return of the repressed” (i.e., U.S. military bases forced out in 1991), but rather a symptom of the loss of memory, a historical amnesia that disavows the unspeakable barbarism that masked itself in “Benevolent Assimilation” and the “special relations” between the two countries. For Filipinos, it is a task of exorcising that nefarious “spirit.” One may
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 venture the opinion that the Philippines is unique among “third world” countries not for the multitude of Filipina “whores,” pollution, number of OFWs, official corruption, and so on, but rather as one of the few excolonized formations that continues to celebrate the sacrosanct foundation date of its former colonial master: July 4th. This is not just a hang-over phenomenon but also a reﬂection of prevailing power relations: the increase of gobal capital investments, the multiple access given to U.S. troops to install themselves anywhere in Philippine territory, the Filipino nostalgia for the U.S. West Point Military Academy (ex-President Ramos is an alumnus), the continued immigration of Filipinos to the United States (they constitute the preponderant cohort in the Asian American category), and the lethal stranglehold of U.S. media and mass consumer culture on the Filipino body politic. When referring to this stranglehold, I do not mean McDonalds, Coke, and so on, but the entire ethos of consumerism and acquisitive individualism, what the French Marxist Henri Lefebvre calls “the bureaucratic society of controlled consumption.” The chief enemy of any democratic socialist agenda in the Philippines is not perhaps the mediocre oligarchy and their fascist hirelings. It may be the mass habitus of compulsive and compensatory consumption, mass hypnosis by the commodity fetish, the sacramentalization of the mall and megamall spectacles, or in short, the acquisitive and possessive drive that for some can be realized by installment and credit cards, and for others by persevering work plus fantasies, hallucinations, and dreams. All these may be achieved by going abroad as domestics and contract workers, or immigrants, preferably to North America or Europe. In one issue of the Sunday Inquirer Magazine, the British novelist James HamiltonPaterson replied to a comment that his novel Ghosts of Manila presented a grim portrait of the country that would scare tourists: “I react by saying that it’s not me painting the grim portrait. The portrait is painted by Filipinos themselves everyday in the newspaper. It’s priests, editors, and journalists, teachers and mayors and other people who actually reveal these appalling stories of what goes on. They’re not the inventions of a foreigner at all” (January 14, 1996). Indeed, Hamilton-Paterson is not malicious nor stupid, only naïvely acting out the “white man’s burden” of advising the “poor” brown natives what they already know. In the global stratiﬁcation of power, however, the white British novelist exercises power not just of mirroring what people of color say about themselves but also of investing this repetition with an invidious ethical value. He is saying, in essence, “it is not me, the superior Western artist who is responsible for the novel, it is only yourselves speaking. So do not blame me, please.” This also explains why so much time and energy were wasted in responding to pundits such as James Fallows, whose notion of the Filipinos’ “damaged culture” reﬂects more the legacy of American “racist corporatism” (Aguilar 1998, 191) than the internecine class warfare between the few decadent super-rich families and the majority of exploited citizens. Unfortunately, Filipinos give more attention than is merited to their victimizers, whose exoticizing impressions are journalistic fare ladled without criticism. HamiltonPaterson is fascinated by the Philippines in general, not individual Filipinos who scarcely exist for him, as demonstrated by the following quote: “It’s exasperating, horrible, the country’s all those things, but I like it here and I still don’t know what it is and
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 that’s why.” Aside from supplying raw material to this fact-grinding machine, Filipinos provide strokes and attention. And of course any white trash, rich or poor, from the global North occupies a niche and status higher than any person of color around. Enough compensation, surely, for all the exasperation and sycophancy the well-paid fabulist had to put up with. The lesson here is obvious but often neglected, and it is one of the salient arguments of this book: exchange-relations in culture cannot be equal when political, economic, and social relations between peoples, nations, states, and groups are not equal. It is necessary to ask the following questions: Who is speaking? To whom? For what reason? We have not yet transcended the normalizing asymmetry of nation-states, the hegemony of the industrialized states over dependent and subordinate peoples, sufficiently enough to wave in good faith the banner of transnationalist equality (Wood 1999). Apartheid and white supremacist practices, underpinned by obscurantist ideologies, characterize the general economy of exchange of intellectual and other kinds of property around the world between the North and South, and between the West and “the Rest,” which includes mainly people of color, in this epoch of unlimited, preemptive war against perceived enemies of Western civilization, U.S. democracy, and the “free market” of neoliberal globalization.
 
 Remembrance of Things Not Yet Past When the United States seized the Philippines at the turn of the century under the aegis of what Mark Twain then called the “skull and crossbones” of international piracy, scarcely did imperial wisdom foresee that a century hence the islands would harbor a Communist insurgency committed to extirpating U.S. imperialism and the nefarious system its policy of “Benevolent Assimilation” (from McKinley to Clinton and Bush) has foisted on millions of Filipinos. The “New World Order” marked by the collapse of bureaucratic and statist regimes may have overlooked what is going on in the Philippines. Is the past of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe the future for the Philippines? Or is the horizon of socialist revolution, far richer than the five-year blueprints of official Marxism-Leninism, still to be discovered and assayed by eightyseven million Filipinos? In 1991, after several decades of militant organizing by nationalist forces, the United States yielded to the Philippine government control of territory occupied by its military bases (over a dozen bases were used for U.S. interventions in China, Korea, Indonesia, Vietnam, and the Middle East). Such an affirmation of sovereignty (reversed in 1999 with the VFA and nulliﬁed by subsequent annual “Balikatan” exercises) is an index of a popular mandate for national self-determination, an unprecedented event in the annals of third-world struggles against colonial domination. The intensity of popular mobilization for this and other liberatory agendas is a prophetic sign of the times, indeed. It is not a stage but an event-sequence (to use Alain Badiou’s notion) in a permanent revolution distinguished by what I would call the rebirth of the Filipino radical imagination, the conquest of a liberated space for imagining
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 ourselves, Filipinos, as an authentically distinctive people for the ﬁrst time. But this achievement of no mean proportion has been ignored, or dismissed, by Filipinos and Americans who claim that what demands immediate attention today is a crisis in a whole progressive movement, particularly manifested in the post-1986 decline of the National Democratic Front (NDF), the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP), and its guerilla army, the New People’s Army (NPA) by consensus acknowledged as the spearhead of the national democratic revolution since 1969. What is this crisis all about? In 1987, the NPA (numbering at most thirty thousand ﬁghters) controlled 40 percent of the rural areas—sixty-nine fronts embracing twenty million people (Davis 1989, 50). Subsequently there was a 40 percent decline in organized forces and liberated zones. Walden Bello (1992) argues that the crisis was caused by numerous factors; aside from the collapse of European socialism, he claims that it was caused chieﬂy by the “militarization” of the left’s strategy. It entailed a failure to adjust insurgent strategy from 1983 (when Senator Aquino was assassinated) to the 1986 revolt when the middle forces became politically active. It signaled the neglect of “creative forms of intervention in the legal and electoral arenas” whose “continuing vitality” has functioned up to now as sources of political legitimacy for the landlord and comprador elite. This programmatic militarism—privileging urban warfare as the means for seizing state power—is compounded with economism whose testimony is the failure of CPP analysis to attend to “culture, consciousness, and values,” especially to the inﬂuence of traditional values on everyday behavior. The thrust of the accusation centers on economism and mechanical reductionism committed by the CPP and NPA. This is repeated with variations by Kathleen Weekley’s (2001) rhetorical harangue against the alleged determinism of Marxist theory, the “simple teleology” of Sison’s dogmatic Maoism, and other perversities (personal and collective) of Filipino revolutionaries. Purporting to have completed an objective and impartial study, Weekley succumbs to barely disguised polemics and other tricks in the anticommunist trade. What is revealing in Weekley’s book is the lack of any worthwhile criticism of U.S. machinations (her central premise is that the U.S. is no longer inﬂuential in Philippine society and politics), and the absence of any meaningful critique of the power of transnational corporate businesses and multilateral agencies (for example, the IMF and WB) in shaping the political economy of the country. Her work ﬁnds analogues in the essays in The Revolution Falters (1996), edited by Patricio Abinales, whose loud silence about U.S. intervention in Philippine politics and society, aside from their empiricist one-sidedness, conﬁrms the suspicion that their overriding, subtly insinuated message is that after three decades of struggle, saddled with “authoritarian paranoia,” “dogmatism,” and so on, we should return to the glories of U.S.-style liberal democracy and the virtues of eclectic, opportunist pragmatism. For Weekley, the Kampanyang Ahos to weed out many spies in the ranks is only a minor episode in the recent history of the CPP and NPA. But for Bello this functions as his key argument, the shocking discovery of “self-inﬂicted wounds” of the “Anti-DPA (Deep Penetration Agents) Campaigns” in the late 1980s that led to the execution of at least seven hundred cadres. While Bello cites abuses of authority by leadership cadres due to the “insurrectionary line” as well as the “absence of an institutionalized system of
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 justice and scientiﬁc assessment,” the chief interpretive concepts Bello deploys are themselves reductive and self-serving: a “collective paranoia,” a lack of “common sense,” “a crime against humanity” (1992, 3–6). Others who followed Bello’s tracks remind me of the Yogi as Commissar depicted by Maurice Merleau-Ponty in Humanism and Terror (1947), a powerful critique of the anticommunist program echoed by Bello, Weekley, and their choir. Within this ﬁeld of anti-Maoist critique, Ben Reid’s book, Philippine Left: Political Crisis and Social Change (2000), though mired with the same refrain about Stalinist dogmatism, etc., strives to open new ground by analyzing the evolving social formation distinguished by “rentier capitalism,” commercialization of agriculture, the growth of semiproletarian urban populations, and so on. Reid tries to engage in a serious comparative analysis of class formation in other Asian societies (such as South Korea, Taiwan, etc.) vis-à-vis the Philippines, using statistics and other data on “the expansion of the capitalist labour process and its relation to processes of class fragmentation and change” (2000, 182). Reid argues that the speciﬁc process of capitalist industrialization in the Philippines in the last two decades has increased “the social weight of the urban wage earning classes,” so that the CPP and NPA strategy of a “protracted people’s war” based on mobilizing the peasantry is no longer valid as a revolutionary solution because of the “relative decline and decomposition” of the peasantry. Reid accuses the CPP and NPA (Sison included) of failing to “recognize the role and weight of urban (especially proletarian) social movements” due to “its fetishisation of the protracted people’s war schema” (2000, 185). One can quarrel with Reid’s focus on internal debates within the CPP and NPA, but not on the total picture of power and class relations, including the oligarchy and its ties to global capital. Compared to the writings of Weekley, Abinales, Rocamora, and other anti-Sisonites, Reid’s study bears the merit of focusing on actual socioeconomic changes that he selects because they affect “the level and forms of consciousness evident in the processes of political and class struggle.” We need to engage seriously with the historical patterns and socioeconomic realities that Reid presents for examination. Reid, however, is guilty of biased reading, distortions, and selective highlighting of CPP and NPA pronouncements completely divorced from the speciﬁc historical situations to which they respond. Given this prejudgment, he tailors the selection of facts and data to prove a preconceived conclusion that we might agree with if we fail to notice that, for example, his whole study either discounts or dismisses U.S. intervention in Philippine affairs on the assumption that the Filipino ruling class, like the South Korean industrialists, are really autonomous and self-directed managers of the economy. In this he shares the subtly disguised proU.S. elite worldview of the other enemies of the “national democratic” path of social transformation.
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 Protracted Atrocities It appears that this obsessive attention to the inadequacies of the “protracted people’s war” strategic line without consideration of changes in the actual development of class conﬂict can only call attention to their exponent’s political bankruptcy. In the context of General Jovito Palparan’s “reign of terror” in Mindoro and later in Central Luzon, the alarming rate of killings of notables like Bishop Ramento of the Philippine Independent Church, Dr. Alyce Claver, and countless journalists, lawyers, and human-rights workers, as well as the torture of unarmed critics, energies must be concentrated on ﬁnding out how to counter this state terrorism with all means possible. In this regard, the recent statement of the CPP’s Military Commission (2006) on the NPA’s reliance on mass support and legal struggles indicates that the phrase “people’s war” should not be deﬁned narrowly, from a technicist point of view. “People’s war” denotes above all the political organizing and mobilizing of the exploited and oppressed to carry out a battle against the class enemy on all fronts, using all means appropriate, depending on time, place, circumstances, etc. The question of whether armed or military violence is needed or not is always and ultimately a political decision. Consequently, most of the debates around “people’s war” are counterproductive and futile because the disputants do not share the same code or semantic universe of discourse, and because they operate from disparate theoretical frameworks and methodologies. Obviously, the “cunning” of history cannot be grasped by means of the constricted lexicon and method of positivist psychologizing. If the facts invoked were indeed accurate, then we need a rounded falsiﬁable explanation that would clarify these “tragic” circumstances and calculate responsibility. A psychoanalytic ontology of paranoia (like the CPP’s notion of “anti-informer hysteria”) would only foster obscurantism and be selfdefeating. Instead of a dialectical approach (as would beﬁt the putative politics of the participants in this fraught affair), Bello and associates attack their straw targets called “Maoism” or “Marxism-Leninism” and claim the prerogative to pronounce absolutist judgment. Bello concludes then that the key problem is “an instrumental view of people,. . .making [Marxist-Leninists] vulnerable, during moments of paranoia at the height of the revolutionary struggle, to expedient solutions involving the physical elimination of real or imagined enemies” (1992, 6). Any serious student of Marxist ethics can discern here the vestige of a Cold War schematism that reduces the principle of what Cornel West (1991) calls Marx’s “radical historicism” into a caricature of police state tactics. Nor does it evince any awareness of the ambiguities of the tradition, its power and subversive resilience, expounded by non-Marxist scholars like Steven Lukes, Andrew Collier, Andrew Levine, and others. Do the victims deserve the sacriﬁce of scapegoats named Marx, Lenin, and Mao? Such questioning of perceived/received doctrine, however, is salutary. But my purpose here is not to engage in academic casuistry. Nor do I intend to plaster over the conﬁrmed inadequacies and immaturity of CPP and NPA cadres that, I hope, the various rectiﬁcation movements of the 1990s and later have remedied. Perhaps we should thank Bello, Weekly, and others for provoking some serious thinking and self-reﬂection at this stage of the struggle. What is needed now is to remind ourselves that the reinvention of
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 the movement and the drafting of “a comprehensive vision and strategy for change” (toward what? with whom? when and where?) indeed hinge on learning lessons from mistakes of the past and transforming the situation that brought it about.
 
 Volatile Otherings What is at issue is the critical analysis of the present conjuncture, its political economy and knowable laws of motion. Psychologizing individuals and repeating tired formulas about the peculiar customs and folkways of the natives are silly and nonsensical exercises. Any tactful concern for discrimination or more precise calculation of effect is then abandoned in the process of formulating abstract, moralizing political judgments. Is the philosophy of Marxism-Leninism, that is, the dialectical method of analyzing and transforming class society, the reason for the militarist adventurism and other errors that have ﬂawed the struggle for participatory democracy and genuine independence? Or is it ignorance if not rejection of the historical-materialist mode of critique—“the concrete analysis” of overdetermined conditions, the grasp of the internal contradictions or subject-object antagonisms that produce historical change, the self-critical assessment of hypotheses, the unity of theory and practice, the need for social imagination to connect systemic forms and the experience of agents and actors—that has occasioned the subjectivist excesses of administrative and commandist politics? Is class-reductionism not a violation of the unity of theory and practice that constitutes precisely the enabling genius of Marxism as a revolutionary politics that reveals and opposes commodiﬁed society’s fragmentation of fact and value, the bifurcation of consciousness and social existence? Can we interpret the one-sided, static, and empiricist viewpoint of the criticisms mentioned earlier as, at best, a reﬂex symptom of the malaise among activists impatient for quick victories? Of late, Filipino progressives have become fascinated with a postmodern neoromantic tendency in Ideologiekritik that proposes a logic of contingency, identity politics, post-utopian heteroglossia, and the aestheticization of agency and subject position as a substitute for dialectics. Foucauldian deconstruction substitutes for historical speciﬁcation and totalizing hypothesis, individualist cultural politics for mass political struggle (Larrain 1995). This might be considered catalyzing, and heuristic at best, if the whole enterprise is negotiated in dialogue with the local traditions of struggle, and if it is articulated with the rich narrative of Filipino self-recovery from colonial victimization. We cannot ignore the role of communal agency in forging disruptive, emancipatory vehicles for the reconstitution of the people’s historical memory that is the basis of communal self-directed life for an emergent nation. As Lenin never ceased to remind us, reality/praxis is richer than our thoughts. However, the postmodern critique of necessitarian, deterministic “Marxism” turns out to be a pretext for celebrating the virtues of market liberalism and such formal freedoms that have inﬂicted so much violence, torture, protracted misery, and painful death to millions of Filipinos and other people of color. The irony is that the anticommunists in
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 the Philippines who pay homage to the value of open-mindedness and dissent do so in order to foreclose any dialogue with radicals who address the centrality of property relations, the objective logic of production and reproduction embodied in speciﬁc social relations, and the need for “delinking” from the injustice of a polarized capitalist worldsystem. Consequently, “history repeats itself ” when all the symptoms of neocolonial underdevelopment (mechanical thinking, ahistorical essentialism, technicism, scientism, etc.) are reproduced in the name of an advance from sectarian or dogmatic orthodoxy. One of the virtues of Marxism as a scientiﬁc worldview and guide to action lies in its principle of comprehending the problem of any given society through a model of system interaction. Any society is founded on the interaction between humans and the natural world in order to transform it according to human needs. The conceptual tools developed in the Marxist tradition enable us to analyze this interaction, to engage in a conceptual mapping of the ensemble of interconnections and the laws of motion that render social phenomena intelligible and open to alteration. Materialist critique adopts a self-reﬂexive account of the varied interconnections, avoiding any tendency to reify the separations and contacts between different elements of the whole. In this process, the analyst or knower is also examined as part of the critique of the conﬂict of class ideologies. What this critique foregrounds is the totality of the dynamic contradictions animating class society, not only the major contradictions between the productive forces and social relations, etc., but also the tension between the system of needs of any social formation and the objective circumstances subtending it that underlie class conflict and its myriad sublimations. It is only within this synthesizing framework, complicated by layered mediations, that agency can acquire its measured effectivity. In contrast to dualistic or idealist thinking, Marxism conceives agency in its complex historically-deﬁned differential embedding, intertwined with the future it is trying to create. Thus Georg Lukács emphasizes the human ideal of the realm of freedom for which communists strive. Not only is the communist party the “organizational expression of the revolutionary will of the proletariat,” but it is also “the primary incarnation of the realm of freedom; above all, the spirit of comradeliness, of true solidarity, and of self-sacriﬁce” (1972, 66, 69). Of course, these claims need to be tested in practice, their truth-content veriﬁed in the engagements of everyday social life. Materialist dialectics concern not just opposites conceived separately but also their coalescence and interpenetration (Ollman 1993; Bhaskar 1993). Any view valorizing either one side of the dialectic between, say, mutable forms of consciousness and their structural conditions of possibility leads to either a voluntarist deviation (“political will” as primary) or a fatalist surrender to the operations of supposed irrational forces (Weber’s iron law of bureaucracy, immutable peasant mentality, geographical and demographic ﬂux, etc.). Given the changes in the objective conditions of social life (technological innovations, complexiﬁcation of needs, ﬂexible division of labor, and political upheavals) in the contemporary world, Marxist theory strives to integrate these changes to the one fundamental truth in our epoch of history, namely, the contradiction between capital and labor as lived and suffered in the vicissitudes of the periphery and center polarization (Amin 2003).
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 Uncanny Suspicions With the end of Soviet-style “communism,” we have supposedly moved to an era of postnationalism, the world triumph of globalized capitalism, the empire of a new pax Americana. Given the immense technological advances in electronic communication and space exploration, there is some truth to this. But technology does not deﬁne nor constitute the social relations of production and reproduction. It is only one element in the totality. It is not anachronistic to say that we still inhabit a planet largely dominated by the logic of capital accumulation, of the private appropriation of natural resources and social wealth whose form changes in time and place. As theologian Enrique Dussel (1992) suggests, for 80 percent of the world’s population under global capital’s dispensation, the analytical categories they seek do not center on the “free play” of signiﬁers in an ideal game of communicative action (Habermas) or polite conversation (Rorty); rather, they spring from “the pertinent originating moment of human existence: the economic base (in an anthropological, ethical, and even ontological sense).” Everything else then ﬁnds its appropriate valence within this materialist horizon. The contradiction of center-periphery and its local realizations engender and reproduce all the problems of alienation, human rights violations, starvation and disease, war, ecological disasters, as well as the illusions of pluralist freedom and individualist self-fulﬁllment, all of which have now—except in beleaguered sites of resistance such as Cuba, Venezuela, and other enclaves—become the universal fate of everyone in the actually existing world-system of ﬂexible, “spectral” capital. But this has of course been the fate of millions of Filipinos ever since the Philippines became a direct colony in 1898, and then a neocolonial appendage after 1946, of the United States (Alavi 1964). We have suffered the exploitation of monopoly capital for almost a century now, this time increasingly by transnational corporations through the “conditionalities” of the World Bank-International Monetary Fund. Appropriation of immense surplus value (superproﬁts) created by the labor of Filipino workers and peasants and surveilled by a collaborationist dependent state remains the purpose and goal of foreign investment and U.S. diplomacy. Any talk about sustainable development, populist “democratic space,” ecological harmony, pluralism of “new social movements,” “scattered hegemonies” in civil society, and attenuation of armed resistance by beleaguered communities divorced from class exploitation and national oppression will only promote the neocolonial-racist subjugation of the Filipino people and their continuing subservience to the dictates of the affluent nation-states. It will do so if it does not confront the rock bottom condition of possibility for inequality, injustice, and class, race, and gender oppression: the rule of capital in its various modalities (tributary, bureaucratic patronage, and “free trade zones”) of extracting surplus value in the Philippine social formation. Those who refuse this axiom have indeed shifted paradigms beyond historical veriﬁcation. This does not mean that everything is subordinated to economics in its crude meaning, or to the law of value. On the contrary, as a synthesizing analytic of praxis, the discipline of historical materialism counsels us to focus on the axis of social relations and discriminate the manifold mediations between political, ideological, and economic levels and their
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 mutual overdetermination (Sayer 1987). This is why we reject all those polemical denunciations of Marxism as deterministic, class reductionist, and so on. Of paramount importance are the history and intensity of political consciousness of different sectors in an uneven and disaggregated terrain (Löwy 1981), the alignment of competing groups with their incommensurable scenarios of self-assertion, the weak link in the uneven ﬁeld of forces, and the possibilities of coalitions and alliances at any given instance. The revolutionary process encompasses both gradual accretions (reforms via existing channels) and sudden qualitative ruptures, with collective action grounded in a knowledge of the totality of institutional linkages and bodies in motion. Ultimately, it encompasses the dynamic process of the gradual and/or rapid unfolding of manifold contradictions. Marxism as a theoretical guideline, not a set of ﬁxed doctrines, still demarcates the horizon of our everyday life. Whatever the historical speciﬁcities involved, given the domination of transnational capital over the state and civil society in the Philippines, one can say that the resources of the Marxist tradition, its efficacy as a theory-practice of radical social transformation and people’s empowerment, still remain to be fully understood, mastered, and creatively applied by millions of Filipinos, notwithstanding haphazard attempts in the past to do so. We can certainly do better. We persevere in blazing a world-historical path in uncharted and dangerous territory. We have no choice. What is at stake is the survival and renewal of a whole constellation of peoples and communities whose daily degradation is carried out in the interests of the capitalist world-system and an exclusive minority. Reality changes at varying tempos, requiring adjustments in our consciousness. Because the Philippine social formation is an uneven terrain constituted by coalesced modes of production (petty commodity, semifeudal, comprador, and transnational), there has been a long debate among Filipino intellectuals about the kind of transitional system we inhabit and the alignment of class and sectoral forces. This has led to differences in the theorizing of revolutionary strategy and tactics and the corresponding forms of mass mobilization at each phase of the struggle. Too much energy has been expended on disputing whether the formula introduced by Jose Maria Sison [pseudonym: Amado Guerrero] in Philippine Society and Revolution (1971)—in which the Philippines as a semifeudal and semicolonial society requires a protracted people’s war based in the countryside (Sison 1989, 21–23)—remains valid, given the changes since the fall of Marcos and the demise of Soviet-style communism and the setbacks alluded to earlier. In a recent modiﬁcation of his views, Sison (with the help of Julieta de Lima) has elaborated with more nuanced descriptions the Philippine “mode of production,” clarifying the linkages between the Marcos land reform scheme, export manufacturing, and neocolonial industrialization. While Sison’s undemonstrated notion of “feudalism as a social base of imperialism” is clearly inadequate in the light of such detailed investigations of regional political processes found in the volume From Marcos to Aquino: Local Perspectives on Political Transition in the Philippines (Kerkvliet and Mojares 1991), the attention to the plight of the rural masses within the social totality evinces what I think is the only efficacious method of understanding the concrete dynamics of uneven
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 development by grasping the nodes of the various contradictions that constitute the social formation.
 
 Drawing the Line At this point, the observer needs to draw a boundary between the neoliberals cited earlier and those articulating a socialist practice grounded in Philippine reality. Refusing the call to discard Marxist principles, Francisco Nemenzo (1992), a founding member of BISIG (Union for the Development of Socialist Ideas), represents a tendency that seeks an Aufhebung (cancellation, preservation, and upgrading) of the Filipino antiimperialist tradition. He bewails the lack of creativity and inventiveness in the left that has authorized such negative representations as I have summarized. He believes the rise of “politically conscious sectoral and community organizations” (not NGOs) has led to signiﬁcant advances in the building of popular democracy. He deplores any vanguard party’s manipulation of such organizations as reinforcing the “culture of servility” propagated by, and reproduced in, schools, churches, the mass media, families, and kinship networks (1992, 26–28). But if (as Nemenzo contends) the cultural spheres of struggle have been neglected, this is not because the characterization of the social formation was wrong. Rather, it is because the rigor of dialectical thought applied to understanding the contradictory forms of social motion has not been properly pursued. Hence phenomena like ideological divisions in the Pentagon-managed military, the susceptibility of the masses to Christian fundamentalism, and mutations in the realm of the “superstructural” (e.g., “the revenge of civil society”) have been discounted or repressed—only to return in the shape of tortured victims of the government, or victims of “paranoid” verdicts. Other progressive movements have of course been guilty of “Marxisms” that Marx himself was the ﬁrst to disavow. Part of the reason for the misapprehension if not distortion of Marxism in the Philippines derives from the intervention of citizens of the metropolitan power and the vulnerability of subalterns, the fabled “little brown brothers,” to imported advice. One can mention here the role played by U.S. Communists in such groups as the Trade Union Unity League and the Communist Party USA. In 1929, for example, the League advised Crisanto Evangelista’s group KAP (Proletarian Labor Congress of the Philippines) that the alliance of workers and peasants at the head of the struggle for economic improvement and independence must be subordinated to “the city proletariat [that] must play the guiding role” (Pomeroy 1992, 69). The model here is of course U.S. society. What this urban vanguard consists of may be gleaned from William Pomeroy’s account of how, when the old Communist Party of the Philippines (PKP) was founded on August 25, 1930, it was distinguished in all of Asia for having a Central Committee with a “wholly working class composition,” namely: “four printers, seven tobacco workers, four woodworkers, four peasants, two cooks, two slipper-makers, two seamen, two electricians, a plumber, two journalists, a clerk, a railroad worker, and three worker representatives of the Chinese Labor Federation of the Philippines” (1992, 71). Do we need more enlightening Anglo-Saxon tutelage?
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 The other example of “left” patronage is the intervention of James Allen, representative of the CPUSA (Communist Party USA), who counseled the adoption of a Comintern (Communist International) “popular front” policy without ﬁrst thoroughly appraising the internal alignment of local forces in the Philippines (Historical Commission PKP 1996). I am not imputing any malign motive to these wellintentioned “missionaries.” Just as the party (led by the Lava brothers: Vicente, Jesus, and Jose) in the 1950s made fatal mistakes in confusing its subjective wishes for the revolutionary maturity of the masses, here Pomeroy could not distinguish between classin-itself and class-for-itself. This is an elementary distinction emphasized by Lukács (extrapolating from Marx and Lenin) as crucial for ascertaining the degree of class consciousness, for implementing effective policies for united-front activities, and for consolidating the mass base—three key problematic areas unresolved by current party doxa. An ironic replication of colonial aggression occurred that was analogous to the descent of LeRoy, Worcester, Forbes, Hayden, Taylor, and other “Filipinologists” on the islands. What is more unforgivably destructive for the embryonic indigenous left is the ignorance of Pomeroy and his party to heed Lenin’s theory of imperialism and its dialectical lesson. This lesson inheres in the two-sided analysis of imperialism as an economic reality engendering uneven development, and as a political conjuncture producing a new revolutionary subject: the peasant-worker combination, the national liberation movement of oppressed peoples. Lenin writes, The social revolution can come only in the form of an epoch in which are combined civil war by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie in the advanced countries and a whole series of democratic and revolutionary movements, including the national liberation movement in the undeveloped, backward and oppressed nations. Why? Because capitalism develops unevenly, and objective reality gives us highly developed capitalist nations side by side with a number of economically slightly developed or totally undeveloped nations. . . . The dialectics of history are such that small nations, powerless as an independent factor in the struggle against imperialism, play a part as one of the ferments, one of the bacilli, which help the real anti-imperialist force, the socialist proletariat, to make its appearance on the scene. (1968, 162)
 
 Because of this ignorance or failure to grasp the revolutionary essence of the struggle for national self-determination, Pomeroy, Allen, and their well-meaning comrades imposed a mechanical and crude class analysis that dismissed the burden of the colonial reality that Filipinos (the majority of whom were peasants) were grappling with. The turn to the peasantry as a revolutionary force, and the reaffirmation of the national-democratic stage of the socialist revolution, had to wait for the nationalist resurgence in the 1960s (catalyzed by the Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China and the worldwide antiwar movement), culminating in the re-establishment of the Communist Party of the Philippines and the founding of the New People’s Army, with all the vicissitudes inseparable from any experiment with the rebirth of the popular imagination. Apart from Pomeroy’s own rationalization of the PKP’s inability to use the theoretical weapons of historical materialism, it might have been another American initiative
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 in 1936 that induced the PKP leaders to concede to the United States and the native compradors inordinate leadership in the anti-fascist movement during the 1930s. What this illustrates is something not broached by the renewers, namely, the Filipino left’s insensitivity to the problem of racism and symbolic rituals of co-optation. To what extent is a legitimate critique of what passes for “Marxism” complicitous with the oppressor? It might be instructive to examine the process by which military fetishism, vanguardism, and verticalism have been selected and then rejected by Latin American activists (Robinson 1992) relative to other agendas. But, one might ask, why at this stage in the anti-imperialist struggle is there a drive to shift the main arena of confrontation to bourgeois “civil society” where pluralism supposedly reigns while the machinery of state power continues to be wielded by the propertied elite? It would be naïve to think that all these discourses and exchanges are occurring in a vacuum or in a milieu in which all participants are equal, decorous, and free.
 
 Fidelity to Vision It is to Nemenzo’s credit that he still accords primacy in the renewal of a socialist vision to nationalism and equality, while the neoliberals concentrate on a “paradigm crisis”— that is, doing away chieﬂy with the socialist paradigm that is equated with the notions of a “vanguard party,” “democratic centralism,” etc. Issues like ethnicity or “national identity” are considered “peripheral,” while Japan’s ascending power has replaced the declining United States as the principal concern. But not much is said about the nature of Philippine civil society and its stratiﬁed interaction with state ideological apparatuses, nor to what extent the authoritarian habitus and hierarchical phallocratic attitudes and behavior originate from tributary social codes or norms and are reproduced in the neocolonized public sphere. In short, disingenuous polemics on behalf of pragmatic relativism seem to have preempted the space that should have been devoted to a vibrant historical-materialist analysis of the Philippine formation. As a gesture of response to this “crisis of socialism” ascribed by Bello and his circle to a “lack of moral courage” and “the failure of radical imagination,” Sison himself issued a “Statement on the Future of Socialism” (November 7, 1992), a prelude to the second rectiﬁcation movement launched nationwide. In a sociological mode, Sison points to “the petty bourgeoisie” who inﬁltrated the Communist Parties of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe as “the class basis for the betrayal of socialism.” This proposition essentially distills the Chinese criticism of Soviet revisionism made during the vicissitudes of the Cultural Revolution in the 1960s. Its precarious validity rests on the more elaborate criticisms made by Charles Bettelheim, C. L. R. James, Ernest Mandel, and others (Corrigan, Ramsay, and Sayer 1978) of the centralized, statist design of various socialist experiments carried out under determinate global constraints. A more dialectical critique is offered by Hans Heinz Holz in The Downfall and Future of Socialism that I would endorse with the following qualiﬁcations: “Consequently, a bureaucratic Party apparatus arose not as a ‘deformation,’ but rather as a social form required by the organization of socialist production relations under conditions
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 of economic and social immaturity” (1992, 104). In view of the conﬁguration of the modes of production and social relations in the Philippines today, one can speculate that the moment of Yenan may be over (we have learned what we can from selected texts by Mao), but those of Marx and Lenin are still on the horizon. Conceived within a relational whole in motion, any phenomenon (e.g., the degeneration of parties or the obsolescence of strategy) thus becomes an intelligible moment in the unfolding of what Hegel calls “Reason” in history. It remains for revolutionary thinkers to materialize this “Reason” and identify the agents of humanity’s liberation from capital and historical necessity. The future of the socialist project, of the collective praxis of Marxism, is bound up with the destiny of the Enlightenment ideals distilled in the Communist Manifesto’s key principle: “the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all.” Such ideals, however, have been imprisoned within the limits of the instrumental and alienating form of the rationality integral to capitalism. And all of us cannot completely escape its inﬂuence. That same rationality underwrites the anti-Marxist discourse of disillusioned activists, or unreconstructed rationalists. The fate of the socialist project is, however, not mortgaged to the plight of individual careers or party formations. It inheres in the center/periphery contradiction shaping the world-system of capital today. It is possible that the Philippines may prove to be the “weak link” in this chain. Sison rightly points to the sharpening “crisis of the world capitalist system,” a reality erased or occluded by the intrusion of Australian Trotskyites, French anarchists (Derrideans, Foucauldians, and Lyotardeans), and assorted World Social Forum gurus. However, one should insist that such a crisis does not spell the system’s automatic dissolution and that, from a dialectical-materialist perspective, “crisis is a form of motion of capitalism, in which internal contradictions form a unity of opposites and that the contradictions had by no means reached the limits of tearing that unity apart” (Holz 1992, 83). That insight demands careful appraisal. Because of the mechanical way in which such a notion was interpreted before, serious errors were made by the Soviet leadership in intermediate and long-term planning as well as in the exercise of state authority. In the same way, the syllogistic and deductive use of notions like “strategic defensive” and “primary versus secondary” in the CPP discourse, plus the empiricist quantiﬁcation of logistics and territory, muddle the dialectic of mediation between general and particular, between class-in-itself and class-for-itself, and between subjective agencies and objective determinants. Proceeding along this line, such discursive practice subordinates Marxism to the imperatives of wish fulﬁllment, unrealistic goals, and triumphalist rhetoric. This becomes painfully evident in the way the Lava brothers (Vicente, Jose, and Jesus Lava, who occupied leadership positions in the old Partido Komunista ng Pilipinas [PKP]) deﬁned “analysis” as a matter of survival skill, of “imbibing and respecting centuries of barangay tradition, understanding how relationships were forged and kept at the village and family level” (Dalisay 1999, 12). This sounds like the current vogue for values education in the schools, a tinkering of heads without altering the social environment. In the Lavas’s case, it is an opportunistic move to win supporters by reinforcing conservative, traditional practices (e.g., patriarchal authority, superstition, etc.). In effect, the
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 Huk movement they led was patterned on the extended family and the semifeudal tenancy system (Kerkvliet 1977), regardless of what social scientists have said about the nature of peasant guerilla wars with a long-range anti-imperialist program (Hobsbawm 1973; Wolf 1976). What results is a general stagnation in the vocation of reﬁning the theory and practice of the national-popular project—that is, Filipinizing Marx and Lenin against the grain of atrophied Eurocentric orthodoxy.
 
 Re-Learning the Basics Granted that deviations from revolutionary principles occurred, is the solution then a return to the basic texts and a talmudic hermeneutics of what Marx, Engels, and Lenin really said? The starting point of revolutionary materialism is the given reality of social life, not texts or ideas. Moreover, Marxism is deﬁnitely not a Foucauldian diagnosis of textual knowledge/power, nor a Nietzschean postmodernist genealogy of one sort or another. In the ﬁrst place, were the basics ever studied? Yes, by rote, as doctrinal catechism. Proof of this is my personal encounter with cadres who, without second thought, dismiss Lukács, Rosa Luxemburg, and Louis Althusser as irrelevant Western thinkers (because they did not lead successful revolutions, the party belittles or ignores their contributions to the Marxist tradition). But where are those successful revolutions now in either Russia or China? Like most functionaries, our professional revolutionists take offense when you suggest that Gramsci’s concept of hegemony is not identical with party leadership of the united front. Such dogmatism has roots not only in the petty bourgeois elitist syndrome, but also in the metaphysics of patriarchal absolutism pervading family life, sanctioned by religion and by quotidian business routine. At any rate, I think this failure to appreciate the concept of hegemony as not merely cultural ascendancy but also in fact as the whole process of the revolutionary transformation of society—the winning of consensus by a bloc of national-popular forces so that a way of life, norms of behavior, life-goals and horizons of expectations, in short a socialist worldview, become organically integrated into the everyday life of every person—and as the grasp of what striving to attain hegemonic position implies, has undermined the progressive movement as a whole. (On the other hand, the practice of hegemony has never been securely mastered or sustained by the native elite, either.) To what can this be attributed? Unequal and combined development of the Philippine social formation implies that the concrete needs of the masses are historically conditioned by diverse and even antagonistic modes of production that are sometimes synchronized, but often disarticulated, with each other. The dominant ideology is not necessarily that of a homogeneous oligarchy; the historicity of the social forms of consciousness reﬂects overlayered strata of feelings and ideas symptomatic of uneven development, characterized by displacements and condensations of every kind. Notwithstanding my reservations, on the whole, the national democratic movement has made a difference. While the comprador-landlord oligarchy may control the ideological state apparatuses and key institutions of civil society, it can be said that given the nationalist gains in the last three
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 decades since the resistance against U.S. imperialism was revitalized in the late 1960s, the elite does not exercise complete dominance. One can even say that with the splits and rivalries that have plagued the ruling bloc, from the Aquino regime to the Ramos and Estrada administrations up to the fragile Arroyo clique, the existing setup represents a very unstable equilibrium of the client state in a volatile conjuncture. Other signiﬁcant developments should be taken into account. Democratic advances in the ﬁeld of gender relations, liberation theology, anti-imperialist conscientization of peasants/workers and the middle strata, and noncorporative trade unionism cannot be so easily reversed. This is true despite U.S-motivated fundamentalism and, let us not forget, the enormously proﬁtable escape valve of immigration to the United States and contract labor in the Middle East, Europe, and Asia (the country’s biggest dollar earning comes from the remittances of millions of Filipino workers abroad). We have surely not returned to the pre-martial law days when the CIA stooge Magsaysay recuperated the glory of “Benevolent Assimilation” from the mutilated bodies of Huk insurgents. But given the regrouping of landlord private armies, persisting vigilante violence, rampant criminality, and the raw neo-Darwinian struggle for survival, emancipated zones have been eroded and much remains to be done. The staggering number of abuses and murders under Arroyo simply highlights the precarious, vulnerable nature of the neocolonial Philippine state—one always needing U.S. triage and succor. At the least, we need to strive for a modestly balanced accounting of what thousands have sacriﬁced their lives for—hopefully not in vain! Theory to be intelligibly valid cannot exceed the limits of reality. Given the intense immiseration of the people and their miraculous level of stamina in surviving and resisting, despite setbacks underscored by the enemies of “Maoism,” the “material conditions [the rudiments perhaps for the birth of more just and equitable social relations] have matured within the framework of the old society” (Marx and Engels 1978, 5). In this context, hegemony is not merely wrestling over ideological meanings and symbols in civil society, although that is certainly part of it. Collective education and persuasion are important, geared to the demands of circumstances and local acts of transgressions but always one step ahead of traditional habits and thinking; otherwise, we lapse into nostalgic nativism and other archaic defenses. Hence one cannot dispense with political parties and organizations serving the multiethnic populace. That is why a mass revolutionary party operating on genuinely democratic rules is needed. This party’s vanguard role is earned and deserved by concrete deeds of solidarity and the material improvement of lives as the basis for personal self-realization, an exemplary leading role not simply proclaimed in self-congratulatory slogans. As the Comintern proposed to the Filipino communists in 1928, the Filipino revolutionaries were duty-bound to “transform gradually the Labor Party into a party of the masses” (Pomeroy 1992, 70). This does not rule out the construction of multiple complementary strategies and tactics, programs with diverse ﬂanks geared to satisfy the widest range of communities and sectors, provided there is political unity on the fundamental problems the majority of Filipinos face in long- and short-range periods. What is key to the rectiﬁcation of the national-democratic strategy, I submit, is the application of a Leninist principle in unifying theory and practice (Fischer 1996).
 
 152
 
 •
 
 U.S. I MPERIALISM AND R EVOLUTION IN THE P HILIPPINES
 
 Within the framework of world revolution demanded by imperialism as a global system (on the United States as a superimperialist, see Jalee 1972; Poulantzas 1974), it is necessary to locate and grasp the “weak link” where the popular forces can be concentrated at the precise point at which bourgeois ideology has been disrupted or displaced. Lenin reminds us that “It is not enough to be a revolutionary and an advocate of socialism in general; it is also necessary to know at every moment how to ﬁnd the particular link in the chain which must be grasped with all one’s strength in order to keep the whole chain in place and prepare to move on resolutely to the next link” (Corrigan, Ramsay, and Sayer 1978, 59). In the global geography of transnational economic processes, the “weak link” may be discerned in the grid of strategic concentrations of material infrastructure and the multiple linkages of ﬁnance capital—the “global cities” whose fragile anatomy Saskia Sassen (1998) has acutely described. In the Philippines, not only Metro Manila but also the grids that connect the major population centers may prove to be the “weak link” of the archipelagic chain of neocolonial command, depending on the alignment of political forces. Protracted encircling people’s war can then be advanced more efficaciously (to extrapolate from the 1975 Shanghai textbook on the Fundamentals of Political Economy) by giving “full scope to the active and initiatory role of the superstructure” (Lotta 1994, 33).
 
 Toward the Breakthrough Overthrowing neocolonial hegemony entails a radical politicization of civil society. We envisage in this process the fusion of a tactics of insurrection with the socialist governance of a democratic polity (Lukács 1991). In both, political education embraces collective praxis, learning-by-transformation. So long as the oppressed and exploited masses do not recognize their common interests as dictated by their subaltern position in a commodiﬁed society, and so long as they are not educated, disciplined, and impelled to action by a revolutionary theory “as critique of the present and a design for the future,” hegemony of the national democratic forces cannot be attained. Such a theory practiced by committed nationalists is provided by Marxism, which is still (to paraphrase Sartre) the unsurpassable philosophy of everyone suffering under capital. It is also the guide for subjugated peoples of color ﬁghting for liberation from the terror of racism and reiﬁcation, from the hell of commodity fetishism and barbarisms galore, sustained by a truly existing world-system of ﬁnance capital whose armed fortress is Washington, DC. As a comment on the much ballyhooed “democratic space” granted by President Aquino in the short time before she declared “total war” on the left, it might be useful to quote what the late William Hinton (the renowned author of Fanshen) wrote in a letter to his sister. In part, he reported about how some East Germans who recently visited Manila said “they thought socialism was bad, a deadend, until they saw the end result of capitalism” in the Philippines. But this is not the moral fable that will redeem the
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 “Third World,” the global South, from peripheral stagnation. Here is Hinton’s impression of the situation in Manila in 1992: Behind all these phenomena [of NGOs sprouting all over the place, funded by foreign governments interested in business stability] lies an unusual balance of forces because state power currently is not exercised in a form preferred by the ruling class but in a form shaped by a revolutionary storm that overthrew the Marcos regime and created a kind of compromise interregnum wherein the old establishment clings uncertainly to power by making, or at least promising, concessions on many fronts, freeing many political prisoners, and allowing considerable rope to various people’s movements and people’s leaders while at the same time organizing a large scale military campaign to crush the guerilla forces in the hills. On the one hand the army is trying to kill guerilla ﬁghters, and on the other it allows people sympathetic to and even allied with these same guerillas to function openly in civil society. This creates a bizarre Catch 22 situation, a sort of political paralysis and social stalemate, perpetuated, in the last analysis, on the one side by the weakness of an army whose high command might wish to rule with a mailed ﬁst but can’t count on the loyalty of an officer corps below and can’t rely on the rank and ﬁle to obey orders as was demonstrated on the EDSA (Manila’s main street) during the [September 1986] upheaval. On the other side the popular forces are also too weak to tip the balance. Now and then they win a few concessions but they are by no means strong enough to overthrow the system and so this curious see-saw battle continues with militants moving in and out of the guerilla movement, in and out of jail, and in and out of the government, sort of a revolutionary musical chairs game that is really hard to fathom. (1993, 4)
 
 This rich and overdetermined cross section of an ongoing social drama that Hinton delineates with tactful restraint speaks volumes about the crisis of elite democracy—what Robert Stauffer (1990) calls “a form of intraelite competition for office via elections” established by U.S. imperialism—the crisis of the old dispensation unable to rule in the old way. Meanwhile, the Filipino masses are still unable to massively unite to overthrow their moribund oppressors and build a society that will prevent their restoration. We are in some kind of inchoate strategic stalemate in which the “protracted” horizon of people’s war undergoes drastic recalibration. In this sense, one can say that the national democratic movement is caught in a temporary impasse. But this predicament entangles its enemy too, both protagonists locked in a scene of contradictory coherence. When will the rupture occur? Change of the balance of forces cannot be accomplished in any way that one desires; the objective limits of the possible modes of action by the oppressed (self-defense or active resistance), the weight of the past, and the power of media-purveyed fantasies to recuperate ground wasted by economic privations, require a more sophisticated summing-up of the complex totality of the situation. And it is not a situation difficult for Marxists to fathom precisely because it is what Marxism is all about: the unity of manifold contradictions in a speciﬁc historical conjuncture, a moment of convergence inscribed with gaps and ﬁssures and thus affording opportunities for timely intervention.
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 To rehearse an old witticism: reality is Marxist without knowing it. The challenge is for us to know it while changing it, thus to be Marxists. The task of elucidating this inhuman and mystiﬁed condition that implicates all of us, an effect produced by the logic of capital accumulation, is being confronted by Filipino progressives in a time of disarray among the international left. Of course, we have no alternative if we claim to desire a humane, just, egalitarian, and autonomous nation. But it is not just a question of correct interpretation and more astute explanations of what self-determination and popular empowerment are all about; the desideratum is to bring about the social condition of possibility for their emergence. It is at this turning point of the movement that the role of the organic intellectuals of the nation-people becomes urgently crucial and decisive. And Marxism, insofar as it has not been “Filipinized” or really given the chance to open up the space for initiating the socialist adventure in the Philippines amid U.S. state terrorism, the seductions of laissez-faire hedonism, and spectacles of consumerist jouissance, is a resource we can dare use, test, enrich, and appropriate for a future waiting to be born.
 
 Aura of Globalization Let us return to the dynamic force ﬁeld of geopolitics and the trajectory of historical contradictions. What seems imperative now is to insist on a more dialectical comprehension of the global process that subsumes both the United States and the Philippines in the unfolding text of an ecologically imperiled world-system crisscrossed by chronic breakdowns, schisms, and contradictions. While U.S. hegemony especially after 9/11 has been reconstituted by the deployment of overwhelming military force and diplomatic fraud and cover-ups, we should not forget the astutely strategic use of international civil society to push through anti-Keynesian laissez-faire consensus over “Third World” societies (Augelli and Murphy 1993). Civil-society NGO programs have been pushed by multilateral international agencies (including the UN) to displace politics as the arena of social activism. Social paciﬁcation through ideological education supplements violence to restore post–Cold War pax Americana. Mindful of this long-term target of ideology-critique, the impasse reached by the apologists for empire seems inconsequential. Cultural representations are always being constructed and deconstructed along race, class, gender, and ethnic lines relative to the heterogeneous struggles going on, a situation that seems to defy the codes and assumptions of the traditional disciplines. Such struggles are occurring in both state structures and the sphere of civil society. Against such a background, it is necessary not only to demystify neocolonial myths, but also to expose the insidious working of the entire commodity system that we have inherited and continue to inhabit often without our knowing it. Such a system includes the whole network of mass media production and distribution of signs and spectacles. The agenda of materialist critique needs to elucidate the social structures of quotidian life that perpetuate reiﬁcation and mass alienation. Central to this is the circuit of exchange involving tourism and leisure industries (such as mass media events, sports, etc.), the fabrication of tokens and images repackaging
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 “the Philippines” or parts of it for quotidian mass consumption. Voyeurism substitutes for actual ﬁnancial investments and complements the export-oriented economy of the “free trade zones,” mail-order brides, and OFWs. Here global commodity fetishism converts locality and indigenes into exchange value, saleable goods, and disposable wares. Extraterritorial pleasures are offered with panoptic versatility. While one travel writer bewailed the price the Philippines paid for its “mutual intoxication with the West” (which has caused it to lack the magic of Thailand or Indonesia because it is Asia sanitized) (The Guardian, September 20, 1982), another praised the country as “a paradise waiting for those [Western businessmen] who wish to avoid cityscape and . . . sit amidst Mother Nature’s ethereal beauty” (The Daily Yomiuri, 20 September 1989). This is the reason why revisionist cultural studies, seeking to differentiate themselves from the conventional top-down approach of Establishment experts, often fall into a naïve charitable populism that only reinforces what they were trying to ﬂee from. In their survey Philippine Politics and Society in the Twentieth Century, Eva Lotta Hedman and John Sidel attempt an ethnographic (to them, a comparative historical sociological) rendering of political, economic, cultural, and urban scenarios of Philippine life that aim to capture the textures and nuances of everyday Filipino lives. In doing so, they produce a dense pastiche of surface details and atomized impressions from which generalizations about class identity, democracy, political power, and the beneﬁts of consumerist culture are derived. Consider the chapter “Malling Manila: images of a city, fragments of a century,” in which they compare urban structures of different times and conclude with the following positive judgment: If the exclusiveness of Escolta suggested something of a self-deﬁnition project on the part of an emerging national elite in the interwar years, then the excess of Mega Mall—or, in the apt Pinoy pun, Gamol—perhaps signals a living monument of sorts to the dream of a broader mass market today. Thus representing a commodiﬁed public space that serves— however imperfectly—to blur traditional social distinctions and—however ﬂeetingly—to focus modern individual aspirations, the shopping mall reﬂects and reproduces an image of limited equality that resonates with the promise of democratic citizenship in the contemporary Philippines. (2000, 135)
 
 Walter Benjamin’s reading of the Paris Arcades in the early twentieth century comes to mind as a model of this kind of multileveled critique. But his political aim of demystifying the surfaces of architecture, places, commodities, and money to reveal the bloody workings of predatory capital behind the glittering facades is worlds apart from the eulogistic approach of Hedman and Sidel toward an urban social space that nearly approximates the anonymous shopping cosmos of Los Angeles or San Francisco. Is democratic citizenship really around the corner of Robinson Mall and S-M City? And yet somehow, with the “enduring distinctiveness of the decentralized Philippine state,” Manila’s malls and their meretricious aura offer a seductive, enigmatic allure. However commendable Hedman and Sidel’s appreciation of Filipino popular and middlebrow culture—for the ﬁrst time, serious attention is paid by Western political scientists to vernacular writer Lualhati Bautista, folk singer Joey Ayala, and columnist Ambeth
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 Ocampo—one cannot help feeling that this anti-essentialist project that intends “to sketch the broad contours of those underlying structures . . . which have shaped the course of twentieth-century Philippine history,” harbors a wish that Europeans and North Americans, from their more sophisticated standpoint, can really acquire useful, trustworthy knowledge about Filipinos, their varied cultures, customs, and cities in ﬂux. After all, U.S. colonial rule is responsible for the distinctively American nature of the Philippine state and state structures. This is indeed a healthy departure from the tautological culturalist school of Lynch, Karnow, and others; but what transformist political agenda does this really advance? A clue to the answer can be found in their explicit attempt to put a positive essence to what has been hitherto considered negative and deplorable about the Philippines: “Indeed, those features of Philippine politics most frequently derided and diagnosed as pathologically ‘Filipino’—‘bossism,’ ‘corruption,’ ‘personalism,’ and ‘rampant’ criminality and political violence—are best understood as reﬂections of enduring American colonial legacies” (2000, 8). Finally, thanks to Hedman and Sidel, we have arrived at comforting and consoling truths: that Filipinos are different but also somewhat similar to us, and that, thank goodness, we can visit Manila and not get lost or feel alien in a strange bizarre archipelago. Now we also know that shopping malls promote democracy and pluralism in a way that antiglobalization anarchists do not know, and that commodiﬁcation is not such a bad thing after all.
 
 Resurrection Bazaar Commodiﬁcation reaches its apogee in a media event of some consequence. In the last days of the Marcos dictatorship, the Philippine countryside was suddenly transformed into a stage prop for Francis Ford Coppola’s thirty-five-million-dollar extravaganza, Apocalypse Now (ostensibly based on Joseph Conrad’s novella, Heart of Darkness), which reprised the Vietnam War as both spectacle and therapy, utopian dream and technological nightmare. In this context, the carnage at Balangiga, Samar, or the massacre at Bud Dajo, Mindanao, at the turn of the century were eclipsed by My Lai and displaced in the vertigo of cinematic illusion. One might suspect that historical reality ﬁnally succumbed to seductive “simulation” and the hyper-real pastiche in this ﬁlm. On the surface, this is true, but the reality-effects are unforgettable. Shot in Baler, Quezon province, and adjacent sites, Coppola’s blockbuster production featured a cast of hundreds of Vietnamese “boat people,” Filipino extras, and specimens of the immortal “water buffalo” (carabao) that colonial governor William Howard Taft once honored with his buttocks. Initially hyped as a criticism of U.S. aggression in Vietnam, the ﬁlm actually collaborated with Washington in endorsing the Pentagon’s version of the “foreign invasion” of South Vietnam. It also aided the U.S.-backed Marcos dictatorship in ﬁghting the New People’s Army combatants led by Marxist-Leninist cadres. Beyond that, Coppola’s “conspicuous consumption” poisoned the local environment with prostitution, discriminatory treatment of Vietnamese and Filipino participants, and other con games
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 that usually gravitate around Hollywood big-time spending (Sussman 1992). Coppola’s vision of the “heart of darkness” ﬂickered and dissolved in the terrorized milieu of the national-security state, stirring up memories of past violence and the narcotic fantasies of Western conquistadors, missionaries, and hustlers who have produced the received “truths” about the “Philippines” and “Filipinos” for everyone’s proﬁt and delight except for the Filipinos themselves. In the global process of commodiﬁcation, the gurus of postcoloniality have contributed not a little to the cause of reiﬁcation and fetish worship. It is difficult to avoid laughing or being outraged when Jean Baudrillard, in his notorious essay “The Precession of Simulacra,” expropriates a group of aboriginal Filipinos known as “Tasaday” (which the Marcos dictatorship fabricated for its commercial and publicity needs) for his virtuoso ruminations. When the Marcos regime supposedly returned the Tasadays to “their primitive state,” this withdrawal (according to Baudrillard) afforded ethnology “a simulated sacriﬁce of its object in order to save its reality principle.” Baudrillard, the French shaman, performs his own magical number here in updating the myth of the “noble savage”: “The Indian thereby driven back into the ghetto, into the glass coffin of virgin forest, becomes the simulation model for all conceivable Indians before ethnology. . . . Thus ethnology, now freed from its object, will no longer be circumscribed as an objective science but is applied to all living things and becomes invisible, like an omnipresent fourth dimension, that of the simulacrum. We are all Tasaday” (1984, 257–58). This is a trope indeed to end all rhetoric, all discourse dealing with truth, reality, and life-and-death issues. What escapes this postmodern sage, but not the victims of his ludic legerdemain, is the quite ordinary staple of bourgeois politics: publicity utilized for speculation and proﬁt-making. We are confronted by the hoax perpetrated by the Marcos regime, elite bureaucrats, merchant hustlers, and the military (not by ethnologists), who stand to gain by driving the Manobos (a select few of this indigenous group were forced to pose as a Stone Age tribe) from their mineral-rich homeland. This fabrication was then processed into commodity-form by the National Geographic Society and other Western media apparatuses, reinforced by a gallery of spectators including Gina Lollabrigida, relatives of General Francisco Franco invited by Minister Manda Elizalde and Imelda Marcos, and other celebrities to which Baudrillard ascribes a tremendous mana-power of transforming all reality into simulation. But this item is not a simulation: one of those who testiﬁed in an international conference in 1986 to expose this hoax, Elizir Bon, was killed in September 1987 by paramilitary agents near the Marcos-declared Tasaday reservation while the rest of this publicity stunt called “Tasaday” has been silenced by a behemoth of terror that Baudrillard would rather ignore (Berreman 1990). The duplicities of neocolonial life thus interrogate the ethics of postmodern theory and expose the inconsistencies of postcolonial thought. In complicity with Western rationality, Baudrillard punishes the “Indians” (the Manobos are indiscriminately dissolved into this erroneous generic classiﬁcation) by depriving them of their history and of their embeddedness in a speciﬁc sociocultural setting or concrete lifeworld—in short, their integrity as humans. This is the textualizing revenge of imperial power on the world that dares claim precedence over it. How can one recognize the other as more
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 than a distorted projection of all the negativity and lack in one’s Self? Is this case of unconscionable fraud entangled in the wake of dead bodies reducible to a disposable pastiche of information, simulacra, and language games, to the jouissance of hyper-real bricolage? What is really at stake here? A crisis of the logic of representationalism—the “Orientalist” mode of representing “others” already encountered in the archive of “Philippine Studies”—has furnished the pretext for prematurely drawing up a “postal” balance sheet. But we have not yet transcended or overcome the material limits of global capitalism, much less its residual stages. What may be scandalous to the pundits of the “free market” are part of what millions witness and engage with everyday: the anticolonial struggles in Puerto Rico, East Timor, Hawaii, Kurdistan, and Nepal; popular rebellions in states ruled by the comprador bourgeoisie; as well as the resistance of subjugated aboriginal peoples on all continents. Amid the turbulence of global realignment, Haiti, the country of “marvelous realism,” is still struggling to escape the stranglehold of U.S. neocolonial intervention under the guise of democratic reform and humanitarian assistance. Not yet postcolonial, we, “hewers of wood and drawers of water,” still languish in the hinterlands of the empire’s outposts that overlook armadas of nuclear gunboats—spectral reincarnations of Dewey’s ﬂeet encroaching onto Philippine shores in 1898. In the world system of historical capitalism, the relations between peoples and nation-states have been characterized by inequalities at all levels. Contradictions between oppressor and oppressed overdetermine cultural and ideological, political, and economic exchanges. What needs more conscientious application is the axiom of “uneven and combined development” that should orient all knowledge of metropolisperiphery transactions so as to avoid a one-sided fetishism of cultural trends. Any given social formation is constituted by the nonsynchronous conjunction of various modes of production; this differential articulation of residual, emergent, and dominant modes of production enables us to exercise a dialectical relationship to the past “which is able to grasp its own present as history only on condition that it manages to keep the idea of the future, and of radical and utopian transformation, alive” (Williams 1977, 204). By applying materialist dialectics, we can also avoid the narrow focus on either market exchange or its obverse, local power relations. If one rejects (as postcolonialists would) this metanarrative of “uneven development,” then how is comparatist study feasible? If the serial instances of the local become incommensurable and we are prohibited from distinguishing one from the other, forbidden to grasp determinate qualities and discriminate among differends in the ﬁeld of antagonisms and antinomy-laden processes, how can we make judgments about the direction of historical change? How is the production of transformative knowledge even possible?
 
 What Is to Be Undone? From the beginning, as I have suggested earlier, the entire disciplinary apparatus of U.S. knowledge-production (both the old style and the revisionist postmodernizing variant) has been organized to provide an explanation for such eventuality. Challenged by
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 mounting popular resistance from the late 1960s on, the rationale for U.S. support of the Marcos dictatorship for almost three decades—including the Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Clinton, and Bush administrations—has drawn its logic and rhetoric from the scholarship of American historians, political scientists, sociologists, and functionaries in various disciplines. Complicit with state policies since the advent of Empire in the late nineteenth century, this archive of U.S. ideological self-validation is now being reconceived as a postcolonial phenomenon, with Filipino agency being discovered in the gaps and silences of intertextual discourse and practices. After a hundred years of producing knowledge of the “Filipino” (in the generic sense), is the postcolonial ﬁction of the hybrid, ambivalent, syncretic subject all there is to celebrate? Is the Filipino intellectual’s position one of hybridity, “part of the colonized by ancestry while aligning with the colonizer by franchise,” and therefore complicitous? Is the Filipino from this angle simultaneously an artiﬁce of subjugation and resistance? Is the Filipina a transcultural freak amalgamating Asia and the West, the civilized self and the others, and other polarities? Proposed by postmodernist critics, this hypothetical positionality or nexus of subject-positions is tied to the larger problematic of utilitarian pluralism. It is entailed by the logic of pragmatic individualism whereby a stratiﬁed and hierarchically ordered polity is legitimized whenever the terms “freedom” and “democracy” are brandished. Multiculturalism is the name of the official language game acceptable to the state. “Difference” in the asymmetrical marketplace is after all what constitutes the dominant mode of U.S. self-identiﬁcation, a disciplinary mode of agency-formation whose reifying power seems inﬁnite until it encounters the refusal of the outcast, the pariah, the “lazy native,” the “terrorist,” and the communist—enemies of the “American Way of Life.” Toleration of those who differ, the strangers or aliens, is allowed so long as they stay within bounds. “Hybridity” is a term that one can choose or reject. But the central issue is the following: what is the actual balance of power relations and access to resources in which we find ourselves imbricated? This is the crucial question that remains bracketed and “unspoken” even while postmodern deconstructionists claim to challenge and unsettle everything. Given the predominance of elite careerism and other varieties of petit-bourgeois opportunism among postcolonialists, I am afraid the inventory of ourselves that Antonio Gramsci once prescribed as a preliminary heuristic imperative might take some time to accomplish. Meanwhile, what can be reaffirmed is the attitude of being conscious and critical of one’s framework as a point of departure, predisposed to analyzing events in terms of their multiple determinants and extrapolating the network of internal relations that comprise their differentiated and overdetermined unity. I would urge here a critical orientation geared toward historicizing and cognitively demarcating the limits of theory (vis-á-vis social practices and forms of life) and assigning responsibility. In this way, the praxis of producing knowledge—one inevitably asks for what purpose? and for whom?—recognizes its multiple determinants, its condition of possibility, in the terrain of popular struggles across class, gender, “race,” nationality, and so on. Thus we come to understand the process whereby the knower becomes an integral part of the known; the educator is educated, to rehearse the old adage, when the act of reading and writing
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 ceases to be an end in itself and coincides with the act of transforming and transvaluing the world. The acquisition of such a critical sensibility, transgressive and radically utopian at the same time, is an arduous task for the excolonized sensibility. What any subject of neocolonial bondage faces in this attempt to liberate her psyche from the temptations of servility was intimated by the great Caribbean revolutionary thinker C. L. R. James when he discerned how the myth of white or Western supremacy, now an organic part of postcolonial doctrine, is so difficult to disgorge: “It is not that the myth is not challenged. It is, but almost always on premises that it has itself created, premises that (as with all myths) rest on very deep foundations within the society that has created them” (1992, 377). Demystiﬁcation of idols and their dethronement then becomes the ﬁrst order of the day. Historical experience teaches us that some idols may last as long as ﬁnance capitalism (now mediated through the World Bank and International Monetary Fund) survives its periodic and ineluctable crisis. In the spectrum of reactions to the terror of white supremacy, the most common reaction in the Philippines seems to be the nativist gloriﬁcation of traditional pieties, archaic customs, and tributary rituals, which are often labeled by well-intentioned educators as “Filipino values.” These values are then privileged to be what distinguishes the organic community of the rural countryside, a locus of affection reﬁgured as the authentic homeland counterposed to the alienating, diabolic, and strife-torn postindustrial cities. This type of “nationalism” is understandable but scarcely defensible. Of late, that essentialism has given way to the cult of the hybrid and aleatory, the indeterminate and in-between—in short, the decentered subject. In this disaggregated milieu, should Filipinos then make a virtue of the neocolonial predicament, celebrating their fractured identities and disintegrated histories as their avant-garde sublime? Disavowing the perils of essentialism and the proverbial “grand narratives,” we sometimes succumb to the sirens of anomie and jouissance in our endeavor to affirm our dignity, our autochthonous tradition, our right to self-determination. There is something intriguing in the characteristic gesture of “postcolonized” intellectuals embracing their schizoid fate as a virtue, at best as a springboard for future nomadic quests. On the other hand, the transnational corporate system invariably proves clever enough to utilize this posture of sophistication to promote self-commodifying ventures and the reifying aura of spectacles.
 
 Revisiting the Old Frontline The prospect of radical social change beckons for further exploration, replete with detours, beguiling traps, and blind alleys. Let us examine one of these traps: a Western view of these seductive islands now ready for commodification twice over, a view more blatantly patronizing than Hamilton-Paterson’s, but no less instructive on the need for our thorough education in the dynamics of racial politics around the world that takes a deliberate cognitive mapping of class, gender, race, and nationalitarian themes. The following is a passage by Simon Winchester, a British writer, published in
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 the tourist magazine Conde Nast Traveler. Winchester visited the world-class Amanpulo resort on Pamalican Island in Palawan, and muses on the fascinating intertextuality of signs (omens of Baudrillard’s simulacra and hyper-real simulations?): The ending of island isolation has in general meant that the world’s wealthiest travellers are now being set down willy-nilly among the world’s poorest and most innocent people— a reality that seems likely to have a far more profound and lasting effect on the poor and innocent than on the wealthy and worldly. . . . I now receive regular letters from one of the girls who cleaned my room at Amanpulo. She says she wants, more than anything in the world, to ﬁnd an American man, to marry him, and to come live in New York City. I write back to her: Mary-Jane, I say, you live in paradise but you just don’t know it. Don’t even dream of coming here. Stay in a place where there has never been a crime committed, where everyone shares everything, where everyone looks after everyone else, where the weather is perfect, the air is clean, the sea is crystal clear. (1984, 15)
 
 If this is true, I would have liked to have spent our two-month summer vacation in Amanpulo, Palawan, every year. However, the point here is that this is a white Western optic, a mercantile gaze claiming the superior prophylactic knowledge about our surroundings, telling us (via Mary-Jane) what we have been missing all these years. Is this all we deserve, a deceptive mock-utopian image straight from the glossy tourist brochure? Revolutionaries are not enemies of utopia, as Ernst Bloch has so passionately argued. On the contrary, the drive for, and even libidinal ﬁxation on, the utopian is one of the strongest motivating forces for the radical transformation of society. As Ernest Mandel put it, the categorical imperative for socialists is “to strive to overthrow all social conditions in which human beings are exploited, oppressed, humiliated, and alienated” (1995, 447). But cultural politics in the Philippines behooves us also to comprehend the dynamics of class power relations, including those between races and nations as conditioned by the history of racialist colonialism and imperialism. With such knowledge of history and the relevant cultural praxis, we begin to be suspicious of business wisdom and yearn for a dissident and recalcitrant voice with its utopian resonance. Let me then conclude by calling your attention to this passage from Rizal’s prescient essay, “The Philippines a Century Hence,” a text that ought to replace the hackneyed and rancid scriptures of Derrida, Lyotard, Foucault, and other poststructuralist honchos in our reading program. The following is Rizal’s invocation of what we all fantasize: “With the new humans that will spring from their soil and with the recollection of their past, they will perhaps strive to enter freely upon the wide road of progress, and all will labor together to strengthen their fatherland, both internally and externally, with the same enthusiasm with which a youth falls again to tilling the land of his ancestors so long wasted and abandoned through the neglect of those who have withheld it from him. . . .Perhaps the country will revive the maritime and mercantile life for which the islanders are ﬁtted by their nature, ability, and instincts, and once more free, like the bird that leaves its cage, like the ﬂower that unfolds to the air, will recover the pristine virtues that are gradually dying out and will again become addicted to peace— cheerful, happy, joyous, hospitable and daring” (1979, 127-28).
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 Af ter word Very probably the Philippines will defend with indescribable ardor the liberty she has gained at the cost of so much blood and sacriﬁce. —Jose Rizal They are even afraid of our songs of love, my brother. —Carlos Bulosan We uphold the principle of revolutionary internationalism. We are determined to conduct the Philippine revolutionary struggle so that our people can contribute their share to the struggle for the emancipation of mankind from the scourge of imperialism and all reaction. —National Democratic Front, Philippines
 
 W
 
 e are ﬁnally reaching the denouement of the neocolonial crisis we have charted as it erupts in a spectacle of carnage and cynicism. Pressured by Amnesty International (AI), the Inter-Parliamentary Union, Asian Human Rights Commission, Reporters Without Borders, and other international organizations, President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo recently cobbled a group to look into the allegations of massive human rights violations—including 850 victims of extrajudicial killings, and 180 involuntary “disappearances,” by the latest count—during her administration. The spokesman of the National Democratic Front Philippines (NDFP), Fidel Agcaoili, quickly dismissed the move as a scheme to hide the regime’s complicity in Oplan Bantay Laya (OBL), the internal security program designed to wipe out the thirty-eight-year-old communist-led insurgency in two years (2006). Can the culprit indict and condemn herself? How can Arroyo acquit herself when this unprecedented “genocidal” campaign to suppress all dissent (as Agcaoili and others claim) has been master-minded by her own Cabinet Oversight Committee for Internal Security staffed by sycophantic bureaucrats and military factotums? In 2001, the U.S. State Department averred that “members of the security services were responsible for extrajudicial killings, disappearances, torture, and arbitrary arrest and detention” (Berrigan 2003). Citing government officials, Agcaoili claimed that the killings and abductions were meant to strengthen the government’s negotiating position in its peace talks with the NDFP. But, surely, this is not just a matter of scoring talking points. It is not just an
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 Arroyo public-relations maneuver to deﬂect attention away from impeachment charges or any other urgent court investigation. At present, Arroyo faces no challenge from the crony-ﬁlled Batasan (Philippine Congress) nor from the ineffectual Supreme Court. The supremacy of the executive branch over the judicial and legislative branches in Philippine politics has a long history dating back to the U.S. military and civil governors of colonial rule following the Filipino-American War of 1899–1902. What triggered this sudden concern is a convergence of events. The mass media joined the daily recital of political killings with the suffering of Filipinos in war-torn Lebanon. Combining the victims of repression at home with the impending deaths and expulsion of Filipinos abroad (whose remittance of twelve billion dollars annually enables the stagnant, indebted economy to stay aﬂoat) was an explosive mix for the precarious, unstable ruling coalition. What is at stake for the ruling class is not the lives of citizens but their remittance capacity, the unpaid surplus labor used for capital accumulation, proﬁt for the privileged few. Confronted by the plight of Filipino workers in Lebanon, inquiring officials discovered that billions of pesos paid by these workers to a government-administered fund to help them during emergencies abroad were not available because they were used for illegal purposes. It was revealed that Arroyo and her clique were responsible for this anomaly. Charges of graft and corruption, manipulation of public moneys, violation of enacted rules and public norms, and so on, piled up amid political chicanery, mock prophecy envisioning Filipina “supermaids” ﬂooding the world, and a bizarre mirage of impending prosperity. The electoral and media inﬂuence of about ten million Filipinos overseas could not be ignored. But, equally, the voices of Amnesty International; the United Nations; Asian Human Rights Commission (2006); KARAPATAN (Alliance for the Advancement of People’s Rights, 2003); World Council of Churches; Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor of the U.S. Congress (2005); and so on could not be allowed to dominate the public arena. It was necessary to maintain acquiescent normalcy and conduct “business as usual.”
 
 Inter vention from International Monitors AI’s observations on the Arroyo ethos of maintaining peace and order are instructive. The politically-motivated pattern of killings, according to AI, can be discerned from “the methodology of the attacks, including prior death threats and patterns of surveillance by persons reportedly linked to the security forces, the leftist proﬁle of the victims and climate of impunity which, in practice, shields the perpetrators from prosecution” (2006a). The phrase “climate of impunity” elegantly condemns Arroyo’s insouciance. Such indifference is a ruse, a subterfuge. As AI points out, the February declaration of a “state of emergency” and “the arrest and threatened arrest of leftist Congress Representatives and others on charges of rebellion, and intensifying counter-insurgency operations in the context of a declaration by officials in June of ‘all-out-war’ against the New People’s Army,. . .the parallel public labeling by officials of a broad range of legal
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 leftist groups as communist ‘front organizations’ directly linked to the insurgency. . .has created an environment in which there is heightened concern that further political killings of civilians are likely to take place” (2006b). While AI has correctly situated the incidents of extrajudicial killings and abductions in “the climate of impunity” enabled by autocratic-military rule, its moralistic remedy accords with its conciliatory mission. AI calls on the Arroyo-led state to “fulﬁll its obligation to protect the right to life of every individual under its jurisdiction,” as required by the Philippine Constitution and international human rights laws. But how can Arroyo—the mastermind, as AI implies—arrest, prosecute, and convict her minions and hirelings? Of the 114 killings recorded since 2001 by the government’s Task Force Usig, the police have arrested suspects in just three cases, and there have been no convictions reported. AI calls on Arroyo to halt the “corrosive impact [of military-instigated killings] on public conﬁdence in the administration of justice” by heeding its 14Point Program for the Prevention of Extrajudicial Executions, establishing a Witness Protection program, and inviting the UN Special Rapporteur on Extrajudicial Executions. Well, thank you and good luck! A discordance exists between AI’s realistic diagnosis of the environment and the “climate of impunity” and its wish-fulﬁlling recommendations. To be sure, AI cannot engage in a comprehensive, in-depth political analysis of the social relations, ideology, economic factors, and political circumstances that deﬁne the barbaric policies and acts of the Arroyo fraction of the comprador-landlord class. Nor can it mention the longlived complicity of the U.S. government in supporting, abetting, and rewarding those policies and actions with military aid, logistics, U.S. Special Forces, and the training of soldiers and officers in the global war on terrorism—or more speciﬁcally, on the New People’s Army, the Communist Party of the Philippines, and various Moro rebellious groups that the U.S. State Department labels “terrorist.” Current attempts to impose a national identity card system, the screening of newspaper reporting, and curbs on other media of communication, etc., are intended to follow the model of the USA Patriot Act and the machinery of the Homeland Security State. But, of course, the Philippines is only a peripheral instrument for the metropolitan behemoth, the United States (Mahajan 2002). The Arroyo regime’s complete subservience to the Bush administration and its warobsessed scheme to repair its fragile white-supremacist hegemony underlies the conduct of Arroyo’s cabinet officials and the officers of the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) in their demonization of Bayan Muna activists as “communists” and their stigmatization of all dissenters and critics as “terrorists.” This kind of neofascist rule dispenses with Marcos’s “constitutional authoritarianism” by relying primarily on gangsterized military and police elements, lacking any real mass support and constrained by opposition from fractions of the ruling class (groups around Cory Aquino, former president Estrada, and sections of the business elite). But can one analyze this group behavior as simply a symptom of neocolonial mendacity and servitude to wily American patrons? Is it an equal consortium of criminals? Why does an administration claiming to be lawfully installed (though the majority are convinced that Arroyo is guilty of cheating) resort to intimidation, coercion by brute
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 force, warrantless arrests, torture, and murder? And, despite its boasting of success in economic progress, why does it ignore a public accounting of its record in respecting civil liberties, promoting a culture of civic dignity and nationalist independence, and striving to implement a genuine process of participatory democracy? Why is its authority imposed by violence and its legitimacy enforced by prohibitions and military aggression, as exempliﬁed by General Jovito Palparan’s methods of pacifying ordinary civilians in Mindoro and Central Luzon? Certainly, “winning hearts and minds” is far from the minds of the heirs of Ramon Magsaysay and Colonel Edward Lansdale of the CIA. A review of the Arroyo tenure so far may provide answers to these questions.
 
 The Banality of the Polit icos 1 Whoever expected Arroyo to be an improvement over Estrada must be a self-deluded innocent if not a Hobbesian fetishist. Since her access to government power through the ﬂawed 2004 voting exercise, Arroyo has turned out to be a huge disappointment to those who supported her in EDSA II as an alternative to the jueteng lord (Tuazon 2006). Arroyo was deﬁnitely not a Cory Aquino with the charisma of the martyred Ninoy. Arroyo’s experience in politics conformed to the routine career of a member of local oligarchic dynasties, but her clan grew rich primarily from bureaucratic and business manipulation, and secondarily through landlord exploitation. Today, underworld linkages (with U.S. connections) surround Arroyo’s clan and “tribal” cronies. This is not unusual for a traditional politician reared in clientelism (San Juan 2000). What is missing is any civic ambition or project of constructing an ideological platform to articulate the consensus of her followers, if not the organic teleology of her class allies. She has to resign herself to hackneyed anticommunist slogans refurbished for the militarist technocrats of neoliberal globalization. Arroyo might appear for some benighted Makati aristocrats to resemble Ferdinand Marcos—without the savvy and pretense of intellectual substance of the latter. Despite U.S. tutelage, Arroyo’s managerial mode of crass pragmatic opportunism demonstrates an essentially autocratic style of governance appropriately synchronized with the dictates of the World Bank, IMF, WTO, and the Washington Consensus. Right from the beginning, Arroyo’s ascendancy was characterized by rampant human rights violations. Based on the reports of numerous fact-ﬁnding missions, Arroyo has presided over an unprecedented series of harassment, warrantless arrest, and assassinations of journalists, lawyers, church people, peasant leaders, legislators, doctors, women activists, youthful students, indigenous leaders, and workers. The human rights watchdog KARAPATAN has documented the brutalization of 169,530 individual victims, 18,515 families, seventy-one communities, and 196 households. Arroyo has been tellingly silent over the killing and abduction of countless members of opposition parties and popular organizations. Most of those who have been killed or who have “disappeared” were peasant or worker activists belonging to progressive groups such as Bayan Muna, Anakpawis, Gabriela, Anakbayan, KARAPATAN, KMU (May First Movement), BAYAN, and others (Petras and Eastman-Abaya 2006). They were protesting Arroyo’s
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 repressive taxation, collusion with foreign capital tied to oil and mining companies that destroy people’s livelihood and the environment, fraudulent use of public funds, and other antipeople measures. Such groups and individuals have been tagged as “communist fronts” by Arroyo’s National Security Advisers, the military, and the police; the latter agencies have been implicated in perpetrating or tolerating those ruthless atrocities. Recently, General Jovito Palparan of the Philippine Army’s Seventh Infantry Division, reputedly the most notorious instigator of these outrageous brutalities, has fomented a climate of fear and impunity in Central Luzon. Sixty percent of the killings have occurred in his domain. Civilians who are unable to show cedulas or community tax certiﬁcates are humiliated, jailed, and tortured for being NPA members or sympathizers. Palparan’s army of occupation has earned distinction as a worthy successor to the abusive Japanese Kempetei, inﬂicting indignity, injury, and death on terrorized subjects (Philippine Daily Inquirer August 17, 2006, p. A12).
 
 Oligarchic Panic Relentless corruption, cynical divide-and-rule manipulation, and the outright lack of any concern for the people’s welfare have distinguished Arroyo’s unconscionable rule from its inception. Faced with the loss of moral and political legitimacy, Arroyo has institutionalized a pattern of terror throughout the country since taking the reins of government. Particularly with the 2001 and 2004 elections of party-list representatives from BayanMuna, killings, abductions, and outright harassment of anyone criticizing the government have intensiﬁed. Despite having only three elected representatives in Congress and a few allies, BayanMuna is now considered a serious threat that should be “neutralized” by police action. Without any open proof or evidence, BayanMuna is construed by Arroyo and the AFP as a surrogate, a stand-in, for the NPA and the Communist Party of the Philippines. The Ecumenical Movement for Justice and Peace has conﬁrmed that the majority of human rights violations have been committed by the AFP, the Philippine National Police, and the CAFGU (Civilian Armed Forces Government Units). This could not have occurred without the tacit or covert approval of Arroyo and her advisers. As the Promotion of Church People’s Response put it in their February 24 statement, “GMA cheated her way to victory in the May 2004 elections, using public funds to secure votes in her favor and rig the election results. . . . GMA’s (President Arroyo) record of political killings and violations of civil liberties, especially with her Calibrated Preemptive Response scheme, is now the worst since the downfall of Marcos . . . . President Arroyo’s Proclamation 1017 constitutes a ﬂagrant violation of the Philippine Constitution via the pretext of a “National Emergency.” In truth, this is Arroyo’s emergency. Her suppression of civil liberties and constitutional rights as carried out by the military and police opens the way to a decadent, militarist dictatorship reminiscent of Marcos’s authoritarian rule. Unlike Marcos, however, Arroyo does not have the full support of the comprador and landlord oligarchy; Estrada, Aquino, and other factions of the ruling class that they represent have
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 demanded her resignation. These groups, with obvious support from the United States, would prefer “business as usual”—a managed transition to a legitimate administration elected by the majority, with a program of economic and political reforms to solve rampant graft and corruption, endemic unemployment, deepening poverty, and the hopelessness of the masses. Can such a transition be peacefully administered by the traditional politicians (such as Jose De Venecia) with U.S. patronage? Evidently, Arroyo’s “National Emergency” decree arrogated to a clique or fraction of the ruling class the use of the coercive state apparatus (including courts, the police, jails, and all public offices and funds) to promote the interest of a few families and their extended retinues (Coronel February 27, 2006). Some politicians asked Arroyo to explain her decree. Was it meant to guarantee “peace for national development,” as OBL purports it to be? Since taking power in 2001, Arroyo has never explained the role of the AFP and PNP (Philippine National Police) in the killing or brutalization of thousands of peasants, workers, women, professionals, Moros, Lumads, and youths. No explanation has been given for the lack of decent jobs for thousands who leave the country everyday—over one hundred thousand nurses and doctors left in the last decade. She has also provided no explanation for the collapse of the nation’s health care system, for the violence against women, for the pollution of the environment, for the neglect of OFWs raped and beaten and killed, or for the hunger, disease, and misery afflicting millions of Filipinos. Devoid of any “check-and-balance” restraint from Congress or the Court, Arroyo’s administrative hubris has been unleashed chieﬂy on the progressive and nationalist sectors of the citizenry. Should we expect a massacre of Indonesian or Chilean proportions? Marcos tried to do it, but he had to compromise in the end. Clearly, the hand of the United States and its agents has been exposed in directing this selective dragnet, even as the U.S. Embassy continues to assert sovereignty over four American soldiers charged by the Philippine Court with rape. Meanwhile, thousands of U.S. Special Forces and their mighty warships are standing by, just in case. A recent news item about the United States holding secret negotiations (with the approval of local officials) with the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) in order to establish a new military base in MILF-held territory in Mindanao conﬁrms the U.S. stranglehold on the Arroyo regime (Scarpello 2006). The failure of the inept, corrupt regimes of Ramos, Estrada, and Arroyo is also evidenced by the continuing Bangsa Moro insurgency led by militants of the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF). In this context, the breakdown of the MNLF-Nur Misuari accommodation also proves the fragility of the peace won by Malacañang bribery, coercion, and promises—hence the need of the United States after the 9/11 attack to stigmatize the New People’s Army and the Communist Party of the Philippines as terrorist organizations, capitalizing on the repulsive acts of the Abu Sayyaf and the pervasive climate of fear following the bombings in Bali, Indonesia, and elsewhere. In this context, OBL serves as an instrument for advancing U.S. global hegemony. This will not stop the disintegration of the neocolonial order and the defeat of the U.S. salvaging of its Frankenstein monster.
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 United States Patronage One of the ﬁrst signs of the vulnerability of Arroyo’s position may be found in her yielding to the massive popular demand for withdrawal of Filipino troops in Iraq following the Angelo de la Cruz kidnapping. Of course, Arroyo tried to exploit her decision’s “nationalist” potential. But her continuing servility to Bush’s imperialist aggression in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere, together with her obedience to the WTO neoliberal program of privatization and deregulation, continue to reinforce her utter dependency on global forces that only serve to undermine her presumptive authority, her claim to represent the independent Filipino nation as President of the Republic. After the 9/11 disaster, Arroyo was the ﬁrst to embrace Bush’s preemptive war against anti-imperialist forces. She invited thousands of U.S. Special Forces to engage in police actions together with the AFP, thus violating an explicit Constitutional provision against the intervention of foreign troops in local affairs. She followed former president Fidel Ramos in implementing the Visiting Forces Agreement and other onerous treaties, thus maintaining U.S. control of the Philippine military via the training of officers, logistics, and dictation of punitive measures against the Moro insurgents as well as the New People’s Army guerillas. The Philippines became the “second front in the war on terror,” with Bush visiting the Philippines in October 2004 and citing the neocolony as a model for the rebuilding of devastated Iraq (for the character of new U.S. imperialism, see Foster, Magdoff, and McChesney 2004). National sovereignty has been offered by Arroyo as a fungible commodity in the world market. Between 2000 and 2003, U.S. military assistance to Arroyo jumped by an impressive 1,776 percent. The Philippines is already ﬁrst in Asia and fourth in the world as the largest beneﬁciary of U.S. military aid. From sixty-ﬁve million dollars in 2004, U.S. military aid increased to eighty million dollars chieﬂy to serve counterterrorism schemes like OBL (Philippine Aidwatch Network 2005). Aside from the May 2006 agreement regularizing the annual Joint U.S.-Philippines Special Operations Task Force military exercises that extend to “non-traditional security concerns,” what is more alarming is the thrust of the U.S. AID’s (Agency for International Development)“2003 Conﬂict Vulnerability Assessment,” its strategy for 2004–2009 that addresses “conﬂicts outside Mindanao where poverty and social injustice can help to create fertile ground for organized violence and terrorism” (Tuazon 2006). Shades of Magsaysay/Lansdale clones engaged in counter-revolutionary plotting. This repeatable scenario is the profound legacy of the persisting colonial subjugation of the Philippines and the instrumentalization of the local bureaucracy and military to carry out the U.S. imperial strategy in the ﬁrst half of the twentieth century up to the Cold War anticommunist policies and the current racialized “war against global terrorism.” Without U.S. support, the Filipino elite cannot sustain the oppression and exploitation of millions of propertyless workers, peasants, and members of the middle strata now driven to ﬂee and settle in other lands. As a token of obedience to her U.S. sponsors, Arroyo has hired a U.S. lobbying ﬁrm, Venable, for advice on national governance. The U.S. ﬁrm will ostensibly raise money for the modernization of the AFP. It will also propose crucial amendments to the
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 1987 Constitution so as to allow foreign ownership of land, public utilities, and the mass media. Charter change will be pushed through to permit Arroyo to retain power even under a new parliamentary setup. To conciliate Washington, Arroyo is heeding the Bush administration’s scheme of devising antiterrorism laws and national identiﬁcation systems to suppress the articulation of grievances by the poor, deprived majority (on U.S. state terrorism, see Ahmad 2001). Because of severe unemployment, soaring prices of oil products and basic commodities, unjust salaries and wages, increased tax burdens, chronic government corruption, insufficient and costly social services, lack of genuine land reform, alarming proliferation of gambling and drugs, and state violence against ordinary citizens, millions of Filipinos—including landed elite, bishops, businessmen, and professionals—have called for Arroyo’s resignation (see the March 2005 survey of Pulse Asia; Philippine Daily Inquirer May 4, 2005).
 
 Intractable Contradictions Any president of the republic since nominal independence in 1946 has always been a compromise post or function negotiated between the class sectors (landlords, compradors, and bureaucrat capitalists) and the United States This time, however, the post has become an arena of ﬁerce internecine struggle. Since 2004, Arroyo’s faction has suffered a stunningly rapid erosion of support from the traditional comprador and oligarchic segments of the ruling bloc. On one hand, the ousted Estrada camp has really never reconciled itself to its loss of power, given its populist tendencies and residual social-democratic leaning. On the other hand, the Arroyo clique failed to offer a viable opening to those excluded and marginalized, given its dependence on bureaucratic corruption, extortions, raids on the public treasury, and other criminal activities. Arroyo usurped power through EDSA II, a mass phenomenon taken over by the excluded fractions of the elite. In that process, it was presumed that Arroyo’s authority derived from her putative charismatic ﬁgure, not from the rational-legal normative rules attached to the office that were suspended, supplemented by the mystique of tradition. Belief in her legitimacy collapsed with her election. So Arroyo confused the right to act as president with the power of commanding assent; belief in one’s presumed authority became crucial (Scruton 1982). Power customarily derived from the power-brokers, the AFP. While habit and custom maintained routine patterns of obedience, particularly from the wealthy and middle class, ordinary citizens’ belief in Arroyo’s legitimacy dissolved when the hugely popular Fernando Poe lost the election. Eventually, Arroyo’s legitimacy evaporated with the Garci revelations (public exposure of Commissioner Virgilio Garcillano’s rigging of election results) and subsequently replaced with bureaucratic state power and its arbitrary, contingent implementation. How can one ensure belief in one’s legitimacy if such belief is based on coercion or trickery? A national consensus resolving class antagonisms, the foundation of oligarchic hegemony, has failed to materialize. The regime may be able to maintain order in urban areas, but it has miserably failed to deliver adequate government services and socially constructive, inspiring directives to society at large. Except for maintaining the services
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 of the police and military, Arroyo’s administrative apparatus has been harnessed chieﬂy for regime survival. Never really interested in generating mass consent or popular mobilization, the Arroyo clique has relied on bribery and other insidious machinations. It operates with a narrow circle of parasitic generals, “trapos” (traditional politicians), and mediocre functionaries from the mass media and the academy. Its popular base is nonexistent. Its inﬂuence on landed oligarchs, professional strata, and the business and commercial elite has always been superﬁcial and precarious, mediated by brokers like Fidel Ramos, De Venecia, and assorted conﬁdence tricksters. In addition, religious fundamentalism reinforces the passivity and conservatism of the middle elements who either play blind or tolerate repression for short-term utilitarian expedience. In short, Arroyo’s mode of governance has always been essentially corporatist, reactionary, and opportunistic.
 
 Cold War Ghouls In the past, the neocolonial order survived popular insurrections through a combined strategy of inducing consent and applying coercion. In the 1950s, Magsaysay’s strategy of “All-out Friendship or All-out Force” mixed military suppression and economicpolitical reforms to counter the Huks. W. F. Wertheim (1974) questions whether Magsaysay’s strategy of joining “a right hand” mailed-ﬁst policy (administered by Manuel Roxas) with a “left hand” reformist policy was a genuine alternative to social revolution. The history of the last ﬁfty years demonstrates that such classic doctrine of U.S. counterinsurgency may create temporary “breathing space” for the exploiters (such as the “total war” policy of Corazon Aquino), but ultimately perpetuates and even worsens the social conditions that generate discontent, anarchy, and rebellion. One should interject here the sociohistorical context of counterinsurgency politics. The Philippine social formation is still basically tributary and disarticulated, with nonclass social alignments (status identity tied to religion, gender, etc.) juxtaposed with primary class antagonisms. The main contradiction is still between the popular-democratic classes (peasants, workers, and the middle strata) and the comprador-landlord-bureaucrat-capitalist bloc supported by the United States (Sison and de Lima 1998). One consequence of the political economy of underdevelopment of capitalist production relations and the persistence of clientelist, quasi-feudal relations is the erasure of the value of human rights, both individual and social. Clive Thomas argues that neocolonial underdevelopment in general restricts “the practice of ‘bourgeois’ ideas of legality and equality . . . among the population at large, particularly since these are founded on the ‘equality’ of all individuals in the marketplace” (1984, 85; compare this with the analysis of Macpherson 1962), so that political and legal relations have not been democratically transformed along bourgeois lines. This may apply to the large social domain in which patriarchal, quasi-feudal, clientelist relations still prevail, including the authoritarian space of the military and technocratic bureaucracy inhabited by the likes of Arroyo, General Palparan, and their ilk. But this surely does not apply to the collective, dynamic spaces of proletarian struggle, indigenous community actions, women’s mobilization,
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 artists’ nomadic organizations, civil society activism, and the liberated guerilla zones (San Juan 2002). U.S. imperialism then fashioned the technocratic scheme of “low-intensity warfare” to deal with upheavals in the post-Vietnam period. Its military ﬁeld manuals endorsed the following tactical tools of unconventional warfare: psychological warfare, forced mass evacuations or “hamletting,” imprisonment of whole communities in military garrisons, militarization of villages, selective assassinations, disappearances, mass executions, etc. Tried in Indochina, Korea, and Central America, these counterrevolutionary schemes continue to be implemented in Colombia, Iraq, and the Philippines. But contrary to Walden Bello’s view that U.S. counterinsurgency doctrine relied chieﬂy on a political-ideological offensive (1989), the truth is the opposite. For example, Aquino’s “Yellow Revolution” would not have survived without overt and covert U.S. military support of the so-called “NAFP” (New Armed Forces of the Philippines) against coup attempts and insurgent assaults, especially from intransigent Moro partisans. With U.S. help, the AFP mobilized vigilante and paramilitary death squads with the license to kill revolutionary militants and the promise that they would be immune from prosecution. U.S. military force midwived the restoration of U.S.-backed oligarchic oppression of the Filipino masses. Even granting its moral “high ground” over the Marcos dictatorship, the political bankruptcy of the Aquino dispensation, including those of her successors (Ramos, Estrada, and Arroyo), cannot distract us from the barbarism of neoliberal globalization in the “New World Order” with which they connived and in which they ﬂourished (Falk 1993). Beginning in 2002, the Arroyo government and the AFP implemented OBL, an “end-game strategy” to defeat the Communist Party and the NPA in two years. Arroyo even boasted of her one billion peso funding of the combined military-police offensive against the NPA. Revised as the “Enhanced National Internal Security Plan,” OBL combines elements of the U.S. doctrine of “low intensity warfare” with more draconian tactics of the post-9/11 “War against Terrorism.” Apart from psywar black propaganda, OBL synthesizes combat, intelligence, and civil-military operations to attack the “critical vulnerabilities” and “support systems” of the enemy. In this case, “the enemy” refers to all progressive, nationalist Filipinos critical of Arroyo and U.S. aggression. OBL has targeted legitimate political parties such as Bayan Muna, whose representatives were elected to Congress, and other cause-oriented groups. Its aim is to “neutralize” (that is, physically eliminate) the “terrorists,” which includes not only the Abu Sayyaf, but mainly the “communists” in alleged sectoral fronts of the Communist Party of the Philippines. A few provisional observations so far may be made here. In effect, Arroyo state terrorism is designed to accomplish the following three points: insure regime survival and the reproduction of its personnel; protect the privileges of the elite and the capital accumulation of a class fraction of the ruling bloc; and promote neoliberal and U.S. hegemonic supremacy in Asia and the world, given its historic dependency on the former colonizers. Speciﬁcally, state terrorism deployed by the AFP attacks civilians in order to force them to abandon their support of the revolutionary and progressive forces. It uses military-police violence and its bureaucratic machinery to cause the public to fear
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 speciﬁc political ends, such as those listed above. In such a climate of widespread fear, danger, and dismay in which violence strikes the hapless victims as something arbitrary and random, the consequence of unleashing methodical systematic force, namely, obedience to those wielding power and monopolizing resources, seems assured. This appears to be the logic of the Arroyo brand of state terrorism.
 
 Homegrown Fascism This logic is in turn rationalized with shoddy ideological platitudes. Since anticommunism has been conﬂated with antiterrorism from the start, it is easy to justify the killing of suspected terrorist “enemies of the state.” This may explain why the AFP continues to pursue a fanatical anticommunist program today even after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the capitalist reversal in China and Eastern Europe. Its Christian chauvinist orientation militates against any pluralist outlook or even multiculturalist sympathy for the plight of the Bangsa Moro people and other indigenous communities (such as the Igorots and the Lumad) who have organized and armed themselves to ﬁght for justice and dignity, and for regaining their ancestral habitats. But this AFP subservience to Washington does not ensure the absence of internal rifts and the breakdown of “professionalism” due to abuses and corruption of the politicized officer ranks (McCoy 2000). This is a pattern that has almost become institutionalized for lack of any genuine democratic, nationalist ethos, given the function of this organ of government (established by the U.S. colonial authority) to suppress the revolutionary forces of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic, the Moro Sultanate resistance, and numerous peasant insurrections (including the Huk uprising) constantly reproduced by the ﬁerce class divisions in a semifeudal and neocolonized formation. It is doubtful if a ﬁgure like Hugo Chavez, or even a middling clone, can germinate from this Pentagonsupervised organ of repression. We can thus understand the “Hello Garci” episode involving Commissioner Garcillano following the Oakwood “Mutiny” of AFP officers as a symptom of the internal divisions in the AFP and the loss of Arroyo’s full control. Whatever sliver of moral legitimacy Arroyo’s administration still possessed then gradually dissolved in the AFP squabbles caused by this exposure. Not even her successful attempt to stop impeachment proceedings in Congress could really repair the rupture of political legitimacy dating back to the May 2004 elections. The “Hello Garci” scandal may be read as a symptom of the advanced disintegration of the comprador-landlord hegemony eviscerated by the Marcos dictatorship, temporarily revived by Cory Aquino, and given extension by Fidel Ramos’s mock-utopian resuscitation of Marcosian rhetoric. Circumstance more than personality functions as the key determinant in this political conjuncture. Given the deterioration of infrastructure, lack of substantive investments for industry and agriculture, and the reliance on dollar remittance, this class compromise cannot endure for long. Resources for the reproduction of the means of violence and its machinery are in short supply. Resorting to state violence cannot make up for the structural problems of underdevelopment, permanent indebtedness, and
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 subordination to corporate global capital. Arroyo cannot rescue her coalition of conﬂicting political allies because of the lack of the abundant foreign subsidies that Ferdinand Marcos then enjoyed, among other reasons. This is worsened by the depletion of natural resources and educated social capital (due to emigration, the breakdown of schooling, etc.), and the strict limits of local capital accumulation (no independent industrial ventures) due to the pressures of globalization and the U.S. war to re-establish its global hegemony by systematic torture and unrelenting bombing. In effect, the systematic political killing and repression occurring today may be seen as the convulsive death pangs of the Arroyo short-term compromise. Arroyo has no other way out. The Economic Crisis of 1997–1998 destroyed any illusion of the Philippines becoming a new industrializing Asian “tiger,” following the footsteps of Malaysia and Thailand. While Ramos and Estrada offered concessions to the working people and the intelligentsia, they failed to halt the advance of the armed struggle in the countryside and the national-democratic social movements in the cities. Civil society “protagonism” continues its resurgence despite state and military repression. With a proﬁt-centered neoliberal hegemony in control, the unimpeded impoverishment of the countryside has resulted in a mass exodus to the cities and outward, hence more than a million Filipinos leave every year for jobs abroad. With competition from India, China, Vietnam, and Indonesia, the Philippines cannot solve the problems of unemployment, poverty, and popular discontent by the regime-survival methods of arrests, abductions, and summary executions in addition to promoting manpower export. Marcos’s institutionalization of “the warm body export” in 1974 to tax the poor and relieve labor-peasant unrest has structured the economy to be wholly dependent on regular remittances from Overseas Filipino Workers (OFW), the main source of dollar earnings required to pay the burgeoning foreign debt. The remittance topped twelve billion dollars last year, giving the impression that the country was becoming prosperous and taking off. Arroyo prematurely celebrated this index of an economic recovery entirely contingent on the unpredictable ﬂuctuation of the global labor market. A scandal of historic proportion, dwarﬁng the massive human-rights violations, is this infamous “warm body export” that threatens to deterritorialize the nation-state. It has led to nearly ten million Filipinos being transported or displaced to 140 countries, chieﬂy as contract workers in poorly paid jobs (mainly as domestics, caregivers, and semiskilled laborers). These OFWs are often victimized by unscrupulous, racist employers, and are abandoned by their own government to fend for themselves—an average of ﬁve OFW corpses arrive each day at the Ninoy Aquino International Airport. These “new heroes” (“mga bagong bayani,” according to Cory Aquino) are now clamoring for Arroyo’s ouster, despite her humorless projection of Filipina “supermaids” as the solution to the misery and poverty of the vast majority. Meanwhile, structural conditionalities continue to extract enormous debt payments to the World Bank and other ﬁnancial consortiums, draining two-thirds of the social wealth of the Philippines and depriving education and other social services of sorely needed funds. Neoliberalizing schemes enforced by U.S.-dominated agencies (such as the WTO and IMF) continue to inﬂict havoc and misery on the majority of the eighty-seven million Filipinos. This has bred criminality, worsened corruption,
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 inﬂamed reactionary Christian fundamentalism, and exposed Filipinos to the wrath of natural disasters (witness the Leyte ﬂood, a repeat of previous devastating calamities in Luzon and elsewhere). This has also contributed to the staging of the Wowowee tragedy—when hundreds of television show contestants died in a stampede—a glaring symptom of how the iniquitous system gambles the dreams of the desperate millions.
 
 Unrepeatable Histor y Lesson What Arroyo and her advisers are doing is not original nor innovative, as the historical survey I have sketched earlier clearly shows. The resort to seemingly uncontrolled political killings by paramilitary death squads in Central and Latin America during the 1970s and 1980s was a tactic of U.S. imperialist intervention to counteract popular, nationalist revolutions in El Salvador, Nicaragua, Argentina, Chile, and elsewhere. This is being repeated in the Philippines, but with a crucial difference: the Arroyo regime is a fragile, incoherent product of a unique historical conjuncture in Philippine history. Supported by the Bush administration, the Arroyo regime is a vehicle for compradorlandlord-capitalist domination of the working masses that has lost popular consent, dating back to the martial-law despotism of Ferdinand Marcos and the backroom dealings of Ramos and Estrada. With the dynamics of “People Power” exhausted, the Arroyo class fraction is forced to resort to bribery, fraud, deception, and state terrorism. The Arroyo clique deploys this mode of preserving its illegitimate rule in a time when the local comprador-landlord oligarchy is split, the military bureaucracy is riddled with dissension, and its neoliberal policies are challenged by popular opposition (including signiﬁcant sectors of church people, indigenous communities, and the fractured Moro separatist movement). The regime’s extrajudicial murders of its legal critics is a symptom of its structural weakness (the failure of the court system, the parliament, legal institutions, and other state ideological apparatuses); however, its persistence can demoralize the democratic resistance and lead to a de jure consolidation of the most rightist and reactionary elements of the system. Arroyo may aspire to a compromise of ruling-class elements via a constitutional dictatorship (mediated through charter change and repressive ordinances), but, given the dependency of the Ssate on remittances and the extremely unstable global market, U.S. rightist militarism (now suffering intolerable defeats), and the internal contradictions of the local elite also beleaguered by grassroots refusals, she can only desperately cling to power by prolonging the fragmentation of the resistance and the acquiescence of the venal, corruptible parts of the bureaucratic-military apparatus. The impending disintegration of the Arroyo regime is evidenced by its resort to intimidation, bureaucratic repression, and death squads. It is bound to implode in one big catastrophic upheaval that will unleash indiscriminate violence and dehumanizing abuses symptomatic of the advanced decay of the bankrupt neocolonial system. Or it will exit peacefully if disciplined mass mobilization in the metro-Manila area and elsewhere can prevent the regime’s deployment of whatever armed elements it can use to postpone its ruin. To be sure, U.S. intervention—military and diplomatic—will either
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 try to save its lackeys or sacriﬁce them for a new set of servants, namely, U.S.-tutored military officers and unscrupulous business technocrats tied to transnational ﬁnancialcorporate interests, who will do Washington’s bidding. Either way, there is no escape from the intensifying crisis of a moribund clientelist system ridden with irresolvable contradictions. In due time, this tactic of gangster rule will implode and force the U.S. and its local agents to replace the Arroyo clique with one that can command a plausible consensus without resorting to unmitigated criminal machinations. This moment will be determined by the emergence of a new class realignment and, more importantly, by the critical unity of the nationalist, democratic, and progressive forces. One anticipates in the next few months the rapid mobilization of civic-minded, politicized Filipinos, popular democratic formations, and vast sectors of civil society against Arroyo’s tyranny. As I have suggested earlier, Arroyo’s isolation springs from the confusion of authority with coercive force. This may be categorized as a form of Bonapartism in the periphery, in which the old ruling class had already lost but the masses have not yet acquired the ability to govern (Poulantzas 1974). Exposed for cheating, lying, and stealing, Arroyo’s autocratic rule can no longer claim even a semblance of legitimacy. Nor can the state apparatus and agencies prostituted by Arroyo claim the mandate that solely emanates from the Filipino people, assuming that a constitutional democratic republic is still the framework of governance. The Arroyo regime’s moral bankruptcy and political decay have precipitated its total repudiation and condemnation by the Filipino masses (see, for example, the sentiments voiced in the editorial of Daily Tribune Online August 17, 2006). Civil liberties promulgated in the 1987 Constitution and by the United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights, however, can only be guaranteed by organized public demonstrations, street rallies, strikes, and other visible enactments or exercises of social and civic rights. Revolution is precisely the concrete sequence of events, the process of transforming the system by qualitative and quantitative steps, in the totality of its sociohistorical determinations (Therborn 1980). Progressive sectors must appeal to all peoples around the world concerned with justice, democracy, and human dignity to express solidarity with the Filipino people in overthrowing the U.S.-backed Arroyo regime, releasing all political prisoners, and restoring full and genuine sovereignty to the Filipino people.
 
 Lessons from the Subic Rape Episode Meanwhile, this sovereignty is raped on periodic occasions. One such moment occurred on the night of November 1, 2005. On leave from their amphibious assault ship, Essex, four U.S. Marine Corps officers assaulted a twenty-two-year-old woman, “Nicole” (a pseudonym used to protect the victim’s identity) at the Alava Pier, Olongapo (the site of the U.S. Subic Naval Base). She was loaded in a van by the four soldiers—Sergeant Chad Carpentier, Corporal Keith Silkwood, Corporal Dominic Duplantis, and Corporal Daniel Smith—and brutally raped by Smith, with the others cheering, after which she was dumped on a roadside. After seven months of trial, on December 4,
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 2006, Makati Trial Court Judge Benjamin Pozon found Smith guilty of rape, sentencing him to forty years in jail. Smith claimed that it was “consensual sex,” not rape, even though “Nicole” proved to be drunk and semiconscious at the time. Although they were plainly accessories to the crime, Smith’s three companions were acquitted. Nonetheless, the fact that, at last, a Filipino judge showed the guts and intelligence to pronounce a just verdict is clear testimony to the gains made by the progressive national-democratic movement since the expulsion of the U.S. military bases in 1991 and the subsequent “total war” atrocities of the U.S.-backed administrations of Corazon Aquino, Fidel Ramos, and Joseph Estrada. What was unexpected happened, ironically proving that even as outward things change, something structural persists—unless a revolutionary transformation occurs. While Smith appealed the verdict, the U.S. simultaneously petitioned for the transfer of custody of Smith from the Makati jail to the U.S. Embassy on the basis of the Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA). Ratiﬁed by the Philippine Senate in 1998, but not by the U.S. Senate, the VFA assigns custody of U.S. personnel charged with criminal acts to the United States until the completion of all judicial proceedings within one year; after that time, Smith can be shipped out of the country with impunity. Without waiting for the judgment of the Court of Appeals, the U.S. Embassy stealthily transferred Smith from the Makati jail to its quarters, evidently with the connivance of Filipino officials (among them, Secretary Raul Gonzales of the Department of Justice, the Department of Foreign Affairs, and implicitly President Arroyo herself, who, throughout the trial, never expressed any sympathy for the victim or her family). Reinforced by the U.S. ambassador’s threat to cancel the regular joint “Balikatan” military exercises and withhold U.S. relief aid for typhoon victims, that brazen maneuver was clearly a slap on the rights of Filipino citizens, on the constitutional system of justice, and on the sovereignty of the nation. As Nicole herself declared on November 1, 2006, exactly a year after the incident, “during the almost daily trials, I experienced the reality that the rape victim is raped repeatedly inside and outside the courtroom. In the face of all the insults and recrimination that I have gone through in the past year, only my belief in truth and justice and the support of my family and of women have been my sole source of strength and resolve not to surrender” (Oliveros 2006). Not only was Nicole’s dignity violated, but the Filipino people’s and the nation’s sovereignty was also violated— Pozon’s verdict was a bold attempt to catch up with more than half a century of shame, humiliation, and travesty of justice suffered under racialized U.S. “benevolence.” Perhaps to the surprise of many Filipinos for whom the United States continues to symbolize all that is good and desirable, this repetition of what was tolerated during the Cold War days (when the U.S. military occupied huge chunks of Philippine territory, emblems of suzerainty over their former possessions) was greeted with universal condemnation. IBON director Antonio Tujan (IBON 2006c) called for the abrogation of the VFA and other unequal agreements (such as the Mutual Logistics and Support Agreement that allows prepositioning of war materiel for intervention in current wars, and the 1951 Mutual Defense Treaty) that permit the unhampered entry of U.S. armed forces into the country and their unlimited access to at least twenty-two ports even after the shutdown of their military bases in 1991. Filipino lawyers Edre Olalia and Rachel
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 Pastores denounced “the escape of convicted rapist Lance Cpl. Daniel Smith to the U.S. Embassy” and U.S. arrogance in “ignoring international humanitarian law” and “foisting self-serving bilateral agreements or twisting them to suit its purposes of worldwide political, economic and military supremacy” (International Association of People’s Lawyers 2007). After 9/11, when President Arroyo vowed support for the U.S.-led war on terror, U.S. military assistance to the Philippines soared by 1,111 percent between 2001 and 2002 (IBON 2006a). In 2003, 1,700 U.S. combat forces (out of the three thousand promised) were sent to the Philippines as the “second front” in the global war against Osama bin Laden (Lobe 2003). The VFA in particular has legitimized the redeployment of thousands of U.S. troops throughout the islands, particularly in Mindanao and Sulu, where Muslim and left-wing insurgents have challenged the AFP to a stalemate, and where Al-Qaeda-inspired groups like the Indonesia-based Jemaah Islamiyah supposedly operate. Under the guise of partnerships and joint military exercises allowed by the VFA and other agreements, the U.S. military enjoys a permanent presence in Philippine territory. Antiterror drills involving U.S. commando teams have been planned from 2007 to 2011. In May 2006, the Security Engagement Board was established purportedly to address nontraditional threats such as man-made disasters, transnational crimes, maritime security, epidemics, and natural calamities. Imitating the USA Patriot Act, an Arroyo-sponsored antiterrorism bill (Senate Bill 2137) was recently passed by the Philippine Congress. The broad parameters allowing U.S. military intervention are part of the classic counterrevolutionary scheme of combining civil-military operations (medical and dental programs, engineering and construction projects, and other pretexts) designed to enhance the subordination of local forces to U.S. imperial dictates in suppressing civilian dissent. Indeed, the December 2005 visit of John Negroponte, the current Director of National Intelligence, and his meeting with Arroyo’s generals and her Cabinet Oversight Committee on Internal Security indicates that CIA covert operations (such as the notorious Phoenix program of assassinations in Vietnam) are being reinvigorated. When will U.S. intervention ever cease? The answer has been foreshadowed in the analysis and critique of empire and the emergence of an ongoing people’s war that I have ventured to delineate here.
 
 Epilogue for a New Beginning The legacy of classic colonialism and its delayed effects—three hundred years under Spain and almost a century under the United States (compounded by the disastrous Japanese Occupation of World War II)—has proved devastating, exorbitant, and even incommensurable from the standard Enlightenment criteria. In the twilight days of the Marcos dictatorship, Filipino senator Jose W. Diokno remarked that almost a century of U.S. colonialism and neocolonialism “failed to understand the need to change our economic and social structure to produce a viable
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 Filipino independent nation” (1987, 12). What resulted was a subaltern state without sovereignty, with an authoritarian government pretending to be democratic, a missing or absent nation “in a rich land ﬁlled with poor people.” Approximating the nightmare of the Filipino-American War, the Filipino postcolonial sublime may be said to crystallize in the banality of daily humiliation, suffering, and injustice suffered by the majority of the eighty-seven million citizens today. Not surprisingly, U.S. Filipinologists are unable to generate knowledge of this everyday “trivial” phenomenon, much less keep track of its vicissitudes. Aside from widespread poverty—in the 1980s, the Philippines was often lumped with Bangladesh as the poorest country in the world—Filipinos are the second most malnourished people in the world. This is true despite the country being a top producer and exporter of fruits, minerals, and labor power, and one of the most vital resources for transnational capital: about ten million OFWs satisfy the needs of the world for cheap semiskilled, nonunionized labor with destructive implications for the health of Filipino women, the extended families of OFWs, and entire communities. Given the rising unemployment, inﬂation, and high prices for basic foods, lack of capital goods industries, corruption in government, and an onerous foreign debt, the immediate prospect for the improvement of the lot of the majority is practically nil. Especially in the wake of the collapse of the Asian “tigers” (South Korea and Thailand) as well as Indonesia, the IMF and World Bank schemes of deregulation and privatization pursued by the Philippine government are bound to worsen the plight of ordinary working people and deepen the destitution all around. Eduardo Gonzalez (1999) noted that the free, liberal market in Asia and the Philippines has often sacrificed “democratic space” and good governance for the sake of economic growth and high-performing, profitable markets. The major source of political and economic inequality in Filipino society, all recent studies concur, is the control of land and other resources by an oligarchic minority—the chief middlemen and “transmission belt” of U.S. neocolonial rule—who also manipulate the bureaucracy, legislature, courts, and military in order to preserve their power and privileges. Political power rests on this monopoly control. The British political scientist Pauline Eadie stressed the problem of “feudal class stratiﬁcation” as one major cause of widespread poverty, together with the monopoly of social capital by “the familial bureaucracy of the ruling elite” with its norms of nepotism, corruption, and violence (2005, 159). State power in a disarticulated formation like the Philippines encroaches deep into the trenches and ramparts of civil society; consequently, the sphere of civil society—private life and ego-centered interests—cannot be considered an inviolable refuge of domestic peace and liberty. If this sense of community is lacking, then there can be no ﬁrm “bedrock of citizenship,” and where the rights of citizenship are not exercised by the majority, then power remains the monopoly of a privileged few (Diokno 1999). It is primarily owing to U.S. support of this parasitic and moribund elite since the turn of the century that millions of Filipinos, according to human rights lawyer Romeo Capulong, “will never forget that it was U.S. tanks, guns, bullets, bombs, planes and even chemicals that the Philippine military used to kill them.” (1986). U.S.-sponsored “low intensity” warfare (initiated by the Reagan administration and intensiﬁed by the
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 Bush war on global terror) proceeds without much impediment in the annual “Balikatan” exercises. In the aftermath of the removal of U.S. bases, Senator Wigberto Tanada warned us recently that “despite the demise of the Cold War, ship visits by nuclear-armed U.S. naval vessels continue to make port calls in the Philippines. [With secret official agreements we anticipate] continued U.S. military access to Philippine territory, despite the clear-cut prohibition against this kind of deployment of foreign forces by the Philippine Constitution” (1994–1995). The only Asian territory annexed by the United States in 1898, with an ensemble of communities that has been undergoing profound social and political transformations for a century, the Philippines today exempliﬁes a disintegrated socioeconomic formation in which the major contradictions of our time—antagonistic forces embodying the variously accented categories of class, ethnicity, gender, nationality, religion, sexuality, and so on—converge into a ﬁssured and disjunctive panorama open for interpretation, critique, and ecumenical exchanges. The challenge is posed and made more urgent by the suffering of at least eighty-seven million people. We recapitulate the paramount concern undergirding this book: Can U.S. scholastic authority and knowledge-production of the traditional kind inventoried here (as well as the revisionist ones), whose performance and achievement cannot be dissociated from its complicity with imperial capital, ever succeed in confronting what it has produced or comprehend the dialectic of material forces that is its condition of possibility, its raison d’etre? Can the educator be educated, the knower know herself or himself?
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 APPENDIX A
 
 Repor t from the “Boondocks”
 
 1
 
 U.S. Imperialism and the Arroyo Regime in the Philippines on Trial before the Permanent People’s Tribunal With an interview of Luis Jalandoni, chairperson of the National Democratic FrontPhilippines Negotiating Panel
 
 O
 
 n February 21, Professor Philip Alston, Special Rapporteur of the United Nations Human Rights Council, ﬁnished his long awaited investigation of the crisis in the Philippines and announced his preliminary ﬁndings on the shocking number of extrajudicial executions in that country since President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo assumed the presidency in 2001. The ﬁgure has reached 834, with at least 193 civilians abducted or “forcibly disappeared,” as documented by the respected human-rights monitor, KARAPATAN (Alliance for the Advancement of People’s Rights). Of that total, 172 victims are left-wing or progressive activists, mainly from legitimate political parties such as BayanMuna, Anakpawis, Gabriela, or civil-society intelligentsia from church, labor unions, media, law offices, and schools. Alston censured the regime’s officials and the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) for their “total denial” of such an outrageous situation. He denounced the official government’s “response of incredulity, mixed with offence” (Alston’s Press Statement February 21, 2007). While Alston was preparing his statement, a militant of the progressive League of Filipino Students, Farly Alcantara, who was twenty-two years old, was killed by paramilitary assassins on February 15, 2007 (Bulatlat February 16, 2007). Alston scored the government for allowing, in fact worsening, the prevailing “problem of virtual impunity” for the criminals. Witnesses who could testify to the killings 1 “Boondocks” is derived from the Tagalog word for “mountains” (bundok). It was popularized by U.S. troops pursuing the revolutionary army of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic during the brutal “paciﬁcation” campaign in the Philippines from 1899 to 1913; about four thousand Americans and 1.4 million Filipinos died in this imperialist intervention at the beginning of the twentieth century.
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 “[were] systematically intimidated and harassed” by those in power, while leftist groups (those labeled as such by the state) were deliberately harassed, intimidated, and imprisoned; one example is duly elected Representative Crispin Beltran. Alston pointedly criticized Arroyo’s counterinsurgency strategy not only for circumventing legislative decisions to allow “legitimate political space for leftist groups,” but also for vilifying “left-leaning organizations” and intimidating their leaders, a well-calculated intimidation that often “[escalated] into extrajudicial executions.” Earlier in the month, UN Special Rapporteur on Indigenous Peoples, Professor Rodolfo Stavenhagen, reconﬁrmed the barbarism of President Gloria MacapagalArroyo’s de facto martial-law regime in the Philippines. Stavenhagen bewailed the worsening pattern of human rights violations perpetrated by the AFP (Armed Forces of the Philippines) and the PNP (Philippine National Police). Since 2001, Amnesty International, Asian Human Rights Commission, and other international monitors have condemned the Arroyo government for the systematic repression of dissenters from all sectors: workers, women, farmer activists, union leaders, students, middle-class professionals, church people, lawyers, journalists, and indigenes. This repression is part of the counterinsurgency program known as Oplan Bantay Laya (OBL) launched by Arroyo’s “total war” policy against progressive, nationalist forces. Designed to “neutralize” members of people’s organizations deemed sympathetic to the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP), the New People’s Army (NPA), and the National Democratic Front (NDFP), the policy has resulted in the massive killing of civilians, whose total has now exceeded the number tallied during the entire period of the brutal Marcos dictatorship (1972–1986). Meanwhile, millions of refugees continue to ﬂee from zones contested by the AFP, the NPA, and Moro (the term for Muslims in the Philippines) rebels since the beginning of “people’s war” thirty-eight years ago. Moro resistance dates back to the ruthless U.S. “paciﬁcation” of the colony at the beginning of the twentieth century. Foremost among the countless victims of Arroyo’s OBL are Rafael Bangit, a tribal leader of the Kalinga Malbong community in the northern Philippines, and Dr. Alice Omengan Claver. Both led the resistance to the dispossession of ancestral lands and the plunder of indigenous resources by transnational corporations and their accomplices, local bureaucrat-capitalists and landlords. From February 2001 (when Arroyo assumed the presidency) to January 2007, 123 indigenous persons were killed. According to KARAPATAN (Alliance for the Advancement of People’s Rights), the number of victims of extrajudicial executions now has reached 841, with at least 193 civilians abducted and tortured. This is shocking and awful news, indeed, for the heart and conscience of the world community.
 
 Jurisprudence of Cruelty Commentaries on the recent passage of an Anti-Terror Bill (ATB) by the Philippine Congress have kindled the citizenry’s fear of full-blown fascist malevolence. ATB gives unlimited license to Arroyo to classify nationalist critics and dissenters as “terrorists.”
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 Even without this bill, the government has persecuted members of legitimate political parties like BayanMuna (128 members have been killed since 2001, the largest of any group), Anakpawis (whose elected representative, Crispin Beltran, has remained imprisoned for one year now, denied any trial), Gabriela (the leading progressive women’s organization), and various youth and indigenous associations. Prominent nationalists such as Dr. Francisco Nemenzo, former president of the University of the Philippines and head of the anti-Arroyo coalition, Laban ng Masa, have not been spared police harassment. Modeled after the USA Patriot Act, ATB drastically constricts the civil rights of citizens, particularly those involved in media, education, and certain business enterprises, by permitting government spying on their communication, bank accounts, and other private transactions. It eliminates the constitutionally mandated presumption of innocence and the right to bail. It punishes suspects by imprisoning them without due process, making them vulnerable to all kinds of treatment that violates the Geneva Convention and other international covenants (including treatments such as those witnessed at the infamous Abu Ghraib prison, the Guantanamo Naval Base, and elsewhere). The consensus of media and public fora registers vigorous opposition to ATB. According to Neri Javier Colmenares, head of CODAL (Counsels for the Defense of Liberties), this draconian law will sanction the abuses of Arroyo’s harsh authoritarian rule. It will intensify the vicious attacks against critics of Arroyo, in particular against the eight-to-ten-million-strong Moro community. The Moros have already suffered unrelenting government surveillance because of their determined resistance to neocolonial oppression (ignored due to the officially tacit patronage of the Abu Sayyaf, the pretext for U.S. intrusion) and their long memory of legitimate historic grievances. Bobby Tuazon, director of the Center for People Empowerment in Governance, warns of the ATB’s equation of the exercise of civil liberties with abetting, or direct participation in, terrorism. In the same spirit, Dean Luis Teodoro of the University of the Philippines criticizes the retrogressive nature of the ATB in deliberately confusing legal media and civil society institutions (like the National Union of Journalists) with the outlawed CPP-NPA, serving as “a convenient excuse to suppress dissent and to curtail political and civil rights” (Business Mirror February 9, 2007). In February 2006, Arroyo proclaimed a state of “national emergency” to prevent the eruption of a massive “people-power” revolt against her corrupt rule. Exposed in the “Garci tapes” (Arroyo’s secret conversations with officials to “ﬁx” the votes in her favor) for brazenly manipulating the 2004 elections, Arroyo has arrested military officers suspected of sympathizing with political opponents such as the detained President Joseph Estrada, former president Corazon Aquino, and other sections of the oligarchy. A broad united front of anti-Arroyo groups with diverse ideologies and class background has emerged in the last three years, demanding her impeachment. Two attempts so far have failed because of bribes, threats, and harassments. Universal protest against the emergency proclamation, including fascist schemes such as the “Calibrated Preemptive Response” that banned peaceful rallies and Executive Order 464 that forbade officials from testifying in Congress about the regime’s fraud, forced Arroyo to retreat and hypocritically plead for cooperation, transparency, and peace.
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 With the help of the generally conservative Catholic Church, the progressive bloc defeated Arroyo’s plan to revise the 1987 Constitution to allow 100 percent foreign ownership of land, utilities, media, and so on, unrestricted entry of U.S. troops, and extension of her rule. Some speculate that the plan to purge the constitution of provisions safeguarding national sovereignty may have been shelved temporarily. This coming May 2007 election for Congress offers another occasion for ﬁerce internecine struggle among the elite. It also provides the opportunity for popular mobilization and political consciousness-raising. But, without a doubt, it will be manipulated again by Arroyo’s clique, using funds from the public treasury, so as to prevent any chance of another impeachment attempt—unless the majority of Filipinos exercise vigilance and oppose cheating, vote-buying, and indiscriminate state terror.
 
 Post-Colonial Blues? The Philippines was declared ‘the second front” after the U.S. bombing of Aghanistan in the wake of September 11, 2001. Immediately, the Pentagon announced that it was sending three thousand U.S. troops to the Philippines. In November of that same year, Arroyo avowed support of Bush’s “global war on terror” and began calling the Abu Sayyaf “terrorists,” not just plain “bandits.” As a reward, Arroyo received $4.6 billion worth of military aid and investment. U.S. military assistance soared from thirty-eight million dollars in 2001 to $114 million in 2003 and $164 million in 2005, making the Philippines the fourth largest recipient of U.S. military aid (U.S. Congress Federal Research Division March 2006). The clandestine transfer of other funds and resources for secret operations cannot, of course, be documented. Millions more were given as part of the International Military Education and Training Program, thus ensuring that the AFP would perform its traditional role as the Pentagon’s “surrogate army.” It is no secret that since 1946, the AFP has been completely dependent on Washington for weapons, advice, and training of officers (including police) for counterinsurgency and maintaining the status quo. Various legislations have sealed the contract of puppetry. In 2002, a Mutual Logistics and Support Agreement (MLSA) was signed between the AFP and the U.S. Paciﬁc Command to allow logistics support and the prepositioning of war materiel for U.S. military operations. In the same year, 660 U.S. troops, including 160 U.S. Special Operations personnel, arrived in Basilan (where the Abu Sayyaf was sighted) and other provinces of Mindanao, ostensibly to help ﬁght the terrorists in open and covert combat (Bulatlat.com/MindaNews January 6–12, 2002). This joint exercise with the AFP was repeated in February 2003 when three thousand U.S. army, marine, and navy forces were deployed to Jolo island (Washington Post, February 23, 2003, p. A30). Plans for continuing joint exercises in the next ﬁve to ten years have been announced by the AFP and the Pentagon. The subservience of the AFP and the Arroyo regime to the U.S. long-range program of reinforcing its global hegemony after the Cold War has been conﬁrmed, among others, by the implementation of the Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA). This agreement,
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 ratiﬁed in 1999 by the Philippine Senate but not by the U.S. Senate, has proved extremely onerous, particularly after the Subic Rape trial (this will be discussed more later). The VFA allows for the unhampered entry of U.S. troops into any part of the Philippines in the guise of participating in joint war exercises called “Balikatan.” This compensates for the loss of the huge Clark Air Base and Subic Naval Base in 1991; both bases served as springboards for U.S. wars of intervention in Korea, the Philippines, Indonesia, Vietnam, Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere. A resurgent storm of nationalist protest, whose origin goes back to the time of Senators Claro Recto and Lorenzo Tanada in the ﬁfties, ﬁnally led to their termination in 1991. Needless to say, the U.S. corporate rulers need the Philippines more than the ordinary Filipinos need U.S. soldiers roaming the countryside. It is no longer scandalous to say that U.S. military bases have returned via the VFA and other anomalous arrangements. Buttressing the VFA and the 1951 Mutual Defense Treaty, a new Security Engagement Board was formed last year to guarantee U.S. access to facilities, not only to ward off external aggression but also to engage in operations against terrorism, piracy, maritime disasters, epidemics, and so on. It will use the U.S. Agency for International Development to promote civil-military, humanitarian activities (such as infrastructure, social services, and livelihood projects) that ultimately function as a cover for counterinsurgency operations. In 1989, Colonel Nick Rowe, a Green Beret Vietnam veteran working as chief of the army division of the JUSMAG (Joint U.S.-Philippine Military Advisory Group) training AFP soldiers, was allegedly killed by NPA agents in a Manila suburb. Who knows how many CIA and other U.S. intelligence agents are deployed in every level of government and various sectors of civil society?
 
 Sovereignty for Sale Earlier, we mentioned Arroyo’s campaign for charter change. The Philippine Constitution prohibits the use of foreign military units to resolve local “peace-andorder” problems such as combatting the Abu Sayyaf , Moro separatism, as well as the selfemancipatory projects of armed peasants and workers in numerous liberated zones. But the U.S. militarists have been accustomed to behaving as occupiers or “liberators,” as during the violent paciﬁcation of 1898–1913, and General McArthur’s return in 1945. In 2004, heavily armed U.S. Special Forces occupied the University of Southeastern Mindanao in Kabacan, Cotabato, as their temporary quarters, endangering the lives of civilians. Despite disclaimers, U.S. forces have been deeply involved in the ﬁghting in Mindanao between the AFP and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front, together with factions of the Moro National Liberation Front that have refused any compromise with the government. Various elements of guerilla Lumads (indigenous communities) and national-democratic partisans have also been involved in resisting AFP incursions and depredations in resource-rich Mindanao and the Sulu islands. Last year (2006), the biggest joint military exercise, the 22nd Philippines-U.S. “Balikatan,” was carried out from February to March, consisting of 5,500 U.S. troops
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 and 2,800 Filipino soldiers. The three locations where it occurred—Jolo, Cebu, and Luzon—happen to be battleﬁelds for the Moro and NPA guerillas, hence the “exercises” may be construed as actual interventions into internal affairs, violating the sovereignty of the Philippines as an independent nation-state. The CPP and NPA have publicly warned the United States not to participate in AFP counterinsurgency drives lest they suffer intolerable fatalities and humiliation. In March 2006, the U.S. Navy Commander of the Paciﬁc Command, Admiral William J. Fallon, stated, “Southeast Asia is the front line of the war on terror.” Situated between Hawaii and Guam and mainland China, the Philippines serves as a vital link in the security chain of the U.S. empire in the western Paciﬁc. It offers a strategic “virtual base” for refueling, and logistics to sustain military operations in the Middle East and south Asia, as well as for monitoring the signs of “Islamic revivalism” in Southeast Asia (speciﬁcally, in Indonesia and Malaysia) that may threaten U.S. economic and political dominance in the region. Cognizant of the country’s geopolitical importance, the Australians are deepening their military ties with the AFP. Arroyo’s sponsorship of the January summit of ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) testiﬁes to the government’s cooperation in advancing the U.S. imperial plan of waging a war to maintain its economic and political ascendancy (known as “the Washington Consensus”), complementing the IMF (International Monetary Fund), the WB (World Bank), and WTO’s (World Trade Organization) stranglehold on the economies of the region.
 
 Preempting Any Paradigm-Shif t When President Bush visited the Philippines in October 2003, he called the 1898– 1913 U.S. military occupation of the Philippines “a model for Iraq.” After the end of the Spanish-American War in 1898, the United States was forced to wage a brutal “paciﬁcation” campaign (now called the Filipino-American War) to destroy the army of the ﬁrst Philippine Republic that had already freed the country from Spanish domination. This resulted in the death of thousands of U.S. soldiers and 1.4 million Filipinos in what neoconservative pundits call a “savage war of peace.” Imperialism has now acquired a positive resonance, if not a redeeming value. From 1899 to the present, despite earning nominal independence in 1946, the Philippines has remained a dependent neocolonial formation of the United States. Millions of Filipinos have been thoroughly “Americanized” through education, media, consumerism, and other ideological processes. Asked in a recent survey what nationality other than Filipino they would want to be if given a choice, most Filipinos answered: “American.” Through various unscrupulous maneuvers (such as the Bell Trade Act of 1946) and outright military-political intervention (as in the suppression of the Huk uprising in the ﬁfties, the February 1986 revolt, and labeling the CPP/NPA as terrorists), successive U.S. administrations have astutely preserved the underdeveloped, dependent character of the country’s political economy, its iniquitous class structure, and property relations. It has also guaranteed its subservience to the combined diktat of
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 the WB, the IMF, and the WTO (Sison and de Lima, Philippine Economy and Politics, 1998; and Lichauco, Hunger, Corruption and Betrayal, 2005). What is the fruit of one hundred years of U.S. domination? Today, 89 percent of eighty-seven million Filipinos live in poverty, living on the equivalent of less than three dollars per day. About 12.8 million people (16.9 percent of all households) experience hunger, and at least ten million live in slums. A report noted that approximately three thousand desperate Filipinos have sold their kidneys for less than two thousand dollars. Meanwhile, 2 percent of the population controls and beneﬁts from the social wealth, much of which is sent as remittance (twelve billion dollars in 2006) by nearly ten million overseas contract workers. This remittance pays the onerous foreign debt to the WB and foreign ﬁnancial consortiums, allowing the elite their unconscionable privileges. Over one million Filipinos leave every year for jobs in other countries, either temporarily or permanently—as domestics, seamen, cheap laborers in U.S. military barracks in Iraq, or as “sex workers” in Japan and elsewhere. Over three million Filipinos currently reside in the United States, some “undocumented” and others “in transit”; but there are many who are willing or ready to become Americans, so grateful for having escaped what Jose Rizal, the national hero, once eulogized as “the pearl of the Orient Seas.” Something unprecedented occurred last December 2006. When, in November 2005, a twenty-two-year-old Filipina, “Nicole,” was raped in Olongapo, near the former Subic Naval Base by four American servicemen off from a joint U.S.-RP (Republic of the Philippines) war exercise, there was a display of public anger against the United States. Arroyo’s officials dragged their feet in prosecuting the malefactors; they even blamed the victim. After Marine Corporal Daniel Smith was found guilty by a Filipino judge last December 2006—at last, a miracle: a Filipino judge showed enough courage and intelligence!—Arroyo’s Secretary of Justice colluded with the U.S. Embassy to kidnap the prisoner from the local city jail and transfer him to U.S. territory, the U.S. Embassy. The VFA was then invoked to legitimize the gangster tactics of the superpower diplomats and their local subalterns. After a year, when Smith’s appeal is not acted upon, he can be ﬂown to the United States with impunity. It seems that the “good old days” of William Howard Taft and Theodore Roosevelt may be encountered again in this “tropical paradise” of U.S. global hegemony. Rarely can one ﬁnd in the annals of Empire such a self-congratulatory record of disingenuous colonial suzerainty.
 
 Back to the “Good Old Days” A ﬂurry of journalistic articles appeared before and after the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq that belabored the analogy of the U.S. intervention in Iraq with the war against Filipino “insurrectionists” from 1899 to 1913. The analogy was obviously misleading: U.S. “paciﬁcation” was carried out not to give freedom and democracy to the natives, but to suppress their resistance and annex their territory, with millions sacriﬁced in the process. Thousands of Moros were massacred for the sake of U.S. “Manifest Destiny”
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 and its “civilizing mission.” Except for new missionary slogans and updated apologetics, the same process seems to be unfolding in Iraq, with equally horrendous genocidal results. In the ﬁfties, the United States sent to the Philippines two CIA operatives, Colonel Edward Lansdale and Charles Bohannan, to pioneer the establishment of a counterinsurgency scheme that later became the bloody “Phoenix” program implemented in Vietnam, and then in Nicaragua, El Salvador, and other countries. In December 2005, John Negroponte, the current director of the National Intelligence and CounterTerrorism Center, conferred with Arroyo’s security officials (among them, General Eduardo Ermita, Arroyo’s executive secretary, who worked with Negroponte in Vietnam) to enhance clandestine operations against “terrorist groups.” In this context, the enemy not only refers to the Abu Sayyaf, but also primarily to the CPP and the NPA, groups labeled “terrorist” by the U.S. State Department (which explains the European Union’s stigmatization of Jose Maria Sison, the chief political consultant of the NDFP, as a “terrorist” while he was petitioning for asylum in the Netherlands; see the Jalandoni interview below). Sharply contradicting the U.S. and Philippine labeling is the judgment of the United Nations Development Program and New Zealand Aid (in their 2005 Philippine Human Development Report) that the CPP-NPA “has not, as a policy and generally in practice, engaged in terrorism or acts of terrorism by deliberately targeting civilians” (eBalita News; http://www.ebalita.net/go/news/news.php?id =2354) Negroponte’s visit was followed by the intensiﬁcation of “death squad” operations. Throughout Latin America, Negroponte is notorious for having organized counterrevolutionary death squads to suppress national liberation forces in Nicaragua, El Salvador, Guatemala, and other places. It was during Negroponte’s Ambassadorship to Iraq that General Jovito Palparan, alleged to be the mastermind of extrajudicial killings, led the Philippine contingent in Iraq. General Ermita reported to Negroponte Arroyo’s accomplishments in “neutralizing” (that is, killing) terrorist suspects—at that time, 534 unarmed civilians had been “neutralized” by government agents. Arroyo’s OBL thus resembles the “Phoenix” program in its target of seeking to destroy the political infrastructure of the national democratic resistance by assassinating its unarmed leaders, members, and sympathizers. IBON research director Antonio Tujan observed, “Like Marcos’s [schemes], Arroyo’s strategy to defeat the broad opposition to her regime intersects with the long-standing counterinsurgency campaign being launched by her government in coordination with the U.S. as the Philippine equivalent of the war on terror” (IBON Media Release September 21, 2006). The various agreements cited earlier and the Philippine anti-terrorism bill all converge with OBL to form the structure and mechanism of state-administered terrorism as practiced in a contemporary, true-to-life U.S. neocolony, the Philippines. Thirty-four years after the declaration of martial law by Ferdinand Marcos, U.S. military aid and political advice are once again nurturing a brutal, corrupt presidency. Marcos then summoned the communist bogey to justify his tyranny. Today, Arroyo invokes “terrorism” to maintain her hold on power. In the fourteen years of Marcos’s rule, the dictator arrested and detained over one hundred twenty thousand people,
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 ordered the summary execution of 1,500 activists, and orchestrated the forced disappearance of 769 citizens. Arroyo’s methods of whipping up anticommunist hysteria and selectively assassinating or kidnapping party list leaders, lawyers, journalists, church officials—most notably, Bishop Alberto Ramento of the Philippine Independent Church, the Aglipayan priest William Tadena, and Reverend Edison Lapuz of the United Church of Christ in the Philippines—and other activists, have become so outrageous as to stir major corporations like Wal-Mart and Gap into urging the government to protect workers against exploitative practices (Marshall November 27, 2006). Apologies have been offered by bureaucratic experts in skulduggery. While Arroyo’s generals and her Cabinet Oversight Committee on Internal Security explain the killings as “collateral damage” in the war against terrorists, the European Union (as voiced by the foreign minister of Finland, among others) insisted that Arroyo use her executive power to stop the political killings. The respected Filipino journalist, Amando Doronila, drew the lesson from the international horror at the carnage as follows: “A government that cannot protect citizens from lawless killings, regardless of who are behind them, loses the legitimacy to continue to govern” (Doronila September 18, 2006). Earlier, Alston, the UN Special Rapporteur mentioned at the outset of this appendix, articulated the principle of the current administration’s culpability: “In most situations, the isolated killing of individuals will constitute a simple crime and not give rise to any governmental responsibility. But once a pattern becomes clear [and in the case of the Philippines, the pattern has been recognized by Amnesty International, governmental bodies, church groups, and so on] in which the response of the Government is clearly inadequate, its responsibility under international human rights law becomes applicable. Through its inaction the Government confers a degree of impunity upon the killers” (IBON Foundation, 2005, 42). Legal scholar Professor Raul Pangalangan reminds us of this same “principle of attribution of state responsibility” prescribed by the World Court at The Hague and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (Inquirer February 16, 2007).
 
 Judgment at The Hague It is in consonance with the UN rapporteur’s understanding of nation-state responsibility (also elaborated in the Nuremberg Principles drawn up by the International Law Commission of the UN General Assembly in 1949) that the Permanent People’s Tribunal is preparing to conduct a second session on the Philippines to try the case of the Filipino people against the Arroyo regime and its foreign accomplices headed by the U.S. ruling class. This will take place at The Hague, Netherlands, on March 21–25, 2007. The ﬁrst session of the tribunal was held in Antwerp, Belgium, in 1980; the Philippines is the third country, after Afghanistan and the former Yugoslavia, to be examined by the Tribunal). It considered the appeals of the NDFP and the Moro National Liberation Front (on behalf of the Filipino people and the Bangsa Moro people, respectively) within the framework of the 1976 Universal Declaration of the Rights of Peoples and the international law on the rights of nations.
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 This time, however, the tribunal will hear complaints of the Arroyo regime’s crimes initiated by an array of Filipino organizations, among them HUSTISYA (families of victims), SELDA, Bagong Alyansang Makabayan, Peace for Life, Public Interest Law Center, Ecumenical Bishops Forum, IBON, and the United Churches of Christ in the Philippines. These are well-established institutions and popular formations committed to democracy, social justice, national independence, development, and peace. Solidarity groups from all over the world will also attend the hearings. The following three charges against the Arroyo administration will be taken up by the tribunal: 1. Gross and systematic violations of civil and political rights: Extrajudicial killings, massacres, abductions and enforced disappearances, torture, arson, bombings, mass intimidation, forced mass evacuation, and other human rights violations against unarmed political activists, workers, peasants, women, youths, church people, journalists, lawyers, human-rights defenders, and peace advocates. 2. Gross and systematic violations of economic, social, and cultural rights: Economic plunder, including the imposition of the U.S. policy of “neoliberal globalization,” the violation of Philippine economic sovereignty by foreign business giants, the sellout of the national patrimony, unscrupulous superproﬁt-taking by the United States and other multinational ﬁrms, debt bondage to the imperialist banks, and the bureaucratic corruption of the Arroyo regime. 3. Gross and systematic violations of the right to national self-determination and liberation: Transgression of Philippine national sovereignty, including treason by the Arroyo regime, all-out war policy and use of state terrorism to keep the Arroyo puppet clique in power and to align with the U.S. global war of terror and aggression, the culpability of the Arroyo regime and the United States for war crimes and crimes against humanity, the encroachment on Philippine territory by U.S. military interventionist forces, and the surrender of jurisdiction to the United States over criminal cases in the Philippines. The last section of the third charge speciﬁcally alludes to the Subic Rape case (mentioned earlier) in which the convicted rapist, the American Daniel Smith, was forcibly and surreptitiously removed from the Makati City Jail and transferred to the U.S. Embassy. Never in the entire history of U.S.-Philippines relations has any American military personnel been tried in a Philippine court for any offense such as rape, murder, and so on. As proved many times in the past, even before any arrest could be made by local authorities, the United States would take charge of the personnel accused of the crime and sneak him or her out of the country. The whole country was held in suspense during the seven-month-long trial of four American marines charged with the rape of the twenty-two-year-old Filipina. When the judge pronounced the verdict last December, cries of jubilation rang out. But the celebration was quickly aborted. What is scandalous in this conjuncture of events may reveal a persistent logic of political asymmetry: while the Filipino judge affirmed the jurisdiction of Filipino courts over cases involving crimes committed in the national territory, Arroyo’s secretary of justice, Raul Gonzales, committed treason by siding with
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 the U.S. ambassador’s claim of jurisdiction and defending this betrayal by appealing to the VFA. In short, the Filipino official played the classic role of dutiful subaltern to the neocolonial master, the global hegemonic superpower. Such behavior distinguishes Arroyo’s servility to the Bush administration and its militarist agenda, including the unconscionable policies of liberalization, deregulation, and privatization imposed on impoverished debtor countries like the Philippines. So we have arrived at this moment of judgment at The Hague. Not only is Arroyo on trial, but so also is the U.S. government, more precisely the Bush administration and the corporate elite. Noting the institutionalized inequality of agreements like the VFA, Edre Olalia and Rachel Pastores, local members of the International Association of People’s Lawyers (IAPL), denounced the “arrogance of U.S. military forces all over the world for vicious crimes like rape, but ultimately their impunity for international crimes against humanity. . . .The U.S. does this not only by refusing to be bound by ignoring international humanitarian law and useful mechanisms like the International Criminal Court, but also by foisting self-serving bilateral agreements or twisting them to suit its purposes of worldwide political, economic and military supremacy” (IAPL ﬂyer January 7, 2007).
 
 Terms of Engagement Whether such denunciations will amount to anything, whether the judgment of the People’s Tribunal will translate into a feasible program for action, remains to be seen. But the following short interview of the world-renowned head of the NDFP, Luis Jalandoni, might be useful in enlightening us of the historic signiﬁcance of the impending trial of the Arroyo regime before the People’s Tribunal. Since the formation of the NDFP in 1972 as an umbrella group of nationalist, progressive organizations (including the CPP and the NPA), Jalandoni has been distinguished for his ecumenical latitude of mind, ﬁdelity to principles, and courageous perseverance. He sagaciously guided the NDFP through its ordeals in the dark days of the Marcos regime, representing the NDFP in peace talks with successive Philippine administrations until the signing by both parties of the cornerstone of the negotiations, the CARHRIHL (Comprehensive Agreement on Respect for Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law) on March 16, 1998. This was the ﬁrst of four agreements in the substantive agenda of the formal talks between the Philippine government and the NDFP. Given the withdrawal of the Arroyo regime from the talks, discussion of the other items in the agenda (socioeconomic reforms, political and constitutional reforms, the end of hostilities, and the disposition of forces) has been postponed. In my opinion, Jalandoni remains one of the most highly esteemed, responsible leaders of the revolutionary movement of the poor, exploited, and oppressed masses of Filipinos in the Philippines and around the world. His carefully formulated answers to the key questions posed below may afford useful guideposts for understanding the complex vicissitudes of the socialist revolution spearheaded by the NDFP, especially in this time of acute crisis, but also of hitherto unseized opportunities opening up in the
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 course of the Filipino people’s centuries-old struggle for genuine independence, social justice, and human dignity.
 
 Inter view with Luis Jalandoni The following interview by E. San Juan (ESJ) with Luis G. Jalandoni (LGJ), chairperson of the NDFP Negotiating Panel and member of the NDFP National Executive Committee, was conducted over the Internet on February 15, 2007: ESJ: The upcoming People’s Tribunal session on the Arroyo regime is a historic event comparable to the tribunal on the Marcos regime in 1980. Brieﬂy, what do you think is the difference between them? What is unique about this March session? LGJ: I think there are several differences. First, the legal people’s organizations and alliances are far more developed and stronger now. They are the complainants in this second session of the PPT on the Philippines. In 1980, it was the NDF. Second, the Marcos dictatorship then was not yet internationally isolated. Now, the brazen brutality of the Arroyo regime has drawn international condemnation of its human rights record. Such prestigious international organizations as Amnesty International, the World Council of Churches, the International Association of Democratic Lawyers, the European Union, the United Nations through Special Rapporteurs, and even the Foreign Chambers of Commerce in the Philippines have come out with varying degrees of condemnation and criticism. Third, the tribunal in 1980 was held in Antwerp, Belgium, while this coming session of the PPT will be in The Hague, the seat of international law, the International Criminal Court, the International Court of Justice and the venue of numerous international conventions on human rights and international law. What is unique about this March session? A powerful array of witnesses, experts and prosecutors from the Philippines will play a major role. This surpasses the ﬁrst session in 1980. The prosecutors, led by UN Judge ad litem Romeo T. Capulong, have ﬁled a compelling indictment of the Arroyo regime, the U.S., the IMF, WB, WTO and transnational corporations and banks doing business in the Philippines. ESJ: What do you expect this tribunal to accomplish in terms of inﬂuencing the Arroyo government? Of inﬂuencing the international response toward the nationaldemocratic struggle in the Philippines? LGJ: The tribunal will put the Arroyo government under the most intense international pressure. The regime could go into further deceptive measures like the futile Melo Commission and try to get U.S. and EU help. But the Bush regime is itself isolated and less capable of providing assistance, much less than the time of Marcos. Meanwhile, the EU asks for more transparency before giving assistance. For example, the EU has demanded a copy of the Melo Commission report, but the Arroyo government refuses to make the report public. Under strong international pressure and to avoid deeper isolation in the country, Mrs. Arroyo might yet seek a resumption of peace negotiations with the NDFP, though this appears most unlikely at the moment. She is expected to face greater resistance
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 from the people in the current year. Former President Joseph Estrada, facing the danger of overthrow in December 2000, tried to resume peace talks he had terminated and was about to send an emissary to Utrecht, before he was overtaken by events. It was too late. The following month, on January 20, 2001, he was overthrown by People Power II, with the AFP and PNP commands withdrawing support from him. The tribunal next March may help project more strongly on a wider scale the recognition by signiﬁcant forces in the international community [of ] the justness of the national democratic struggle in the Philippines. The just cause of the legal democratic organizations and alliances will be powerfully projected, with the inspiring courage of the victims and relatives of victims of human rights violations. Furthermore, the just cause for national and social liberation espoused by the underground revolutionary movement can get better known, recognized and supported internationally. ESJ: Given the increasing pressure on Arroyo from European governments in the light of unprecedented human-rights violations, do you see the possibility of the resumption of peace talks in Norway soon? LGJ: The pressure from European governments has indeed been increasing, but up to now the effect on Arroyo seems to be increased cosmetic and deceptive moves and, on the ground, more draconian measures like more killings and disappearances and the Anti-Terrorism Bill. She still harbors the illusion of defeating the revolutionary movement within a few years. So, there appears to be no prospect for the resumption of peace talks in Norway soon. ESJ: The Hague Joint Declaration of 1992 is certainly invoked, and evoked, by the choice of The Hague as the place for the March tribunal. You, as chief negotiator for the NDFP, are to be credited with the major achievement of the peace negotiations, the CARHRIHL (Comprehensive Agreement on Respect for Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law). What is your assessment of the impact of the CARHRIHL on, ﬁrst, the European community, and, second, the international public? LGJ: Indeed, the tribunal in The Hague evokes the Hague Joint Declaration of 1992 and the CARHRIHL which was signed in The Hague in 1998. Both are landmark agreements. The ﬁrst enshrines the principles of national sovereignty, social justice and democracy as the guiding principles of the GRP-NDFP peace negotiations. It also stipulates the principle of non-capitulation and the four substantive [agendas] to address the roots of the armed conﬂict. CARHRIHL is an agreement of the highest standard, bringing in the international human rights and international humanitarian law conventions as part of the evolving framework of the GRP-NDFP peace negotiations. The most important international conventions such as the Geneva Conventions and Protocols are adhered to by both parties, and the concrete experience and conditions are set forth in the agreement. The Hague Joint Declaration and the CARHRIHL shall forever remain as very high standards for future peace negotiations and essential guideposts for striving for a just and lasting peace in the Philippines and elsewhere in the world.
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 I think the impact of the CARHRIHL on the European community and the international public is still relatively quite limited, because it is not yet very widely known. However, the Norwegian government is for the implementation of the CARHRIHL and supports the work of the Joint Monitoring Committee created under this agreement. Amnesty International has a high respect for this agreement and takes it into account in advocating respect for human rights in the Philippines and the resumption of peace negotiations. A Spanish NGO which promotes HR and IHL has translated the CARHRIHL and other GRP-NDFP peace documents into Spanish, desiring that national liberation movements in Latin America study it, make use of it and go into dialogue with the NDFP. The NDFP-Joint Secretariat in Manila has published the GRP-NDFP peace agreements, with the ﬁnancial assistance of the Norwegian government. These are widely disseminated to European and other governments, political parties and alliances, and NGOs. With the current increased interest of the EU and European governments in the human rights situation in the Philippines, the interest in the CARHRIHL will also increase. The credit for the CARHRIHL must go to both parties that forged it. The NDFP delegation played a crucial and key role in creatively and painstakingly working out alternative formulations, standing ﬁrmly on principle yet exercising ﬂexibility on policy. The whole delegation and all the organizations in the Philippines, which provided needed strength and backing, deserve the credit. Such towering persons like UN judge ad litem and our Senior Legal Adviser Romeo T. Capulong and Prof. Jose Maria Sison, the NDFP chief political consultant, played essential and key roles as did the NDFP Reciprocal Working Committee on Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law chaired by panel member Fidel V. Agcaoili. ESJ: As far as I know, the Arroyo regime has shelved the CARHRIHL and declared “total war” on the CPP and the NPA. Quite symptomatically, it has not sought to categorize the “NDFP” as a terrorist group. Is this a tactical move to allow possible negotiations with the CPP/NPA? LGJ: Indeed, the Arroyo regime has shelved the CARHRIHL and declared “total war” against the CPP and NPA. It has targeted active progressive organizations and alliances as “communist fronts” and carried out the most brutal extrajudicial killings, enforced disappearances, bombardments and shelling which have displaced more than a million people, under Oplan Bantay Laya from 2001–2006 and now under Oplan Bantay Laya II starting 2007. It sought to categorize also the NDFP as “terrorist.” Mrs. Arroyo sent then Foreign Secretary Blas Ople in September 2002 to persuade European governments to put the CPP, NPA, and also the NDFP in the “terrorist” list. The EU, however, refused to put the CPP on the list. One report said that the Spanish government raised an objection to the CPP being put on the list, because the Arroyo government was negotiating with the CPP and the NDFP. Later in October 2005, after the GRP had refused to negotiate with the NDFP, the EU did put the CPP on the list. So, the Norwegian, Spanish and
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 other governments which may wish the GRP-NDFP peace negotiations to resume may have that interest in mind in not putting the NDFP on the list. But the Arroyo regime’s thrust seems to be to put the NDFP, CPP and NPA on the “terrorist” list to pressure the revolutionary movement to capitulate and to justify the escalation of extrajudicial killings of leaders and members of alleged “Communist fronts” and intensiﬁed attacks on the suspected support base of the CPP and NPA in the countryside. ESJ: What is your analysis of the effect of the tribunal on the coming May elections? (The Arroyo security advisers are scheming to suppress the party-list groups, chieﬂy BayanMuna.) Do you see the Arroyo regime declaring martial law openly and allowing more intervention by U.S. forces (including Australian units)? LGJ: The tribunal may help cause the coming in of international observers to the May elections. There will be greater international attention and scrutiny on the elections. It appears that there may be no more time for the Arroyo regime to secure the disqualiﬁcation of BayanMuna and other progressive party lists. But even now there are reports of the regime’s military openly threatening people not to vote for BayanMuna and other progressive party lists. The regime is also instructing the military to promote anticommunist party lists such as Anad (Alliance for Nationalism and Democracy) and Akbayan. Four progressive party lists, BayanMuna, Anakpawis, Gabriela, and Kabataan, have ﬁled complaints in court against the military in Negros, central Philippines, for direct harassment and threats connected with the forthcoming elections. It seems unlikely that Arroyo will declare martial law. The U.S. has indicated it is against such a move. And she would have to overcome certain provisions in the current constitution, and her Cha-Cha scheme (charter change through unconstitutional means) has bogged down in the face of broad Church opposition. It is more likely that she goes on with the current de facto martial law, repressing the progressive party lists and the bourgeois opposition, and [cheating] in the elections to avoid impeachment in Congress. She is still trying to push through an anti-terror bill which she can use to bludgeon the opposition. In the meantime, she has allowed increasing U.S. military intervention. Agreements to allow Australian and other forces to also come in have been announced and are being processed, using the excuse of cooperation in the “war on terror” of Bush. ESJ: What is your estimate of the possibility of the European Community becoming independent of the Bush administration in the near future and retracting its view of the CPP/NPA as “terrorist” groups? LGJ: There are growing rifts between the EU and the U.S. Germany and France were against the U.S. invasion of Iraq without UN mandate. The most recent indication is the European Parliament’s approval of a report condemning CIA rendition ﬂights using European airspace and airports. The report likewise strongly criticized 13 member states for collaborating with the CIA or “turning a blind eye” to the CIA rendition ﬂights. Other conﬂicts between the EU and the U.S. came up in the WTO regarding trade and subsidies.
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 But in the main, the EU still cooperates with the U.S., as is clear in the U.S.NATO collaboration in Afghanistan. There appears to be continuing cooperation in the “terrorist” listing of national liberation movements. Although the EU is under pressure to demonstrate more transparency and respect the rights to presumption of innocence, due process, and defense in the process of listing and de-listing, it does not seem likely that the EU in the near future would retract its view of the CPP/NPA as “terrorist” groups. ESJ: Please give us your current appraisal of the gains and setbacks of the nationaldemocratic movement in the Philippines since the end of the Cold War, and from the perspective of 9/11 and the U.S.-led “global war on terrorism.” LGJ: The biggest setbacks of the national democratic movement were due to the major errors of military adventurism, urban insurrectionism, and the anti-inﬁltration hysteria in the mid–1980s until 1991 which caused the loss of 60% of the mass base. The rectiﬁcation movement, a mainly educational movement from 1992 onwards, to identify, repudiate and rectify the errors, was a major success. It has resulted in the consolidation and expansion of the revolutionary movement. This has meant the strengthening of the mass base, the reorientation of the New People’s Army, the vigorous building of mass organizations and organs of political power and carrying out of programs of land reform, health, education and culture in wide areas of the countryside. When 9/11 occurred and U.S. President Bush declared his “war on terror” and the Arroyo regime followed with Oplan Bantay Laya, the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP), the NPA and the NDFP had struck deep roots and were carrying out the winning line of intensive and extensive guerrilla warfare on the basis of an ever deepening and widening mass base. At this time, the revolutionary movement has more than 120 guerrilla fronts in more than 9,000 (out of about 42,000) barrios, covering more than 800 (out of about 1600) municipalities in 70 out of the 79 provinces in the Philippines. In these guerrilla fronts, programs of land reform, livelihood improvement, health, education, and culture are carried out by revolutionary mass organizations of peasants, workers, women, and youth led by local organs of political power. ESJ: Finally, what is your assessment of the Moro struggle and the possibilities of closer NDF linkage with the Moro Islamic Liberation Front and sections of the Moro National Liberation Front that have refused the Misuari compromise with the neocolonial state? Do you envision a future political united front despite ideological differences? LGJ: We have always regarded the Moro people’s struggle as a just struggle for national self-determination. There are great possibilities for closer NDFP linkage and cooperation with the MILF. There has been friendly cooperation between the MILF and the NDFP for quite a number of years now. This cooperation can certainly be further strengthened, in such ﬁelds as defense of human rights, organizing of the masses, mobilizations and
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 other forms of cooperation of mutual beneﬁt. The possibilities of linkage and cooperation with sections of the MNLF are increasing as the Moro masses inﬂuenced by the MNLF resent U.S. military intervention in their communities and protest against the Arroyo regime’s subservience to the U.S. There is already an alliance between the NDFP and the MILF. Such alliance is also possible with sections of the MNLF. Hence, there is already the beginning of a political united front despite ideological differences. After all, in the NDFP, the basis of unity is political. Also, the basis of the alliance between the NDFP and other progressive or revolutionary forces is or shall be likewise political.
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 APPENDIX B
 
 State Terror and Mar tial Rule KARAPATAN Report on the Human-Rights Situation in 2006 by KARAPATAN (Alliance for the Advancement of People’s Rights)
 
 T
 
 he year 2006 was the worst for human rights since the toppling of the Marcos fascist dictatorship in 1986. The Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo regime ran roughshod on the Filipino people’s civil liberties and human rights as it imposed a state of martial rule and launched a campaign of terror in an effort to desperately cling to power. Propped up by the U.S. government, the Arroyo regime was able to muster enough political, military, and economic resources to launch a counteroffensive against those seeking to oust her from power. On February 24, the twentieth anniversary of the EDSA People Power uprising that toppled the Marcos fascist dictatorship, the Macapagal-Arroyo administration placed the country in a “state of national emergency” through Presidential Proclamation 1017 (PP 1017). Copied almost word-for-word from former President Ferdinand E. Marcos’s Proclamation 1081, PP1017 ordered the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) “to maintain law and order throughout the Philippines, prevent or suppress all forms of lawless violence as well as any act of insurrection or rebellion and to enforce obedience to all decrees, orders, and regulations.” It issued General Order no. 5, which empowered the government to take over any institution in the interest of national security. While PP 1017 did not specify the powers vested in the AFP and the Philippine National Police (PNP), it did give them the signal to attack the Filipino people’s rights. PP 1017 was lifted a week after but the Arroyo regime did not relent from using its martial law powers to suppress opposition to its rule. Violent dispersals of rallies were justiﬁed by the Calibrated Preemptive policy issued on September 21, 2005, the thirty-second anniversary of the imposition of martial law. Even as this policy was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court (SC) in April 2006, a permanent ban on rallies was imposed in areas surrounding Malacanang Palace. Likewise, protest actions near the U.S. embassy were not allowed. In an effort to curtail press freedom, the Philippine National Police (PNP) raided the 221
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 office of the Daily Tribune during the early morning of February 25. It also attempted to issue media guidelines and warned media organizations that the police would be monitoring broadcasts and publications. The Arroyo family also ﬁled an unprecedented forty-three libel suits against journalists, exposing corruption cases involving them. The government arrested military officers and soldiers it accused of planning destabilization plots and would have them face court martial. But the brunt of the campaign of terror was directed against the Left. Under the sponsorship of the United States, the Arroyo regime launched and intensiﬁed its local version of the “global war on terror.” With the support of U.S. military aid and training, and the participation of U.S. combat forces, the Arroyo regime conducted a “dirty war” against the Left. At the start of 2006, the Arroyo government, through its Cabinet Oversight Committee on Internal Security, came up with an Enhanced National Internal Security Plan (NISP). The Enhanced NISP, which intensiﬁed the implementation of Oplan Bantay Laya (OBL or Operation Guard Freedom), is aimed at decisively defeating the insurgency by the end of Arroyo’s term. By June 2006, the Arroyo government allotted an additional one billion pesos for counterinsurgency However, OBL is directed not only against the Communist Party of the Philippines, the New People’s Army, the National Democratic Front of the Philippines (CPP-NPA-NDFP), the Moro Islamic Liberation Front, and the Abu Sayyaf, but also targets the legal Left, which the AFP classiﬁes as a “sectoral front organization.” “Knowing the Enemy,” a video presentation produced and being propagated by the AFP, lumps together a broad range of progressive church and media organizations and personalities and labels them as “communist front organizations.” This made them fair game for both covert and overt military operations. Immediately after the declaration of a state of national emergency, the Arroyo government attempted to arrest progressive partylist representatives of Bayan Muna, Anakpawis, and Gabriela Women’s Party. They, together with prominent personalities from these parties, were falsely charged with rebellion on the basis of fabricated evidences and statements of military assets. Extrajudicial killings and abductions continue to escalate, averaging three political killings per week. From January to November of 2006, KARAPATAN documented 185 political killings. The number of victims of enforced disappearances this year reached 93, the highest in the six-year presidency of Mrs. Arroyo. The majority of the victims of extrajudicial killings and abductions this year were leaders and members of progressive partylists and people’s organizations. However, the Filipino people’s assertion of their rights did not waver. Public demonstrations and protest actions of varying forms have deﬁed the undeclared martial law and Arroyo’s campaign of terror. The families of victims of human-rights violations under the Arroyo regime banded together to form the organization called HUSTISYA! Victims of Arroyo Regime United for Justice. Hustisya serves to galvanize their efforts to seek justice and amplify their calls to put a stop to human-rights violations. The strong campaign against extrajudicial killings, enforced disappearances, and other forms of human rights violations and the gravity of the situation have put the Arroyo regime on the defensive.
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 The involvement of government security forces and the impunity in the commission of these abhorrent crimes against humanity has exacerbated public distrust of the administration and has generated concern in the international community. The general public does not believe the government’s claims that most of these killings were a result of an internal purge within the CPP and that human rights groups are exaggerating the issue of political killings in order to destabilize the government. In response to local and international pressures to stop the killings, President Arroyo was compelled to denounce political killings during her State of the Nation Address in July. It was, however, a feeble condemnation, as she commended Major General Jovito Palparan, a notorious human-rights violator, for his contribution to the advancement of the government’s counterinsurgency program. Subsequently, she was forced to form the Task Force Usig and Melo Commission, purportedly to investigate cases of extrajudicial killings. But the government task force was clearly attempting to whitewash the cases and justify the official stand of the AFP and the government regarding the killings. The integrity of the commission, on the other hand, was immediately put into question because of its composition and its vague mandate and procedures. Statements of concern did not ease as political killings further intensiﬁed. The government of Finland, the European Union, Wal-Mart, U.S.-based clothing companies, and recently the Joint Foreign Chambers of Commerce added their voices to the international campaign against political killings in the Philippines. The worsening state of human rights in the country is thus in a state of further deterioration.
 
 Main Trends in the Human Rights Situation 1. Impunity in Extrajudicial Killings The rising extrajudicial killings committed with impunity continue to be of the utmost concern in this year’s human-rights situation. KARAPATAN documented 185 extrajudicial killings from January to November. This has put the total number of victims from January 21, 2001, to November 2006 to 797. Table 1 shows the breakdown of killings by year.
 
 Table 1. Tally of Victims of Extrajudicial Killings per Year Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 (January to November)
 
 Number of Victims 101 122 125 75 189 185
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 Majority of the victims for 2006, numbering 96 persons, were leaders and members of progressive party lists and militant people’s organizations. This represents a 33 percent increase in the number of political activists killed compared to the number killed in 2005. This shows that the policy to target legal Leftist personalities continues and is even intensifying. Even human-rights advocates were not spared from the spate
 
 Table 2. Provincial and Regional Sectoral Leaders Killed
 
 Name 1. Abner Dalan 2. Crisanto “Santi” Teodoro
 
 3. Tirso Cruz 4. Cris Hugo 5. Rev. Jemias Tinambacan
 
 6. Elena Mendiola
 
 7. Jose Doton
 
 8. Jayson Delen
 
 9. Noli Capulong 10. Sotero Llamas
 
 11. Markus Bangit
 
 Organization and Position
 
 Date of Incident
 
 Anakpawis Coordinator Bagong Alyansang Makabayan-Sec. Gen, Bayan Muna member, Malolos Bulacan ULWU Director, Coordinator-AP NC member, LFS
 
 January 23, 2006
 
 Member of Promotion of Church People’s Response-Western Mindanao (PCPR); active member of Gloria Step Down Movement Regional Coordinator, Bayan Muna Cagayan Valley BAYANPangasinan, Secretary General BM Secretary General Camarines Norte Bayan Muna Sec. gen Former NDFP peace negotiations consultant CPA-Kalinga
 
 May 9, 2006
 
 Place of Incident
 
 March 9, 2006
 
 Bgy. Santisima Trinidad, Malolos, Bulacan
 
 March 17, 2006
 
 Barangay Pando, Concepcion Tarlac Barangay Washington Drive, Legazpi City Along national highway in Brgy. Mobod, Oroquieta City
 
 March 19, 2006
 
 May 11, 2006
 
 Garet Sur, Echague, Isabela
 
 May 17, 2006
 
 on the way to San Nicolas town proper
 
 Apr 27, 2006
 
 May 27, 2006
 
 Litana St. Brgy. Gubat, Daet. Cam Norte Calamba, Laguna
 
 May 29, 2006
 
 Tagas, Tabaco, Albay
 
 June 8, 2006
 
 Echague, Isabela
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 of political killings. Table 2 lists the leaders of provincial and regional sectoral organizations who were killed during 2006. Twenty-year-old Cris Hugo was a National Council Member and Regional Coordinator of the League of Filipino Students (LFS), a militant national student organization that was labeled by the AFP as a “front organization.” Witnesses revealed
 
 Table 2. Provincial and Regional Sectoral Leaders Killed (continued)
 
 Name 12. Eladio “Jazz” Dasi-an
 
 13. Paquito Diaz
 
 14. Madonna Castillo
 
 15. Ernesto Ladica 16. Victor Olayvar
 
 17. Bishop Alberto B. Ramento
 
 18. Rodrigo Catayong
 
 19. Manny de los Santos
 
 Organization and Position
 
 Date of Incident
 
 Place of Incident
 
 Vice Chair of the Guihulngan Anti-Mining Alliance; supporter of Bayan Muna; KARAPATANCVIS member Regional Chairperson— COURAGE
 
 June 20, 2006
 
 Guihulngan, Negros Oriental
 
 July 6, 2006
 
 ANM-Isabela, former General Secretary, Anakpawis-Isabela Secretary, MisOr Farmers Association Bayan Chair-Bohol
 
 July 20, 2006
 
 At the eastern edge of the pavement about ﬁve meters outside his abode in Tacloban City, Leyte Gabuat Cellphone Center, in front of ISU Echague Campus Looc, Salay, Misamis Occidental Bridge Caban, Brgy. Cabuntod, Danao, Bohol Espinosa St., Bgy. Poblacion, Tarlac City
 
 Chair of IFI Supreme council of bishops, KARAPATANCentral Luzon chairperson KATUNGODEastern Samar; chairperson
 
 AMG Provincial Council member
 
 July 26, 2006 September 7, 2006
 
 October 3, 2006
 
 November 5, 2006
 
 June 11, 2006
 
 in front of the Catholic Church in the town of MacArthur of Eastern Samar Oliveti Bongabon, Nueva Ecija
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 that Hugo had been receiving death threats since 2005. Early in 2006, two men went to the Bicol University registrar’s office to copy Hugo’s class schedules. On March 19, 2006, two men riding in a motorcycle shot Hugo in Barangay Bagumbayan, Washington Drive, Legazpi City, Albay. He was immediately rushed to the Bicol Regional Training and Teaching Hospital (BRTTH) but was declared dead on arrival. In June 2006, KARAPATAN-Central Visayas warned that Victor Olayvar, Chairperson of Bagong Alyansang Makabayan in Bohol, together with three other activists in the province, had been marked for execution by the military. Olayvar was shot dead on September 7. According to the fact-ﬁnding mission report of KARAPATAN-Bohol, Olayvar had been under surveillance by the military for three months prior to his death. Most of the victims were farmers, but there was a substantial number of prominent personalities from the middle sector who were killed. Table 3 below shows the sectoral proﬁle of the victims. The most prominent among those killed was Bishop Alberto Ramento, who was formerly the Supreme Bishop of the Philippine Independent Church and had been an independent observer in the peace negotiations between the Government of the Republic of the Philippines and the National Democratic Front of the Philippines. Even former political detainees who were no longer involved in political activism were targeted. Sotero Llamas, who was an NPA commander and later an NDFP consultant to the peace negotiations before being captured, was killed while on his way to a business appointment. The September 7 killing of Pablo Glean, a security aide to Makati Mayor Jejomar Binay, further indicates the broadening of the target of extrajudicial killings. Regions and provinces identiﬁed by the AFP as priority areas in the implementation of OBL and the deployment of troops registered the highest number of extrajudicial killings. The Central Luzon region suffered the most with 53 victims, about 30 percent of the total number. Victims in the Bicol Region numbered 30, representing a 39 percent increase compared to 2005, while the Southern Tagalog region had
 
 Table 3. Sectoral Proﬁle of the Victims Sector Farmers Workers Professionals Businessmen Church Workers Human-rights workers Youthes and Students Minors IP Urban Poor
 
 Number of Victims 104 22 20 3 7 4 11 6 5 3
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 the third-highest number of cases with 20 victims. Table 4 shows the number of victims per region. The AFP and PNP outrightly denied their involvement in the killings. But there are cases that clearly point to the involvement of state agents. Pastor Isaias Sta. Rosa was a member of Legaspi City United Methodist Church in South Bicol District, a freelance writer, a project consultant for nongovernment organizations, and the Executive Director of the Farmers’ Assistance for Rural Management Education and Rehabilitation, Inc., a nongovernment organization. He was abducted and then murdered in Brgy. Malobago, Daraga, Albay by armed men wearing bonnets on August 3, 2006. His body was recovered at a nearby creek, along with the body of a dead soldier. According to witnesses, the soldier was part of the group that abducted Pastor Sta. Rosa. The dead soldier was subsequently identiﬁed as PFC Lordger Pastrana. He had a Philippine Army identiﬁcation card that was valid until December 9, 2008, indicating that he was in active service when he was killed. He also had a mission order issued by the 9th Military Intelligence Battalion of the 9th Infantry Division, PA based in Camp Weene Martillana, Pili, Camarines Sur. The mission order, dated July 11, 2006, was to expire on September 30, 2006, and was signed by Major Ernest Marc Rosal. There has been no progress in the investigation of this case, as the Philippine Army continues to deny investigators access to relevant data, such as the names of members of Pastrana’s unit. The PNP is likewise reluctant in pursuing the investigation of the case. Rei Mon Guran, Provincial Coordinator of the League of Filipino Students (LFS)Albay was shot dead on July 31 by a lone gunman wearing a brown baseball cap inside a bus stationed at the Queen’s Bus Terminal in Bulan, Sorsogon. He sustained four gunshot wounds, one on his neck that exited through his nape, two on the right side of his chest, and another one on his left arm. On board the bus with him were four
 
 Table 4. Regional Distribution of Political Killings Region Central Luzon Bicol Southern Tagalog Eastern Visayas Davao Caraga Central Visayas Cagayan Valley National Capital Region Northern Mindanao Region Socksargen Western Visayas Region Cordillera Western Mindanao Region
 
 Number of Victims 53 30 20 15 14 11 8 8 8 6 5 4 2 1
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 policemen. A witness attested that one of the policemen even nodded his head to the assassin. The policemen did not take any action against the killer. This year, KARAPATAN documented 58 victims of frustrated extrajudicial killings. These people survived the attack but continue to live with the trauma and fear. A prominent case is that of Dr. Constancio “Chandu” Claver, Chairperson of Bayan Muna-Kalinga and Vice Chairperson of the Cordillera People’s Alliance-Kalinga. In the morning of July 31, Dr. Claver and his wife, Alyce Omengan Claver, brought their daughter Alexandra to school and were leaving St. Toni’s College in Tabuk, Kalinga, when their car was peppered with M-16 bullets by two unidentiﬁed gunmen on board a black van. Dr. Chandu survived the attack but Alyce was killed. She left three kids: Samantha, who is twelve years old, Cassandra, who is eleven years old, and Alexandra, who is seven. Alyce Claver was an active supporter of Bayan Muna. She was a member of Cordillera students’ organizations, including the Cordillera People’s Alliance chapter in Manila, while she was a college student. She had been very generous in her support to various people’s organizations and sociocivic institutions. In sympathy with the Claver family and in protest against the killings, medical doctors in Kalinga held a one day shutdown of their clinics. Dr. Chandu’s right arm was injured by the attack, and he has not been able to resume his medical practice in Kalinga. 2. Alarming Increase in Abductions and Enforced Disappearances This year, the number of cases of enforced disappearances is reaching alarming proportions. There were 93 victims of involuntary disappearances in 2006. The number of enforced disappearances for the year was already 37 percent more than the number of cases in 2005 and constitutes 45 percent of the 206 victims from January 2001 to November 2006. Karen Empeño and Sherlyn Cadapan, both students at the University of the Philippines, were abducted in the morning of June 26, 2006. They were sleeping at the house of a farmer in Hagonoy, Bulacan, when a group of soldiers forcibly took them and dragged them outside. One of the soldiers ripped Empeño’s shirt off and used it to blindfold her. They were shoved inside a jeepney along with Manuel Merino, who was forcibly taken from the house of William Ramos. The jeepney sped toward the direction of Iba, Hagonoy. The headquarters of Bravo Company of the 56th Infantry Battalion, Philippine Army was located at Iba, Hagonoy. The families of Cadapan and Empeño ﬁled a petition for a writ of habeas corpus at the Supreme Court that then directed the Court of Appeals to hear the case. During the last four hearings, military and police officials, who were named as respondents, did not bother to attend. Only when the court threatened to cite them for contempt did they grudgingly appear in court. Their testimonies consisted of general denials and feigned ignorance. On May 16, Roland Porter, a member of the First Quarter Storm Movement and the Bayan Muna partylist, was on his way to a store at Barangay Olympia, Makati City, when several unidentiﬁed men on board a white L300 FB van blocked him and forcibly
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 took him away. A witness said that one of the perpetrators ﬂashed his ID with the word “Police” written on it in her face. Unfortunately, she was not able to get the name. Porter remains missing to this day. Persons who were abducted and are still missing include consultants and staff of the NDFP negotiating panel, namely, Prudencio Calubid, Rogelio Calubad, Leopoldo Ancheta, and Philip Limjoco. Calubid was abducted along with his wife, Celina Palma, relative, Gloria Soco, and drivers, Ariel Beloy and Antonio Lacno, on June 26, 2006, while traveling along the highway in Southern Tagalog. Calubad was abducted with his son Gabriel on June 17, 2006, in Calauag, Quezon; Ancheta was abducted on June 24, 2006, in Guiguinto, Bulacan; and Limjoco was abducted on May 8, 2006, in Dau, Pampanga. Calubid and Limjoco, alleged former members of the NPA, were listed as number twenty-one and twenty-three on the list of those being charged with rebellion by the PNP-CIDG (Criminal Investigation and Detection Group) in March. They remain missing until today even after their families have sought judicial intervention by ﬁling habeas corpus petitions to request their immediate release. AFP officials denied having custody over these missing persons and refused to appear before the courts. Table 5 shows the cases of enforced disappearances by regional distribution. Some of those abducted were later released on the condition that they regularly report to the military when called. All of them suffered from severe physical and mental torture. Oscar Leuterio was abducted on April 21, 2006. He was detained inside a camp and suffered severe torture. During his interrogation, he was forced to admit that he is a member of the NPA. After almost six months of being illegally detained, he was released in October. Ruel Marcial was abducted on May 22, 2006, and was detained inside a military camp in Brgy. Tayabo, San Jose City in Nueva Ecija. He was subjected to thorough interrogation and torture. When he could not bear the torture anymore, he told the military that he would cooperate and help them in looking for the lairs of
 
 Table 5.
 
 Regional Distribution of Enforced Disappearances
 
 Region Central Luzon Southern Tagalog Bicol Eastern Visayas Socksargen Davao Western Visayas Region Cordillera National Capital Region Northern Mindanao Region Zamboanga
 
 Number of Victims 50 23 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 1 1
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 the NPA. It was only then that the soldiers stopped abusing him. Sometime in September, Marcial was able to escape and is now in hiding for fear of his life. 3. Reign of Terror in Rural Areas The AFP conducted massive military operations in rural areas, especially those identiﬁed as priority regions, namely, Central Luzon, Southern Tagalog, Bicol, Eastern Visayas, and Northern Mindanao. In these areas, the AFP imposed a state of martial rule and committed violations with impunity. In the barrios, elements of the AFP conduct censuses as a form of population control and to identify suspected sympathizers and supporters of the NPA. After the census, the military issues a “list of suspects” that also serves as an order of battle. Persons whose names are included in the list are “visited” and interrogated by the Reengineered Special Operation Teams (RSOT) of the AFP. They are asked to surrender, cooperate with the military, and denounce their support for the NPA. In most cases, the people refuse for the simple reason that the military’s accusations are not true. However, refusal to cooperate with the military usually results in brutal punishment. Such is the case of Ofelia Rodriguez, a member of the Divisoria Farmers Association, a local peasant organization in Mexico, Pampanga. Nanay Perla, as she is fondly called by neighbors and colleagues, was a convenor of the STOP PALPARAN campaign in 2005. During the launch of the campaign, Nanay Perla testiﬁed that she was invited by the military for questioning. During her interrogation, she said, Second Lieutenant John Paul Nicolas tried to force her to admit that she was a top-ranking NPA leader. She was threatened and told that she would be killed if she would not confess to
 
 Graph 1. Yearly Distribution of Enforced Disappearances
 
 A PPENDIX B: S TATE T ERROR AND M ARTIAL R ULE
 
 •
 
 231
 
 the accusation and cooperate with the military. But she refused. On January 16, while carrying her one-year-old granddaughter, Eliza, and talking with her ninety-ﬁve-yearold ailing mother, Amalia de la Peña, Nanay Perla was shot. The bullet that killed her entered the top of her head and exited at her nape. The AFP also conducts public meetings that all residents are required to attend. These meetings are supposedly conducted to inform the people of the “evils of communism,” but these meetings usually end with the military asking residents who voted for Bayan Muna, Anakpawis, or Gabriela Women’s Party to have their name listed and to surrender. Civilian authority in militarized areas has been rendered inutile. Barangay officials, especially those intervening on behalf of their constituents, are victimized themselves. This year, KARAPATAN documented seven Barangay officials as having been killed, none of whom were affiliated with any people’s organization. They were suspected of being supporters and sympathizers of the NPA, and were targeted because of their strong position against heavy military deployment in their communities. The people in rural areas are required to secure cedulas, or Community Tax Certiﬁcates (CTC), in order to be able to go to their farmland or even just to wander around the barrio. Failure to present a CTC merits physical punishment from the military. Such is the case of a farmer from Bulacan. He forgot his CTC when he went with his neighbors to go ﬁshing. They accidentally came across a group of soldiers who demanded that they present their cedula. When he was not able to present one, he was slapped on the face. Massive military operations also victimized farmers with no known political or organizational affiliation. Some were on their way to or were working in their farmland when, by chance, they were approached by soldiers conducting combat operations and patrols. AFP troops are also inclined to terrorize communities in order to keep them from “supporting the NPA.” The social cost of terror to peasant communities is equally alarming. The martial rule implemented by the military in the countryside has affected the economic life of the people. Curfews and other population control methods have hampered farming and social activities. The military’s control of the food and other resources being brought in and out of the communities hindered trading activities. This year, KARAPATAN also documented suicide cases resulting from the torture and harassment the victims suffered at the hands of soldiers. On October 11, Librado and Martina Gallardo of Brgy. Conversion, Pantabangan, Nueva Ecija, committed suicide. Two days prior to their suicide, the Gallardos were abducted and severely tortured by soldiers belonging to the Seventy-ﬁrst Infantry Battalion. According to the ﬁndings of the fact-ﬁnding mission spearheaded by the United Methodist Church that looked into the case, the Gallardos were accused by the military of being supporters of the NPA. Threatened with death if they did not confess, and still grieving over the death of their son, Leo, who was killed last year by soldiers from the same unit, the Gallardos allegedly drank pesticide. They left nine children. In another case, Bernardo Javier, a farmer, was arrested, detained, and heavily tortured in Fort Magsaysay, Nueva Ecija on suspicion that he was an NPA supporter. In early September, he hanged himself due to severe depression and fear.
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 4. Intensifying Trade Union Repression Data from the Center for Trade Union and Human Rights revealed that there were 89 recorded incidents and 163 documented cases of violations of trade union and human rights. There were 1,043 victims. Forty-nine incidents, representing 55 percent of the total number of incidents, occurred during the ﬁrst quarter of 2006. The total number of workers killed increased to twenty-eight compared to eighteen in 2005. The latest victim in the killing of workers was Eduardo Millares, leader of Samahan ng Mamamayan sa Tabing Riles (SMTR)-San Pablo, Laguna and a KADAMAY organizer, who was shot dead on October 18. He was killed by a lone gunman who escaped using a tricycle. SMTR is resisting the demolition of their community to pave the way for the South Rail project. They are also protesting the deployment of military forces in the area. Cases of abductions and enforced disappearances of trade unionists almost doubled from ﬁve cases in 2005 to nine cases in 2006, and cases of intimidation and surveillance increased by almost 73 percent. There were four cases of torture. Violent dispersals of rallies involving trade unionists and workers also increased dramatically, from one case documented in 2005 to eight in 2006. Harassment cases also increased from one to eight. 5. Filing False Charges to Justify Illegal Arrest and Detention and to Harass Critics Immediately after the declaration of the state of national emergency, the Arroyo government launched a “legal offensive” against suspected communist and military rebels, as well as against other personalities from the legal opposition. It formed an Inter-Agency Legal Action Group, under the National Security Adviser, to plan the arrest and ﬁling of charges against those opposed to the Arroyo administration. Anakpawis Party List Representative Crispin Beltran was illegally arrested on February 25, the day after the issuance of PP1017. Rep. Beltran, who is also Chairperson Emeritus of the national labor center Kilusang Mayo Uno (KMU, or the May 1st Movement), was arrested on the basis of a warrant issued in 1985, during the Marcos dictatorship, for a rebellion case that was subsequently dismissed. To justify his illegal arrest and continued detention, the government ﬁled an inciting to sedition case against Rep. Beltran for allegedly uttering seditious comments during the February 24 rally, although he arrived late and did not speak at all. When informed that a sedition case could not be ﬁled against Beltran because it was covered by his congressional immunity, government prosecutors tricked Beltran and his lawyer into attending a preliminary investigation conducted at Camp Crame for a rebellion charge for allegedly participating in a supposed conspiracy between the Left and the Right to overthrow the government. Beltran’s lawyers has questioned the manner and basis of the rebellion charge before the court, and it has yet to be resolved. In the meantime, despite having no legal basis for his continued detention, and in spite of demands for his release on humanitarian grounds, the government is still illegally detaining Beltran.
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 The PNP also attempted to arrest the following people without warrant: Bayan Muna Representatives Satur Ocampo and Teodoro Casiño, Anakpawis representative Rafael Mariano, and Representative Liza Maza of Gabriela Women’s Party in a press conference the day after the declaration of the state of national emergency. Bayan Muna Representative Joel Virador, who was to return to attend to his duties in Congress, was seized and manhandled by CIDG agents at the Philippine Airlines ticket office in Davao City. The representatives, however, were able to elude arrest and were placed under the protective custody of the House of Representatives in the Batasan Complex. The PNP subsequently ﬁled amended information to Beltran’s rebellion case to justify the arrest of the other representatives. Only when the amended information was rejected by the court did the police lift its threat of arresting the ﬁve representatives when they stepped out of the Batasan Complex. But the Department of Justice (DOJ) is still pursuing fabricated charges of rebellion against the ﬁve representatives. Included in the charge are six other personalities of progressive partylists and people’s organizations, namely, Nathaniel Santiago and Vicente Ladlad of Bayan Muna, Elisa Tita Lubi of the Gabriela Women’s Party, Rafael Baylosis of the Anakpawis Party, Randall Echanis of the Kilusang Magbubukid ng Pilipinas (KMP, or the Philippine Peasant Movement), Rey Claro Casambre of the Philippine Peace Center, and ﬁfty others who are allegedly members of the CPP. In Cebu City in central Philippines, eight leaders of militant organizations are facing charges, and a few more are facing harassment cases in Davao City, in Mindanao, including KARAPATAN-Southern Mindanao Secretary General Ariel Casilao. Just recently, another fabricated case was ﬁled in Leyte province against Ocampo, Ladlad, and others after the military claimed that it discovered a mass grave of “victims of purges” of the CPP. The place where the supposed mass grave was discovered was a no-man’s-land declared by the military during the days of martial law. On April 28, ﬁve peasants, Aristides Sarmiento, Axel Alejandro Pinpin, Riel Custodio, Rico Ybanez, and Michael Masayes, collectively known as “Tagaytay 5,” were on their way to join a caravan in time for the May 1st protest rally when they were arrested without warrant in Barangay Sungay, Tagaytay City. They were held incommunicado for days and were severely tortured. “Tagaytay 5” remains incarcerated at Camp Vicente Lim in Laguna and is now facing rebellion charges without bail. To silence the opposition, Miguel Arroyo, the husband of Gloria MacapagalArroyo, ﬁled separate libel cases against Sen. Jinggoy Estrada and Representative Allan Peter Cayetano. This is but another measure by the government to suppress the exposé of corruption cases involving the Arroyo family. To send a chilling effect, Pasig City policemen attempted to arrest Senator Jinggoy Estrada inside the Senate building on August 16. Arroyo also ﬁled a disbarment case against Cayetano and petitioned the House of Representatives to expel him as congressman. Other members of the opposition were likewise harassed. The DOJ threatened to ﬁle a treason case against Sen. Maria Ana Consuelo “Jamby” Madrigal after she met with members of the NDFP negotiating panel in Utrecht, Netherlands. Malacañan also urged the Senate to take punitive action against Madrigal for meeting with so-called enemies of the state. The Department of Interior
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 and Local Government (DILG) attempted to suspend and remove Makati Mayor Jejomar Binay, his vice mayor, and the whole city council for allegedly hiring ghost employees. This was not the ﬁrst time that a local official who was a member of the opposition was suspended. The same was done to Pasay City Mayor Wenceslao Trinidad. Moreover, Mayor Binay is also the head of the United Opposition. 6. Curtailing Civil Liberties The Arroyo administration has been trying to curtail civil liberties since last year when its crisis of legitimacy reached a breaking point, dividing the nation and almost toppling it from power. Clinging to power by the skin of its teeth, the Arroyo regime issued successive repressive orders by the second half of the year. To curtail the freedom of assembly and halt the increasing tide of protest actions calling for its ouster, the Arroyo administration enforced the Calibrated Preemptive Response policy. It issued a gag order on government officials, Executive Order 464, to neutralize Senate and House investigations looking into corruption and electoral fraud cases involving the Arroyo administration. It pushed for the National Identiﬁcation System to tighten its watch on the population, especially on those opposed to the regime. The declaration of a state of national emergency through PP1017 completed the return to martial rule. Copied from former President Ferdinand E. Marcos’s Proclamation 1081, PP1017 ordered the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) “to maintain law and order throughout the Philippines, prevent or suppress all forms of lawless violence as well as any act of insurrection or rebellion and to enforce obedience to all decrees, orders, and regulations.” It issued General Order no. 5, which empowered the government to take over any institution in the interest of national security. While it did not specify the powers vested in the AFP and the Philippine National Police (PNP), it gave them the “go” signal to attack the Filipino people’s rights. PP 1017 was lifted a week after it was implemented, but the Arroyo regime did not relent from using its martial law powers to suppress opposition to its rule. To send a chilling message to the media, the PNP raided the office of the Daily Tribune and attempted to shut it down if not for the resistance of the publisher. The AFP sent troops purportedly to secure the GMA, ABS, and CBN stations. The PNP warned that it was issuing guidelines and would not hesitate to crack down on media outﬁts airing or publishing statements by “terrorists” and those seeking to oust the government. The DOJ and the PNP warned that it would continue monitoring the media and would not hesitate to ﬁle charges against journalists even after the lifting of PP1017. The Arroyo family also ﬁled an unprecedented 43 libel suits against journalists exposing corruption cases involving them. On November 13, Manila police in plain clothes attempted to arrest Mia Gonzalez, a senior reporter for the Business Mirror assigned to cover the Malacañang Palace. These policemen were trying to serve a warrant of arrest for a libel suit ﬁled by Arroyo. Worse, the station of Radio Cagayano, a community radio initiative by the Provincial Peasant Alliance of Cagayan, was burned in July.
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 The government also attacked the offices of people’s organizations. The Bayan Muna office in Samar was surrounded by soldiers. Unidentiﬁed persons lobbed grenades at the offices of KARAPATAN and Anakpawis in Kidapawan, North Cotabato. The KARAPATAN office in Cagayan de Oro was ransacked in March. The national office of KMU in Quezon City is under constant surveillance. KMU officers and organizers documented at least seven incidents of surveillance. The Toyota Motors Phils. Corporation Workers Association, which has an active labor dispute, reported ﬁve cases of surveillance of their union office in C5 Taguig, Metro Manila. On October 5, union officers from Food Terminal Inc. (FTI) and Joselito Santos, a labor organizer for the Alliance of Democratic Labor Organizations (ADLO), which is affiliated with KMU, noticed two men in a motorcycle following them from the Pro Labor Legal Assistance Center (PLACE) in Quezon City to the FTI union office in Taguig. They reported the incident to the police, leading to the arrest of one of the men tailing them. The arrested person, Rommel Felipe Santiago, revealed that he was an intelligence officer for the Philippine Army and admitted that he was after a lawyer from PLACE. Since October 16, armed men in civilian clothes have been seen regularly in front of the PLACE office. The family of attorney Jobert Pahilga in Antique was approached by a bystander asking when the “body of the lawyer would be brought home,” a statement that was obviously a veiled threat. Pahilga is the executive director of the Sentro para sa Tunay na Repormang Agraryo (SENTRA, or Center for Genuine Agrarian Reform). SENTRA is one of the lawyers’ groups in the country that is starting to feel the heat of repression for representing clients from people’s organizations who have either been killed, have disappeared, or have been illegally arrested and detained. 7. Increasing U.S. Intervention Being the most ardent supporter of the “global war on terror” and the most loyal puppet of the United States, the Arroyo regime was amply rewarded with substantial military aid; intensiﬁed training; support for its AFP modernization program; ﬁeld-based combat support, including intelligence operations; and continued political support. This has propped up the bankrupt, faltering, and illegitimate regime. U.S. military assistance to the Philippines increased dramatically. The IBON Foundation computed that U.S. military assistance increased 1,111 percent from 2001 to 2002, the year Oplan Bantay Laya was implemented. This also coincided with the holding of the ﬁrst major Balikatan joint military exercises. This helped the Arroyo regime to strengthen the AFP and the PNP, to suppress dissent, and to buy the loyalty of both institutions. This is much more substantial when the other types of aid and assistance are included. Economic aid from the United States also increased in 2001. It helped keep the Philippine economy aﬂoat especially since the Arroyo regime was under pressure for its inability to manage the country’s ﬁnancial and ﬁscal crisis. Economic and military aid was highest in 2003 when President Arroyo was under heavy pressure to announce that
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 she would not be running in the 2004 elections. In exchange, President Arroyo provided the United States with a venue for projecting its military power in the region; a transit point, refueling station, and staging area for its “mobile, expeditionary operations”; and training ground for the troops of both countries in “interoperability” or joint operations for counterterrorism and counterinsurgency measures. Agence France Presse called the Balikatan joint exercises in 2002 the “Southeast Asian Phase of the U.S. campaign on terrorism.” Aside from the U.S. military buildup in the Middle East, the Philippines—through Balikatan—has seen the second biggest U.S. military deployment since Afghanistan. But aside from these big joint exercises, the United States conducted “frequent lower-level training exercises with specialized Filipino counterterrorism and counterinsurgency forces.” These low-level exercises involved no more than one hundred U.S. Special Forces at any one time. These low-level exercises were so frequent that human-rights and people’s organizations in Mindanao, in the southern Philippines, reported that, when combined with humanitarian and civic assistance operations involving U.S. naval troops and SeaBees (Construction Battalions), there has been a continuing presence of U.S. troops in the country since 2002. The rotation of U.S. troops in and out of the country is such that the United States is able to establish what the U.S. State Department calls a “permanent-temporary presence” in the country. Moreover, the series of agreements entered into by the Bush and Arroyo regimes strengthened the control of the United States over the AFP and PNP. Aside from the already existing Joint U.S. Military Assistance Group (JUSMAG), which enabled the U.S. to send “advisers” to the AFP and control the transfer and use of military equipment provided by the United States, other joint mechanisms were created to enable the United States to shape the orientation, strategies, and operations of the AFP. The creation of the Defense Policy Board in 2002 ensures U.S. control over the policies and decisions of the Department of National Defense. Another mechanism called the Security Engagement Board was created on March 24, 2006, purportedly to serve as the mechanism for the consultation and planning of measures and arrangements focused on addressing nontraditional security concerns such as international terrorism, transnational crime, maritime safety and security, natural and man-made disasters, and the threat of a pandemic outbreak that [may] arise from nonstate actors and that transcend national borders. The AFP is currently implementing a ﬁve-year Philippine Defense Reform (PDR) program under the supervision of the U.S. Paciﬁc Command. This program was an offshoot of a Joint Defense Assessment conducted by U.S. defense “experts” that looked into the capabilities of the AFP in combating “terrorism.” It was a three-year assessment that was completed in 2003. This program is aimed at enhancing the capabilities of the AFP in line with the U.S. thrust of strengthening its surrogate armies. More importantly, with “significant American involvement in monitoring its implementation,” the PDR gave the United States strategic and tactical control over the planning and operations of the AFP. Historically, Philippine counterinsurgency programs have been shaped by the United States. Lieutenant Colonel Edward Landsdale of the U.S. Air Force, recognized
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 as an expert in counterinsurgency, was assigned to work in the Philippines in the 1950s under the auspices of the JUSMAG. He directed the counterinsurgency program of the AFP during the height of the war against the Hukbong Mapagpalaya ng Bayan (HMB, or People’s Liberation Army) from 1950–1955. Oplan Bantay Laya (OBL) mirrors the counterinsurgency strategy and tactics developed by the United States during the Vietnam War in the 1960s and in El Salvador during the 1980s. The four phases of OBL, namely, clear, hold, consolidate, and develop, are patterned after the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy of combining the “Winning the Hearts and Minds” with the “Cost-Beneﬁt or Carrot and Stick” approaches. Even the ideal counterinsurgent organization developed by the United States, which fuses the civilian government and military structure and coordinates the efforts of the various AFP services, is reﬂected in the creation of the Cabinet Oversight Committee on Internal Security on the national level and the Area Coordinating Centers in the regions and provinces. OBL also employs the same combination of intensive military operations, intelligence, and civic action or triad operations used by U.S. Armed Forces, combining traditional conventional warfare methods with counterguerrilla tactics. Worse, the use of terror and death squads, contained in U.S. military manuals and employed in U.S.directed counterinsurgency programs in Vietnam, El Salvador, and the rest of Latin America, and currently in use in Afghanistan and Iraq, is also part and parcel of OBL. OBL directs AFP units to conduct target research, draw up a “sectoral/front organization Order of Battle”, and deﬁne speciﬁc targets for “neutralization” each quarter. From this can be attributed the spate of political killings, especially in regions deﬁned by the AFP as “priority areas” in counterinsurgency. Likewise, it also explains why the Arroyo administration is not serious in investigating and putting a stop to the killings. 8. Government Whitewash The police-led Task Force Usig, which was formed in response to the public clamor against political killings, has been consistent in its role of whitewashing the investigation. Without going through the motions of an investigation, it has already echoed the ridiculous line of the government and AFP that the killings were a result of internal purges within the CPP-NPA. The Melo Commission, formed on August 21, 2006, by President Arroyo, has been plagued with questions regarding its credibility because of the inclusion of the director of the National Bureau of Investigation and the chief state prosecutor of the Department of Justice; its effectiveness lies in its vague mandate of being “the Government’s sole voice on the issue of media and activist killings” and making “a report to the President outlining its action and policy recommendations including appropriate prosecution and legislative proposals, if any, aimed at eradicating the root causes of extrajudicial killings and breaking such cycle of violence once and for all.” It is also widely perceived as a mechanism organized to show that the government is doing
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 something about the political killings and to whitewash the investigation. Already, President Arroyo has cleared and absolved the military from any involvement in the series of summary executions and other human-rights violations. It accuses humanrights and people’s organizations of bloating the ﬁgures for the purpose of “destabilizing the government.”
 
 The Filipino People’s Response The escalation of violence and the increasing cases of political killings and enforced disappearances have reached alarming proportions. This has sparked outrage among the basic sectors and has pricked the sensibilities of the Church, professionals, and businessmen. This issue has hounded the Arroyo regime and has contributed to the further erosion of its credibility. The involvement of government security forces and the impunity in the commission of these abhorrent crimes against humanity has exacerbated public distrust of the administration and has generated concern in the international community. Amidst the wave of terror, however, the Filipino people’s assertion of their rights has not wavered. The iron-clad regime and its foreign ally failed to silence the social forces that wanted the de facto president booted out of power. Public demonstrations and protest actions of varying forms have deﬁed President Arroyo’s undeclared martial law despite threats of and actual violent dispersals of demonstrations. There is a resurgence of individuals and a broad range of groups of Filipinos, from all walks of life and from different political and religious persuasions, coming together to say, “Never Again to Martial Law!” As in the Marcos era, artists, doctors, lawyers, and professionals are forming alliances that heighten the resistance against human-rights violations and work to end the fascist Arroyo regime. The campaign against the humanrights violations of the Arroyo regime takes on many forms, including, among others, media exposés, signature gatherings, ﬁling of complaints, concerts, T-shirt- and ribbonwearing, art projects and exhibits, lightning rallies, and distribution of posters and leaﬂets informing people of their rights. Instead of being intimidated, peoples and human-rights organizations have launched a strong campaign against political killings and enforced disappearances. This has caught the attention of the international community. A series of international fact-ﬁnding and solidarity missions, whose participants have included journalists, church people, workers, peasants, lawyers and judges, indigenous peoples, and professionals from around the world, were conducted from 2005 up to the present. Members of these missions expressed dismay and alarm over the gross and systematic violations of human rights, the failure of government authorities to address the problem of political killings, and the impunity in the commission of these crimes against humanity. Amnesty International condemned the political killings, pointed out the apparent involvement of state security forces, and reminded the government of its responsibility to protect the rights of its citizens. The European Union and the Government of Finland informed the Arroyo government of their concern about the continuing political killings
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 in the Philippines. In an unprecedented move, the Joint Foreign Chambers of Commerce in the Philippines condemned the political killings and threatened to withdraw their investments in the country. Wal-Mart and U.S.-based clothing companies have also expressed their concern about political killings and violations of workers’ rights. These had never happened before, even during Martial Law. The New York Times and Time magazine condemned the increasing violations of human rights in the country and urged the U.S. government to pressure the Philippine government to put a stop to them. Outstanding among the Filipino people’s deﬁance of tyranny is the founding of the organization HUSTISYA! Victims of Arroyo Regime United for Justice. This organization is the response of victims and kin of human-rights violations that occurred under the watch of the Arroyo administration. Hustisya, along with other victims’ organizations such as SELDA and Desaparecidos and the multi-sectoral umbrella organization Bagong Alyansang Makabayan (New Patriotic Alliance), ﬁled a complaint at the Permanent People’s Tribunal against the Philippine and U.S. governments, as well as against multinational corporations, for violations of the civil and political rights, the economic, social, and cultural rights, and the right to self-determination of the Filipino people. On October 30, 2006, the Permanent People’s Tribunal, an international opinion tribunal independent from any state authority that publicly and analytically examines cases regarding violations of human rights and the rights of peoples, convened its Second Session on the Philippines and scheduled the hearing of the complaints for March 2007. In sum, the tyrannical regime of President Arroyo, like the Marcos dictatorship, was unable to terrify and silence even the direct victims of human-rights violations. For every person killed, a whole family takes up the cudgels for justice. Those who were killed and who disappeared are no longer victims but martyrs, and their kin will not fall prey to the blood-thirsty regime, for they join the growing movement of human-rights defenders. Reprinted with the permission of KARAPATAN.
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 APPENDIX C
 
 Verdict of the Permanent People’s Tribunal on the Guilt of the Arroyo and Bush Regimes for Crimes against Humanity Second Session on the Philippines, The Hague, Netherlands, March 21–25, 2007
 
 Origin and Jurisdiction of the Permanent Peoples’ Tribunal The Permanent Peoples’ Tribunal (PPT) is an international opinion tribunal, independent from any State authority. It examines cases regarding violations of human rights and rights of peoples. Promoted by the Lelio Basso International Foundation for the Rights and Liberation of Peoples, the PPT was founded in June 1979, in Bologna, Italy, by a broad spectrum of law experts, writers, and other cultural and community leaders (including ﬁve Nobel Prize laureates) from 31 countries. PPT is rooted in the historical experience of the Russell Tribunals on Vietnam (1966–1967) and the dictatorships in Latin America (1974–1976). The importance and strength of decisions by the PPT rest on the moral weight of the causes and arguments to which they give credibility, and their recognition in the UN Commission on Human Rights Complaints heard by the Tribunal are submitted by the victims, or groups or individuals representing them. The PPT calls together all parties concerned and offers the defendants the possibility to make their own arguments heard. The Jury is selected for each case by combining members who belong to a permanent list of jurors, and individuals who are recognized for their competence and integrity. From June 1979 to the present date the PPT has held 32 sessions. In 1980, just one year after its foundation, the Permanent Peoples’ Tribunal responded to an appeal from the National Democratic Front of the Philippines 241
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 (NDFP) and the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) to examine the human rights situation under the Marcos dictatorial regime. Following ﬁve days of hearings and deliberation (October 30 to November 3 in Antwerp) the PPT found the Marcos regime guilty of political suppression and abuse of power in violation of the rights of the Filipino people. The PPT also condemned the political, economic and military complicity with the US and other foreign powers.
 
 The Procedures of the Session According to the procedures foreseen in its Statutes, the original request (presented in early 2006 by a broad coalition of social and religious organizations, based in the Philippines as well as in Europe and Canada) to hold a Session of the PPT on gross violations of the fundamental rights of the Filipino people was examined by the Secretariat and the Presidency of the PPT with respect speciﬁcally to the competence of the PPT on the contents of the accusation, and to the representativeness of the plaintiffs. The Session, to be considered as a strict articulation and follow-up of the one held in 1980, was announced in a press Conference in The Hague, on October 30, 2006. The two main accused parties—the Government of the Philippines, and its President Mrs. Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo; the U.S. Government and its President Mr. George Walker Bush—were notiﬁed of the procedure through their Embassies—in Rome and in The Hague—and invited to participate in the process, and to exercise their right to defense. As documented also in reports of the media in the Philippines as well as in The Hague, qualiﬁed representatives of the Administration have expressed conﬁrmation, through their contradictory statements, that the Government had been duly informed in a timely manner, without however deciding in favor of an active participation in the processes of the Tribunal (beyond a silent presence in its opening session, on March 21). The public hearings of the PPT have been held in the Christus Triumfator Kerk in the Hague, over three full days (March 21–23), according to the program reported in Annex 1. Annex 2 lists the documents made available to the Jurors (and ﬁled in the PPT archives) to support and to interpret the oral presentations and interpellation with the Jury (including extensive live presentations and interpellation with witnesses and their lawyers in the Philippines over electronic live video communication). The deliberation of the Jury has been formulated in its closed-door sessions from the evening of March 23 until the presentation of its verdict on March 25, 2007.
 
 The Charges The PPT has been presented with the following three charges against: The Government of the Republic of the Philippines, and its President Mrs. Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo; the Government of the United States of America and its President Mr. George Walker Bush for:
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 1. Gross and systematic violations of civil and political rights: extrajudicial killings, abduction and disappearances, massacre, and torture; 2. Gross and systematic violations of economic, social, and cultural rights; 3. Gross and systematic violations of the rights to national self-determination and liberation.
 
 Historical Framework and Violation of Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights Since 1980, the year of the ﬁrst session of the Permanent People’s Tribunal on the Philippines, the socioeconomic situation of the country has not changed, except for the worse. Even at that time, the jury of the Tribunal had denounced the unequal character of the economic system structured for the beneﬁt of the domestic elite and foreign interests. It had also condemned the dominant economic and political role of the United States of America in the Philippines and in the region, through the implementation of an imperialist policy. Today, almost thirty years later, or after almost one generation, the majority of the Filipino people (the peasants, ﬁsherfolk, workers, oddjobbers, and low-paid professionals) remain deprived of their basic rights to physical, social, and cultural life. It is particularly painful to discover the ﬁgures collected from official sources, showing that a minority of Filipinos are absorbing the greatest part of the collective wealth of the nation, together with transnational enterprises, when we remember that behind each number there is a person—a child, an adult or an old person, a man or a woman. In the Philippines, out of 87 million people, 65 million Filipinos (80 percent of the population) struggle to survive on less than US$2 per day while 46 million go hungry each day. The situation is deteriorating: since 2000, average family incomes have dropped 10 percent. The majority of the poor are in rural areas (70 percent). Such a situation affects in particular the children. Infant mortality went from 24 per thousand in 1990 to 14 in 1998 and 40 in 2003. One fourth of the children under 10 years of age— or 6.1 million children—are underweight. This is not the fruit of hazard, but it is the logical result of a policy. The ﬁrst session of the Permanent People’s Tribunal in 1980 coincided with the beginning of the neoliberal phase of monopoly capitalism (The Washington Consensus), where in order to solve a crisis of accumulation, it was decided to enlarge and force open markets, decreasing the share of labour in the national income, privatizing public services, and establishing a growing freedom of circulation of capital, goods, and services. Such a policy, backed by the international ﬁnancial and commercial institutions (World Bank, IMF, WTO) has been offering to the dominant powers and social classes the possibility of ruling the world according to their speciﬁc interests. This is also happening in the Philippines. The share of labor in national income has fallen from 60 percent in 1979 to 37 percent in 2004 and the increase of corporate proﬁts has been impressive: between 2001 and 2004, the income of the top 1,000 enterprises grew from US$2.3 billion to 10.0 billion. Minimum wage has been falling behind rising cost of living, the wage gap increasing 44 percent between 2001 and
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 2005. Unemployment is on the rise, with displaced workers for instance increasing by 52 percent between 2004 and 2005. In rural areas, tenanted and leasehold farms have increased from 48 percent of total farms in 1971 to 52 percent in 2004. Privatization of economic activities and public services is also on the rise. Over US$4 billion of public assets have been transferred to the private sector. Such has been the case of the oil industry, of the Electric Power Industry Reform Act (2001), of the reprivatization of Maynilad water corporation (2006), of the privatization of public infrastructure (RA 7718). Liberalization of the economy has been promoted by various means. The series of tariff reform programs have brought reductions of agricultural tariffs from 43 percent in 1981 to 11 percent in 2003 and industrial ones from 39 percent in 1981 to 5 percent in 2003 (TRP I, II, and III). Free Economic Zones have been encouraged (RA 7916). Free Trade Agreements are prepared with the United States (US-RP FTA), and have been signed with Japan (JPEPA) and Asean countries (AFTA). The Public Act on foreign investments opened the way for external capital in the ﬁelds of natural resources (RA 7942 for mining), agriculture (RA 7652), utilities (RA 7721), airlines (1995), retail trade (2000), and others. Efforts have been made to remove the economic sovereignty and national patrimony foreseen by the 1987 Constitution. Foreign investments have increased from 6 percent of the GDP in 1980–1984 to 16 percent in 2000–2005, and in 2005 it had a cumulative value of US$19 billion. As a consequence, wealth has been concentrated among very rich people. The 1,000 top corporations have increased their annual net income by 325 percent between 2001 and 2005, and the top 10 percent of the population have incomes 22 times that of the poorest 10 percent. Additionally, the overall estimate of money lost through corruption is estimated by the Ombudsman at US$24 billion for the period between 2001 and 2005 and is estimated at US$4 billion in 2006, equivalent to 20 percent of the Government budget. Capital repatriation has reached US$20 billion since 1980, and mineral resources have been plundered to the equivalent of US$25 billion of exports since 1970. Furthermore the Filipino people have to pay for increasing foreign debt. The current total public sector debt stock P6.0 trillion (US$120 billion), equivalent to 110 percent of GDP, ate up 85 percent of total revenue for debt service in 2005. It is the highest in the history of the Philippines. As a consequence spending on vital economic and social services was slashed in order to pay for debt. Interest payments has now gone up to 35 percent of the budget share in 2006 which is 5 times more than the combined budget for education, health, and housing spending. Local industry has been destroyed and denationalized. Between 1995 and 2000, 4 ﬁrms were closing every day and this number doubled between 2001 and 2005. In 2005, 3,054 ﬁrms closed and 57,921 workers were displaced, increasing unemployment. Corporatization of land ownership has subverted the sham Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program resulting in the reconcentration of land. Communities of the poor, especially the women and children, today pay the heavy price of debt repayment and privatization policies where, due to the neglect of the
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 health care system and drastic cuts in public spending, child and maternal mortality has worsened. This has resulted in only 37 percent of pregnant women receiving vaccine. In the urban areas only 54 percent of the women delivered in a health facility, while in the rural communities, only 22 percent delivered in a health facility; and 59 percent were unassisted by doctor/nurse/midwife. Educational and health facilities have been seriously affected as the public share in health expenditure has been reduced from 41 percent in 2000 to 30 percent in 2004. Because of the lack of educational infrastructure, costs of sending children to public school and other factors due to poverty, 2.5 million children are working as laborers and 1.5 million can be qualiﬁed as street children. The denial of these basic health and social rights is a consequence of the crisis of the Philippine economy, where the government has not addressed the root causes but has continued the exploitation of the people and its resources with impunity for the beneﬁt of the local elite and foreign dominant powers. The growth and development of any nation lies in the hard work of peasants, ﬁsherfolk, workers, indigenous peoples, women, and their communities. But when these very people face intense poverty, hunger, unemployment, landlessness, and loss of all resources, then development is meaningless because life itself is threatened and communities are destroyed. This is the hard reality of the Philippines. A particular attention has to be given to the three main sectors of the Filipino people, peasants, indigenous peoples, and the industrial workers. Based on recent government statistics and the study conducted by Kilusang Magbubukid ng Pilipinas, seven out of ten Filipino farmers are landless. The farmers face extremely high rates of land rents and usury is so high that it ranges from 100 percent to 400 percent per cropping season. Farm inputs remain expensive but the products of farmers are very cheap with trade liberalization. This has led to the bankruptcy of many peasants, where they remain in debt. This situation further increases disparity between peoples and regions. Compounding the problem of peasant bankruptcy, corporations were able to take control and amass land through the promotion of agribusiness contract growing and leasehold under the corporatized market-oriented comprehensive agrarian-reform program promoted by the World Bank. This has led to less than a third of landowners owning more than 80 percent of agricultural land while small farmers are being ejected from the lands they have been tilling for years. Faced with the struggle to keep alive, farmers have organized themselves under KMP to claim their rights through the democratic process. This resistance is now faced with repression by the state through increased militarization of the rural areas. Statistics show that almost 60 percent of the victims of extrajudicial killings and forced disappearances are farmers, majority of whom are members of the peasant movement KMP. These killings of the peasant leaders are not isolated but planned and systematic. A campaign is carried out to slander the victim prior to the killing. No proper investigations are carried out and the state remains in a state of denial. Meanwhile witnesses are threatened and thus the pattern of impunity reigns with no accountability.
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 The massacre of agricultural workers at Hacienda Luisita is a pure gross violation of fundamental rights of workers to strike and assert their rights as deﬁned in ILO Convention 97 and in the ECOSOC rights. Both the United Luisita workers union (ULWU) and CATLU went on strike as negotiations failed over workers’ demand for a small increase in wages and better work conditions. One of the key demands was their right to the land as provided for under the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law. Yet, DOLE (Department of Labor and Employment) issued the assumption of jurisdiction order to the police and military to enforce it. When three attempts to disperse them through water cannons failed, shots were fired at the unarmed workers, seven died and seventy-two were injured. The killings did not stop with the massacre but persons who supported the workers, including Bishop Alberto B. Ramento of the Iglesia Filipino Independiente church, two leaders Marcel Beltran and Abelardo with Father William Tadena were killed in separate occasions. Even when farmers return to the land awarded by the Department of Agrarian Reform, as in the case of San Agustin Farmer Beneﬁciaries Multi-Purpose Cooperative in Palo, Leyte, they are killed and butchered by armed men who go unpunished. The guns do silence the law. The Arroyo regime has initiated the implementation of the Mining Act of 1995 liberalizing the mining sector by proclaiming its National Policy Agenda for Revitalizing the Mining Industry as recommended by the World Bank. This process has increased the intensive exploitation of the mineral riches of the country like gold, silver, copper, chromite, and nickel. But the commercial mining activities as well as the logging operations of various corporations affect both the present and future generations of the indigenous peoples. If perpetuated, it will destroy the ancestral domain, culture, and identity of the people. The documentation presented at the PPT, including the compelling testimony of Senator Madrigal, revealed how the Arroyo government by relocating the National Commission on Indigenous Peoples (NCIP) under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agrarian Reform will not only compromise its constitutionally mandated independence but pave the way to usurp the land of the indigenous people, leading to displacement from their ancestral home, and loss of land and customary rights. The evidence is very much reﬂected in the cases of Toronto Ventures in Zambaonga and Lafayette Mining Corporation in Rapu Rapu island whereas it is used for massive landgrabbing in the Island of Boracay. Such forms of rights violations have brought about a resistance by the people to claim their rights to land, culture, and identity. But it has been met with various human rights violations manifested in arbitrary arrest, persecution, torture, killings, and destruction of property and land by military forces, including extrajudicial killings as testiﬁed by Dr. “Chandu” Claver, a Kankanaey and leader of the Cordillera Peoples Alliance and Bayan Muna in Kalinga, who was ambushed by masked men while in his car with his family. His wife succumbed to gunshot wounds while he and his child survived and are now seeking asylum in Canada to protect themselves. Out of the 37.7 million workers, there are 4.1 million unemployed and 7.5 million underemployed. This situation has brought about the exodus of around 3,200 workers
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 every day to ﬁnd a living or better work abroad, not including hundreds or possibly thousands more leaving as trafficked or undocumented workers facilitated by unscrupulous recruiters who have proliferated as a result of deregulation implemented by the Arroyo government. There are around 9 million Overseas Filipino Workers abroad who have the tremendous capacity to remit the amount of US$13 billion every year besides an estimated additional US$3–4 billion remitted through informal channels. Due to the feminization of poverty, more than 70 percent of the workers who leave abroad for land-based work are women. But since the share of labor in the national income has fallen, reﬂecting low wages and minimum wage far behind the rise in cost of living, the organized sector of unions have demanded for wage evaluation and increase with better work conditions. This process has been met with arrogance of power of corporations, particularly TNCs like Toyota, Nestle, and others who have with impunity either dismissed union leaders or used the Department of Labor and Employment (DOLE) and the armed forces to end workers actions. The DOLE has used the assumption of jurisdiction order to provide military forces the right to intervene in labor disputes. There is no recognition accorded to ILO recommendations for respect of workers rights as seen in the Toyota workers case, well documented and presented to the jury. Thus corporations supported by the Arroyo government continue to violate labor rights with no accountability.
 
 The Role of the United States of America We need to see the worsening Human Rights crisis in the Philippines in the context of the United States’ strategies for global economic and military hegemony and the ensuing U.S.-led so-called “war on terror.” The military and security agreements between the Philippines and the United States were part of the series of treaties and agreements that were imposed upon the Philippines right after the granting of formal independence by the United States to the Philippines at the end of the Second World War in 1948. The agreements assured the continued domination by the United States over the country and over the Armed Forces and internal security in particular. This was so even though the Philippines was already given formal independence. U.S. troops have returned to the Philippines, despite the removal of the U.S. bases in 1992, on the basis of the Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) in 1999 and the Mutual Logistics Support Agreement (MLSA) in 2002. Under the guise of a so-called “war on terror,” U.S. troops have been stationed and deployed, especially but not only, in the southern Philippine island of Mindanao. Since 2001 there has been a continuous presence in the country of up to thousands of U.S. soldiers ostensibly for counterterrorism “trainings and exercises” but which in many cases are in reality coordinated combat operations with the Philippine armed forces. These grossly violate national sovereignty and Philippine territorial integrity. Because of its strategic location, the Philippines is vital for the U.S. projection of military force in East Asia to as far away as the Middle East. The country’s ports and
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 airﬁelds have already been used by the United States as transit points and refueling stations in its wars of aggression against the people of Afghanistan and of Iraq. It is for this reason that the United States seeks to maintain its control over the Philippine state and its armed forces, and seeks to defeat all progressive forces opposed to the U.S. presence and intervention in the country. The Armed Forces today remains the same institution that served the Marcos regime. The junior officers who committed atrocities under the dictatorship of Ferdinand Marcos are now generals and the henchmen in Arroyo’s repressive state machinery. The AFP continues to serve as an instrument of suppression and executor of extralegal operations under the guidance and with the support of U.S. counterinsurgency and antiterrorism agencies (i.e., the CIA and the Department of Defense in Pentagon). The Arroyo regimes’ dependence on the United States and the U.S.-trained armed forces is crucial for the survival of the regime. The cost of such strict dependence, in terms of gross violations of individual and collective rights, has been dramatically conﬁrmed and documented in detail. The neverending military, police, and paramilitary operations are the expression of all-out war, or so-called “holistic approach” in Operation Bantay Laya (OBL) or Operation Freedom Watch, a policy which has been carried out since 2002. Bantay Laya is the latest formulation of previous counterinsurgency plans initially crafted under the Marcos regime. It is an end product of more than three decades of successive failures and frustrations of U.S.-GRP-AFP in their attempts to crush and defeat the struggles of the people. The United States, through Pentagon and Central Intelligence Agency, has been involved in conceptualization, planning, training of AFP personnel, and execution of the plan. This work of cooperation is now done on the basis of the very controversial Security Engagement Board Agreement of 2006. The Security Engagement Board created by this agreement is a joint committee of defense officials and military officials of both the Philippines and the United States. And the purpose of this committee is to oversee the antiterror campaign in the country. The campaign was begun in 2001 as a campaign against the Abu Sayyaf in the south of the country, right after the September 11, 2001, attacks in New York. It was a creation of the United States and experimented in collaboration with the AFP against the Abu Sayyaf as an antiterror campaign. In that campaign the U.S. special forces and the AFP were abducting even suspects or families of Abu Sayyaf sympathizers and innocent members of communities in Mindanao. Only later was it decided to expand the campaign to cover the entire Philippines in the nationwide anti-insurgency campaign. Like the campaign against Abu Sayyaf, the nationwide campaign does not make any distinction between advocates who have a legal status and those involved in armed confrontations with the government. And it is being carried out by AFP instructed and supported in action by U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF). These U.S. Special Operations Forces are the most highly trained elite units of the U.S. Army who specialize in what is called Low Intensity Conflict Warfare. In other countries, the deployment of U.S. Special Operations Forces, especially in Guatemala and Colombia, as well as in Indonesia during the Suharto dictatorship, have been exposed by, among others, Amnesty International as having been responsible for
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 training local troops that have been involved in dirty tricks, including abductions, extrajudicial killings, and even massacres of civilians who have been known to be sympathetic to armed insurgents in those countries. Having run out of counterinsurgency options, Bantay Laya seems to be the U.S.Arroyo regime’s “ﬁnal solution” to the long drawn-out conﬂict. A novel and signiﬁcant component is its special emphasis on brutal and punitive measures against Congressional party list representatives and constituencies and “neutralization” of institutions and organizations, through assassination of their leaders and ordinary members. Bantay Laya’s focus on the political component and white area operations is described by veteran reporter and columnist Armando Doronila in Philippine Daily Inquirer (June 21, 2006): The blueprint of war outlined in “the orders of battle” of Oplan Bantay Laya envisages decimation of non-military segments of the communist movement. It is not designed to engage the New People’s Army in armed conﬂict in ﬁeld warfare. It is designated to butcher and massacre defenseless non-combatants. It is therefore a sinister plan for civilian butchery, a strategy which exposes the military and police to fewer risks and casualties than they would face in armed ﬁghting with the communist guerillas. The emphasis of this strategy on “neutralizing” front/legal organizations helps explain why most of the victims of the past ﬁve years have been non-combatants and defenseless members of the left. During that period the number of murdered aboveground members of the Left has far exceeded fatalities of the New People’s Army in armed encounters with security forces. This strategy is blamed for the systematic massacre of non-combatants. It offers a huge potential for human rights abuses and atrocities. It makes the regime look more coldblooded in its methods in trying to crush the insurgency than its predecessors, not excluding the Marcos dictatorship. It opens the path to the slaughter of the defenseless.
 
 Extrajudicial Killings, Tor ture, and Forced Disappearances An impressive amount of cases of extrajudicial killings, disappearances, and torture— often in combination with each other—have been documented before the tribunal by oral testimonies by survivors, witnesses, and experts who provided also the opportunity of more in-depth questioning by the jury. Further for each of the cases (listed in Annex 2) a very detailed account, including copies of original documents and certiﬁcates has been available for the jury. The synoptic presentation of the 839 cases of extrajudicial killings in a table, allows on one side the detailed view of the increasing number of cases from the 98 in 2001 to the 213 in 2006, on the other side makes visible the composition of this “population” which is truly and fully representative of the targeted killing strategy: persons associated with “left” organizations, church people, community leaders, peasants, journalists, lawyers, people of the so-called party list organizations (parliamentary opposition), human rights activists, or simply witnesses of extrajudicial killings.
 
 250
 
 •
 
 U.S. I MPERIALISM AND R EVOLUTION IN THE P HILIPPINES
 
 It also appears that most of the killings have taken place in those regions of the country that are identiﬁed as “priority areas” in the Oplan Bantay Laya (the counterinsurgency program dating from 2002, adopted in the framework of the anti-terrorism campaign after 9/11). (See above, paragraph 5) Victims are usually, prior to the attacks, subject to a viliﬁcation campaign by the military or anticommunist vigilante groups. They are said to be members of the CPP/NPA (Communist Party of the Philippines / New Peoples Army) or its “front organizations,” labeled as “terrorists.” In fact the victims are often poor peasants campaigning for some more loans, clergymen who have criticized the government for its alleged inhuman politics, human rights workers, and others peacefully struggling for better conditions for the ordinary people, who have nothing to do with political violence. See, for example, the massacre at Hacienda Luisita on November 6, 2006, referred to in paragraph 4. Examples of the targeting of nonviolent clergymen are the killing of bishop Alberto Ramento, known as the bishop of poor peasants and workers and as such a critic of the Arroyo regime, on October 3, 2006, of pastor Andy Pawican on May 21, 2006 (referred to before), and of pastor Isaias Santa Rosa on August 3, 2006 (also referred to before). Other examples of the targeting of nonviolent social movements are the abduction and killing of human rights workers Eddie Gumanoy and Eden Marcellana on April 21, 2003, (referred to before), the attacks on party list organization Bayan Muna officially represented in the legislature, of which party 129 members have been killed since 2001. Also the killing of 15 activist lawyers and 10 judges since 2001, as well of 26 journalists and other media personnel is to be qualified as an attack on nonviolent critics of the government or of social actors such as multinationals. The overall picture made available to the jury on Charge 1 is in fact perfectly ﬁtting the broader scenario outlined in the discussion of the Oplan Bantay Laya. Having failed in its earlier strategies to defeat the CPP and the NPA the government is now concentrating its oppression on the political more than the military component of the left opposition: the aim of “neutralizing” legal institutions and organizations become an excuse for the killings of peaceful persons. The witness to the tribunal, retired captain Danilo Vizmanos, is explicit in his analysis of Oplan Bantay Laya being not designed to engage New People’s Army into armed conﬂict with the Philippine army, but to attack, torture, and kill defenseless noncombatants, poor peasants, and social activists. Women leaders, and especially leaders of Gabriela Party, have been stripped naked and molested by military personnel. Sexual violence is used both as form of torture and to create fear among women.
 
 The Responsibility of the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) The perpetrators of the killings and abductions are often uniformed men with no nametags, wearing bonnets or ski-masks and riding on motorcycles or vehicles with no plate numbers. Although the government is strongly denying any participation of the
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 army in these killings, there are serious indications to the contrary. For instance the comprehensive documentation available on the case of the killing after torture of pastor Isaias Santa Rosa on August 3, 2006, has been speciﬁcally impressive: one of the perpetrators was killed as well during the operation and a written mission order (available to the evaluation by the PPT) by the army found on his body. In the case of the killing of pastor Andy Pawican on May 21, 2006, uniformed soldiers abducted the victim, killed shortly afterward. The same is true in the case of Eddie Gumanoy and Eden Marcellana (documented with video and a very detailed collection of documents) abducted by uniformed soldiers and killed after having been tortured on April 21, 2003, on their way back from a human rights fact–ﬁnding mission. The creation on October 30, 1987, of the Civilian Armed Forces Geographical Units (CAFGU) to serve as auxiliaries to the Armed Forces in counterinsurgency activities, is functioning as paramilitary forces used in many instances to serve the interests of political personalities and private societies.
 
 The Politics of Impunity The absence of any serious attempt to assure an investigation on the killings has been conﬁrmed by all the witnesses. No photos and no ﬁngerprints are taken; no other investigative measures applied. No prosecution is started because of lack of evidence. Even the most brutal atrocities hardly elicit any decisive action or even oral condemnation by the government. The history of the Melo Commission reﬂects well this attitude of denial: the government has been politically forced to install the commission with the mandate to investigate the killings: despite the qualiﬁcation of the facts as “incidents,” with no responsibilities of the army nor of the police, the government tried everything to delay the publication, ultimately without success. Another report, by UN special rapporteur Philip Alston, much more critical, has been totally denied and even derided by the government. Most serious is the mechanism of threatening, torturing, and killing of witnesses of killings and other human rights violations. The tribunal refers in this respect to the impressive testimony before the tribunal by Ruel Marcial, severely tortured just because he was the only witness of the killing of pastor Andy Pawican (referred to before). The jury has also been informed that at least one witness who has given evidence to the UN special rapporteur Alston had been killed shortly afterward.
 
 Conclusion The tribunal, having considered the evidence given before it, is of the opinion that the reported killings, torture, and forced disappearances fall under the responsibility of the Philippine government and are by no way justiﬁed in terms of necessary measures against terrorism.
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 Verdict The decisions of the Tribunal with respect to the accusation and charges, as reported in paragraph 3, are as follows: 1. The wealth and consistency of the oral and written documentation, made available through witnesses and expert reports, has convinced the PPT that each and all of the three charges presented against Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo and her Government and against George Walker Bush and his Government are substantiated. 2. The PPT underlines that the charges cannot be considered separately nor independently. The atrocities of extrajudicial killings, of massacres, of tortures, and of communities destroyed and dispersed are the visible and dramatic expression of one strategy, which has its continuity and effectiveness in the mechanism and instruments documented with respect to chapters 2 and 3. 3. The extension and the systematic nature of the violations of the rights of the Filipino people committed by the governments of Mrs. Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo and with the support and full awareness of the government of George Walker Bush, qualify the same violations as crimes against humanity, with all the consequences for the persons who are responsible for them. Such violations must be stopped immediately. 4. The Philippine government and the Bush administration have knowingly and willingly colluded with each other in implementing the United States’ so-called “war on terror” in Southeast Asia and in the Philippines in violation of national sovereignty and territorial integrity, violating the Philippine Constitution, which bans the presence of foreign troops and nuclear weapons on Philippine soil. 5. The PPT has found unequivocal evidences that the militaries have a central role in the greatest majority of the scenarios of human rights violations in the Philippines. The PPT, however, wants to underline the highly misleading role of the recurrent debates on the direct versus indirect involvement of the military forces in one or the other individual case. The AFP is a structural component and instrument of the policy of the “war on terror” declared jointly by the Philippines and the U.S. Governments, as a comprehensive label to justify all illegal actions and their impunity. 6. The PPT denounces as unacceptable the inclusion of the Government of the Philippines in the UN Human Rights Council: • It undermines the credibility of the UN in this ﬁeld; • It is an intolerable offense to the victims; • It is a denial of the many well-documented denunciations of the dramatic violations of human rights in the Philippines. As Permanent People’s Tribunal and part of the larger human family, we recognize that the dramatic and worsening human rights situation in the Philippines is the responsibility for us all, not just for those who struggle for their rights in that country. We commit ourselves to strengthen our efforts to defeat those powers that—under
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 pretext of the so-called “war on terrorism” and in the mantle of “market- and proﬁtdriven globalization”—deprive the marginalized of a life in justice, dignity, and peace. This commitment includes a sharp attention to the safety of the witnesses who courageously have contributed to the fact-ﬁnding task of the tribunal. If anything were to happen to any of them, we will hold the government of the Philippines responsible for that. Signed by Members of the Tribunal on March 25, 2007 Francois Houtart (Belgium)—Session President Irene Fernandez (Malaysia)—Session Vice President Makoto Oda (Japan) Ties Prakken (Netherlands) Lilia Solano (Colombia) Oystein Tveter (Norway) Gianni Tognoni (Italy)—PPT General Secretary PERMANENT PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL General Secretariat Via della Dogana Vecchia, 5-00186 Rome, Italy
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