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NICOLE CUUNJIENG ABOQOITIZ

Fantasy, Affect,

and Pan-Asianism
Mariano Ponce,

the First Philippine
Republic’s Foreign
Emissary, 1898-1912

This article examines Mariano Ponce's Asianist thought and his work to
promote a Pan-Asianist alliance, actively participating in the overthrow of
Western imperialism and the revitalization of Asia. Ponce's interest in Japan,
Asia, and the Malays ran deeper than mere revolutionary and reformist
instrument, however, as his lifelong scholarship shows. This article focuses
on the neglected affective and material dimensions of “peripheral” Pan-
Asianism in order to make it legible to the Northeast Asian-centric “center”
of the discourse and to reframe the broader history of Pan-Asianism to

include Southeast Asia and specifically the Philippines.
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“ he city of Victoria, which is what the city of Hong
Kong is called, impressed me greatly,” Mariano
Ponce (n.d.) wrote long after the conclusion of
the Philippine Revolution. “Nothing in the world
afterwards made such a grand impression on me,
because this was the first city with movement, animation, life —anyway that
my eyes had seen” (ibid.). Ponce had initially escaped arrest in Barcelona
upon the outbreak of the Philippine Revolution in 1896, but he was later
apprehended and spent a night in jail.' Upon his release, Ponce fled
Barcelona on 1 November 1896 to Hong Kong by way of Marseilles and
began his itinerary as the revolution’s foreign emissary, secking the support
of corevolutionaries, politicians, and thinkers.

Arriving in Hong Kong in November 1896, Ponce joined the Filipinos
who were residents there to form a revolutionary committee known as the
Comité Central Filipino, which sought to win international aid for the
revolution. Meanwhile, the Spanish consul and minister’s envoy were hotly
pursuing the Filipinos in Yokohama, as Ponce (1932, 68) reported in a letter to
Ferdinand Blumentritt on 10 November 1897. In June 1898 the Hong Kong
Junta led by Pres. Emilio Aguinaldo named Ponce as the First Philippine
Republic’s representative to Japan; he was charged with discovering Japan’s
policy toward the revolution and its various parties, enlisting its aid, and,
most crucially, securing and shipping arms and ammunition from Japan.
Ponce’s mission was given prime importance, ranking fourth out of twenty-
eight items in the budget of the Aguinaldo government for the period
May 1898 to February 1899, with the representative in Japan receiving
P20,524.70 out of the total P678,610.42 spent over the period (Terami-Wada
2015, 22). On this mission, Ponce’s rhetoric and thinking would expand as
it co-constructed, appropriated, negotiated with, and enlarged the Pan-Asian
discourse he encountered abroad.

This article examines Ponce’s Asianist thought and his work to promote
a Pan-Asianist alliance actively participating in the overthrow of Western
imperialism and the revitalization of Asia. The Philippine Revolution
(1896-1906)* created the first republic in Asia—a short-lived government
and political vision that emerged from a larger and longer regional backdrop
of quickening anticolonialism and radical secular nationalism. This
backdrop illumines connections between the discourses of the political that
proliferated across Southeast Asia during this global moment. Southeast Asian
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engagement with discourses on Pan-Asianism represented a transnational,
anticolonial vision of political possibility born of the particular international
imperial framework of power, which was dominant during the turn of the
twentieth century. Pan-Asianism advocated Asian and racial solidarity,
including, under the guidance of Japan, fighting against the encroachments
of Western imperialism, in view of a loosely internalized belief in a vague,
evolutionary Social Darwinism that applied biological concepts of natural
selection and survival of the fittest to international politics and relations.
Filipino discourses on race, evolution, and Pan-Asianism connected Filipino
thought to the parallel anti-imperial and positive political imaginings of
neighboring countries, particularly Vietnam —as did the Filipino attempt to
conceptualize the greater Malay race and negotiate the Philippine nation’s
place within “Asia.”

Ponce handled the “international desk” of La Solidaridad, the reformist
Propaganda Movement’s Europe-based mouthpiece, which as early as 1893
had covered Japanese expansionism and then in 1895 devoted itself almost
entirely to fastidious coverage of the Sino—Japanese War (1894-1895). In
that period Ponce’s writings, like fellow propagandist Marcelo H. del Pilar’s,
had used Japan’s rise as a foil, a tool by which to argue for reforms from the
Spanish government. Their writings in La Solidaridad warned that Spain
should fear the grassroots “redemptorist policy” of “Asia for the Asians”
rather than the military threat Japan posed, for the “identity or equality of
races between Japanese and Filipinos” would radicalize Filipinos against
Spain to make the survival of the Spanish flag in the Far East impossible
(cf. Del Pilar 1996, 477; La Solidaridad 1996). Hence, they reasoned, Spain
should grant Las Filipinas its requested political reforms in order to keep the
islands united with Spain.

Ponce’s interest in Japan, Asia, and the Malays ran deeper than mere
reformist instrument, however, as his lifelong scholarship shows. His article
“El Folk-lore Bulaquefio” compared the customs of his native province of
Bulacan with those of Malays and Polynesians (Ponce 1890). He saw them
as existing within a shared historical and cultural frame, unlike “others that
seem foreign” (otras que parecen extrafias), as Isabelo de los Reyes (1890,
6) had put it in his introduction to Ponce’s work (Dizon 2013, 21). In
Resil Mojares’s (2011, 87) analysis, Ponce’s numerous historical articles on
comparative colonialism across Southeast Asia “imagined a global space in
which colonies had a simultaneous, interconnected existence but differed
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in degrees of progress and assimilation into a ‘modern’ world order.” Even
after the end of the Philippine Revolution he would publish and lecture on
Indochina, China, and Japan. Indeed, his admiration for the rise of Japan and
frustration with Spain were the main factors in Ponce’s move from reform
to revolution. Ponce believed that enlightened colonialism had a tutelary
function, aiding others along what he interpreted to be a path of universal
(somewhat unilinear) Progress; but he also believed that function to be
temporary — “cach phase and evolutionary level of the colonial development
demands its adequate regime,” he wrote (Kalipulako 1996, 193). Japan’s rise
as an imperial and global power following the Sino-Japanese War showed
Ponce a new tutelary possibility separate from Furope and Mother Spain
and helped him to remap the Philippines’s geography of political affinity.
The literature on Pan-Asianism is largely Northeast Asia-centric and
mainly treats Pan-Asianism as a discourse. The historiography highlights
failures to transnationalize Pan-Asianism within the Sinic world, particularly
to Korea, and focuses on Japanese—Chinese rivalry, while largely neglecting
the Pan-Asianism of the non-Sinic “periphery.” The First Philippine
Republic’s foreign collaboration represents the first instance of fellow Pan-
Asianists lending material aid to an anticolonial revolution against a Western
power (rather than the overthrow of a domestic dynasty) and, in doing
so, harnessing transnational Pan-Asian networks of support, activism, and
association. To incorporate this important Pan-Asianism of the periphery
and make it legible to the “center,” we must move away from treating
Pan-Asianism exclusively as a discourse in order to attune ourselves to the
material dimension, to affect, and to fantasy, in addition to the history of
ideas.* Indeed, fantasies, imagination, and a certain emotionality formed
much of the periphery’s engagement with the model of Meiji-era Japan
and Asian solidarity, as Caroline S. Hau and Takashi Shiraishi (2009)
have argued deftly. Hau and Shiraishi (ibid., 333) warned against treating
Pan-Asianism as merely a set of ideas articulated by certain intellectuals
or officials, an approach that renders it a predominantly Japan- or China-
centered phenomenon; instead, their use of network science methodology
interprets Pan-Asianism as a “network formed through intellectual,
physical, emotional, virtual, institutional, and even sexual contacts, or
some combination thereof” and highlights the role of traveling nationalists,
transnational associations, and fantasy. This article builds on that of Hau and
Shiraishi, with additional attention to the material dimension of this history,
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thereby reframing the broader history of Pan-Asianism to include Southeast
Asia, long before the latter became official Japanese state policy in 1938 and
what would become the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere by 1940.

The historiography of the intellectual history of the Philippine
Revolution has long studied the intellectual catalysts that/who traveled to the
Philippines from Europe and greeted the Filipinos who traveled to Europe
themselves. However, corollary comparisons of the Philippine Revolution
to other “Asian” movements of its kind and time are rare.” Among these
rare few, Caroline S. Hau and Kasian Tejapira’s (2011) work uses the lens
of travel to crisscross the region and trace the movements, networks, and
actions of transnational actors who operated above and below the nation-
state across the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as did Resil B. Mojares’s
(2011) and Francis A. Gealogo’s (2013) essays on Mariano Ponce. Yet,
deeper international and transnational examinations of the Philippine
Revolution’s intellectual negotiations with “Asia” are still needed. This
article builds on the transnational and international intellectual histories
produced by Megan Thomas (2012) and Benedict Anderson (2005) as well
as Mojares’s (2002, 2006, 2011, 2013) brilliant scholarly articles and lectures
on the figure of Mariano Ponce, the propagandists’ claiming of Malayness,
and early Philippine “Asianism.” It benefits greatly from the studies of Ma.
Luisa T. Camagay (1999), Jean Paul Zialcita (2011), and Mojares (2011),
but departs from such studies by focusing explicitly and more deeply than
those aforementioned studies on the Pan-Asianist dimensions of Ponce’s
work, framing his actions against a transnational Pan-Asianist history rather
than against merely or primarily the domestic Philippine Revolution.
In so doing, it secks to continue the works of Rebecca Karl (2002) and
Lorraine Marion Paterson (2006), which explore, respectively, Chinese
and Vietnamese identification with other Asian countries suffering similar
colonial and geopolitical conditions in order to chart the emergence of a
more politicized version of Asia. In this way, this article seeks to open Ponce’s
work and import for comparison and connection with other corollary and
contemporary histories of Southeast and Fast Asia.

Many articulations of Pan-Asianism fall outside neat, linear stages and
resist clear typologies; nevertheless, categorization remains a necessary
shorthand to prevent conflation. Within the “core” of Pan-Asian discourse,
three distinct threads of Pan-Asianism emerged: the “Sinic” thread of “same
letters, same culture” (dobun doshu); the “Teaist” thread, which Okakura
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Tenshin’s “Asia is one” thesis exemplifies; and the Meishuron (Japan as
leader) thread, as delineated by Eri Hotta (2007) and Hau and Shiraishi
(2009). Sinic Pan-Asianism centered on solidarity with China, founded on
the common cultural heritage of East Asia (ibid., 332). This foundation was
the “same letters/script, same culture” conceit represented in the work of
Konoe Atsumaro and cultural associations and organizations such as Toa
Dobunkai and Toa Dobun Shoin. It was concerned with racial struggle and
arrayed various Asian nationalisms against the international world order
(Hotta 2007, 44). Teaist Pan-Asianism drew from Okakura Tenshin’s (also
known as Okakura Kakuzd) (1906) The Book of Tea and featured globalist
theorizations of Asia that highlighted shared philosophical or cultural traits
over an expanse stretching from South to East Asia (Hotta 2007, 44). More
egalitarian, idealist, anticolonial, and extensive in its fuzzy geographical
boundaries to Asia than were the other threads, it asserted Asia’s philosophical
and cultural equality with the West. Meanwhile, Meishuron Pan-Asianism
was the expansionist, geopolitics-based thesis of Ishiwara Kanji (Amur River
Society) and Genydsha (Dark Ocean Society), which positioned Japan at
the head of the Asian alliance (Ajia no meishu) in the crusade to rescue
Asia from Western imperialism (ibid.). In this stance, the Meishuron thread
envisioned a crucial role for Japan to transform other Asian nations in its
image.

Ponce idealized Asian solidarity, adhering to the romantic Teaist strand
of Pan-Asianism, and posited that Japanese and Filipinos were bound by
racial and geographical affinities and shared interests vis-a-vis the West, with
both nations undertaking shared “civilizational” work in which Japan did
not dominate but merely led. Nevertheless, Ponce was a Pan-Asianist of the
colonized and Southeast Asian mold, by which he always subsumed even his
idealized vision of Asian solidarity to particular, national Philippine interests.
Sven Matthiessen (2016, 185) argues that “Neither [Jose] Ramos nor Ponce
had a vision of the Philippine role in a possible Greater Asia under Japanese
leadership. As a fellow Asian country, Japan simply seemed to them to be
the natural ally to overcome Western colonization. Nonetheless, it would
be far-fetched to refer to such activists as ‘Pan-Asianists’™ (ibid.). Yet, I would
argue that, for the colonized, an unmitigated geopolitical idealism in the
negotiation of fields of power was practically impossible and that, in order to
accurately apprehend what was a multivocal and multipolar Pan-Asianism,
we must attend to the differences between the Pan-Asianism advocated by
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the colonized and the Pan-Asianism emanating from the uncolonized center
of Japan. Basically no “true” Pan-Asianism existed among the colonized or
in Southeast Asia as Matthiessen’s framework would categorize it because
during this colonial era in Southeast Asia essentially no political activist or
revolutionary thinker was untouched by priorities of geopolitical realism
and concerns regarding self-determination —although it is beyond the scope
of this article to interrogate the process by which the nation-state would
eventually win out as the legitimate political form. The general vision
among Filipino Asianists was to be part of an Asian movement to spread
independence to their neighbors and Malay brothers.

From Reform to Revolution, with
Transnational Material Cooperation

Operating principally from Yokohama, Ponce lived in Japan from June 1898
to March 1901 and used English as his language of communication. He met
Japanese officials and persons from all levels and joined meetings of various
Asianistsocieties, including the Shokumin Kydkai (Colonization Society); the
Toho Kydkai (Oriental Cooperation Society), founded in 1890 by Japanese
intellectuals to study the East Asian political landscape and opportunities to
spread Pan-Asianism; and the Oriental Young Men’s Society (Mojares 2011,
93-94). Mojares’s research showed that in Japan Ponce met the Chinese
Confucian scholar Kang Yu-wei, who led the “Hundred Days of Reform”;
the exiled leaders of the Korean reform movement Prince Park Yeong-
hyo, War Minister An Kyong-su, and Home Minister Yu Kil-chun; and the
Chinese revolutionary and future president of the Republic of China, Sun
Yatsen (ibid., 94). Among the Japanese Pan-Asianists, Ponce connected with
the ultranationalists Hirata Hyobei and Fukushima Yasumasa. Fukushima
was a colonel, and later general, in the Imperial Army. Hirata reportedly had
been in contact with Filipino revolutionary agents as carly as 1895 and was
rumored to be the intermediary for Prince Konoe Atsumaro. In his letter to
“William Jones, Esq.” (who was actually Felipe Agoncillo) on 7 July 1898,
Ponce (1932, 121) asserted that the Japanese were the allies the Filipinos
desired “more than anyone else” —as the two countries were “related in race
and geography” and had “one, shared destiny.”

Such purported shared destiny and relationship were not mere fantasies
of Pan-Asianists in the colonized countries outside the Sinic world, who
asserted a “racial” relationship for symbolic, instrumental, and strategic
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purposes. Western domination, colonialism, and rising nationalism were
redrawing understandings of what and who constituted Asia. Indeed, the
famous Japanese activist, Miyazaki 'I'dten, who assisted Sun Yat-sen and
Kang Yu-wei and maintained a lifelong devotion to China’s revolutionary
movement, would discover through his interactions with the Philippine
Revolution the ways in which the definition of Asia extended outward. The
non-Sinic world was taking up the mantle of Asia, and its Pan-Asianists
were traveling directly to its new power center in Japan. This trend,
nevertheless, did not herald a new, flat sense of Asia within Pan-Asianism.
Miyazaki declared that his brother, Yazd, shared all of his views on religion
and society—Miyazaki (2014, 46) even credited him with providing “the
compass whereby I could steer my life’s course” —and he recorded Yazo as
explaining to him: “Talk and discussion won’t do any good. What we should
do is to devote our lives to a project of getting into the Chinese interior.”
From there, he concluded, “Let China once revive and base itself upon its
true morality, then India will rise, Siam and Annam too will revive, and the
Philippines and Egypt can be saved” (ibid., 47). In this manner, while the
borders of Asia within Pan-Asianism were extending outward, even from the
view of the center, the moral and existential fate of the periphery such as the
Philippines necessarily depended on the strength of the center.

The Japanese government, which greatly feared provoking the US, was
still deciding “the Philippine question” in 1898. Colonel Fukushima drew
up a list of questions regarding the ongoing Philippine Revolution, which
Faustino Lichauco answered on behalf of Aguinaldo’s government, sending
his reply to Fukushima on 17 July 1898. Lichauco (1969, 374) expressed
to Fukushima that the European powers had the desire and ambition “to
be the sole directors of the affairs of mankind” and that “thus they desire to
interfere with the advance of America and Japan. They are not satisfied with
maintaining relations of friendship and commerce.” Drawing upon the US’s
Monroe Doctrine as a blueprint for Japan’s future actions in Asia, he said
further, “America taking a wise position of defence desires to keep them out
of the New World; this plan shows the [Far] East what it should do” (ibid.). A
distinctly Pan-Asianist solidarity, premised on common interests, served as the
ostensible rationale for this suggestion: “T'he union of the people of this part
of the world by the bond of common interests is a duty which confronts us so
that that [sic] we can turn aside this current from the West which moves to

overwhelm us,” he wrote. “We cannot permit any foreigner to govern our own
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house, since they will do it always for their own selfish interests” (ibid., 375).
In this way, Lichauco’s appeal to Fukushima redrew racial lines such that the
Japanese and Filipinos could be understood as inhabiting the same “house.”
Lichauco also introduced the Philippine Revolution as following
Japan’s path and sharing Japan’s aim, such that Japan could recognize in the
revolution the birth of its brother in the south. Further still, he attempted
to draw in Japan by emphasizing moral responsibility in a shared burden.
“Japan should see then that when the Filipinos implore her aid at this
moment they are working for a larger purpose than the mere attainment of
their independence,” he highlighted (ibid.). This idea of a shared destiny and
burden in Asia, stated in a 26 July 1898 letter to “F. Agoncillo” (presumably
Felipe Agoncillo), would form the heart of Ponce’s (1932, 129) appeals for
Japanese sympathy and aid, even despite the fact that he knew from his
friend Mr. Hirata that the new Japanese government was not yet in a position
to occupy itself with the Filipinos™ cause. Ponce was told that the Japanese
worried that the Filipinos would ultimately “employ against the Yankees one
day whatever aid the Japanese would grant them now” (ibid., 152-53).
Despite this desire to avoid provocation, in August 1898 Ponce began
receiving private offers of support from Japanese individuals. In August,
according to his letters, Ponce secured an offer in Yokohama of 20,000
Matiiser rifles at a price of $10 each. As he wrote in a letter to D. W. Jones®
on 23 August 1898, the same seller proposed bayonets for $1.50, artillery
belts for $0.80, and cartridges for $30 per thousand units (ibid., 155). Then
in November he began receiving more encouraging signs from Japanese
politicians. “Conde Katsu [sic],”” whom Ponce (ibid., 223) described in a 10
November 1898 letter to Galicano Apacible,® chairman of the Hong Kong
Committee, as “one of the oldestand most influential politicians in the court,”
had assured Ponce of the Japanese desire to aid the Filipinos, “promising
favorable results with regard to the attitude that the new Government
would take,” which was “dominated by the military faction, sympathizer
to our cause.” That month Ponce also began fielding offers from individual
Japanese supporters to train the Philippine Revolutionary army. “The
Japanese Government finds it worthwhile to give us one of the most expert
chiefs of the Army Staff, if our Government wishes to request it,” Ponce
(ibid., 241) counseled Apacible on 28 November 1898. That Japanese chief
was “the same Tokishawa [sic]” who knows many of our friends and speaks
Spanish” and was “very enthusiastic about our Cause and our Government”
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(ibid.). Ponce (ibid.) repeated that “the Japanese Government wants nothing
more than our independence” and urged Apacible that “all they require is
that our Government write a letter to the Japanese government asking chief
Tokishawa [sic] to be assigned to our army and that the letter arrive here
before December ends.” He assured Apacible that, upon compliance with
these requests, Colonel Fukushima would be able to assign Tokizawa to the
Philippine Revolutionary Army and have him set off for his post by January
1899. As "Tokizawa was slated for a few operations in north Japan in January,
Ponce explained that it was necessary that the Philippine government
request his assignment to the Philippines by December. All this information
Ponce (ibid., 246-47) relayed to Apolinario Mabini as well on 30 November
1898, stressing the opportunity it presented and the urgency required for the
Philippine government to seize it.

It seems that Tokizawa did not make it to the Philippines, for by 2 January
1899 Ponce (ibid., 256) wrote Apacible that “we are searching now for retired
soldiers or reserves that wish to go,” with the constant condition that “they
are of good conduct, speak English or French, and aren’t very demanding,
without prejudice to the officers that the Government gives us.” Meanwhile,
the minister of war had asked Ponce to try to provide the Philippines with at
least fifty Japanese men.!” Ponce responded that it would be difficult for the
Japanese government to commit that many officers. “Convinced each day
of its importance,” a few days later, on 11 January 1899, Ponce (ibid., 258)
declared and reaffirmed to Apacible, “our Government and our people will
never abandon the policy of closeness to Japan (la politica de aproximacion
al Japon)”; he believed that “both countries, in union with the others of the
Far East, have shared interests to defend in the future as our special mission.”

By 31 January 1899 Ponce (ibid., 268) informed Apacible that he had
secured the services of another Japanese Army officer who could go to
Malolos and train the Philippine Revolutionary Army: Nagano Yoshitora,
“who was highly recommended by Colonel Fukushima and Commander
Akashi.” Nagano requested $200 a month, with lodging and an attendant,
but was happy to accept whatever the Philippine Government wished to give
him so long as he was able to live on it."" Ponce reported that Nagano had
spent significant time in Formosa, where his superiors said he conducted
himself irreproachably. “We should indicate to our Government,” Ponce
additionally counseled, “the usefulness of giving him a core of people to
organize in the Japanese style, in order for us to better appreciate the system”
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(ibid.). Further, Ponce relayed that not only was Nagano very enthusiastic
about the Philippine cause and people, but also apparently he had already
“thought of residing there all his life, searching for a means to live in the
event that our Government no longer needs him” (ibid., 269). In fact, by §
June, Ponce (ibid., 353) was able to write to Apacible that “the carriers are
Mrs. Hara, Inatomi, Nishiuchi, Nakamori, Miyai and Hirayama,” and they
“are going to join our army.” Ponce (ibid.) emphasized, “I hope that you
will give them the instructions necessary for them to reach our Government
and put themselves at your service” According to Aguinaldo’s letters,
meanwhile, one of the first confirmed Japanese military officers to join the
Philippine Republic’s army was indeed “Mageno Yoshitora” —likely Nagano
Yoshitora—who embarked for the Philippines on 11 February 1899."2
Another volunteer arrived on 20 February, bearing a letter of credence from
Apacible to Aguinaldo (Dery 1995, 93). This volunteering and organizing
was Pan-Asianism in action person-to-person—with the colonized moving
from the periphery in Southeast Asia to join those in the center of Japan and
vice versa, under the noses of the Western colonizers dotting the region.

Affective Relations and the Pan-Asian Fantasy

Pivotal to this Pan-Asianism in action were emotion and affinity. “One cold
winter night of 1899, in Tokyo,” Ponce (1965, 3) wrote, “I was invited to
dine at the house of a prominent Japanese politician, the Hon. Inukai Ki
[Inukai Tsuyoshi (1855-1932)], member of the Imperial Diet, descendant
of a samurai, ex-minister of public education, and leader of the Shimpotd
[Progressive Party| in Parliament. . . . Among the guests was Sun Yat-sen.” The
subtle drama of the prose —with the dramatic gravitas to the introduction of
the character of Sun Yat-sen and the descriptive scene setting that preceded
it—suggests the internal emotion and pride that Ponce felt. Soon after, Sun
Yatsen asked his Japanese friends and former samurais Miyazaki Toten
and Hirayama Shu to help arrange a purchase of arms for the Philippine
Revolution. Miyazaki (2014, 174) recounted Sun as asking him in Yokohama
in 1899:

Is there any way you can get guns and ammunition to the Philippines?
... There is a representative of the independence army in Yokohama.
Since | have planned to go to the Philippines with you, | visited this
man and revealed my secret support for him. He was overjoyed, and
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promptly entrusted me with a great matter: the import of guns. It was
our very first meeting, and see how he trusted me! | must do everything
within my power for this cause. Moreover, this man's spirit is exactly
the same as ours. | want to ask you to use all your strength for these
valorous Filipinos.

Here one sees how emotion—“see how he trusted me!”—formed the
bonds that underpinned the political ideology of Asian solidarity through
affection. According to Miyazaki’s (ibid., 141-42) recollection, when Ponce
first met Miyazaki, Ponce “pounded the table, as if unable to control his
indignation” when Ponce remarked on the recent US declaration of war
against the Philippines, “There’s nothing worse than to be betrayed by those
you have trusted.” It is interesting to note, whether in Ponce’s speech or
only in Miyazaki’s recollection, the emphasis placed on emotions of trust
and betrayal, rather than on arguments of rightful sovereignty or law. “Oh,
my friend from a chivalrous Asian country,” Ponce asked Miyazaki, “will
you not take pity on our spirit?” “I was full of sympathy,” Miyazaki (ibid.,
142) recounted; “We got along well together, and the more we talked the
more passionate our talk became.” The roles of community and afhnity are
among the dimensions of Pan-Asianism that scholarship tends to miss, as
Hau and Shiraishi (2009) have argued insightfully. Miyazaki (2014, 174)
wrote of his response to Sun regarding Ponce’s mission, “My heart was
instantly aflame. Sun, Hirayama, and I made secret plans, and I resolved to
reveal these to Inukai and to tap his wisdom.” Indeed, Miyazaki saw himself
as “romantically” working for the region of East Asia, which he understood
in racial terms. He wrote of himself as “romantically as always, a chivalrous
hero working for the colored races of mankind, and not as the servant of his
country nor his emperor” (cited in Paterson 2006, 97).

The other element stitching together these people who embodied and
enacted this Pan-Asianism in action was fantasy.”” Upon Miyazaki’s first
introduction to Sun Yatsen, the latter told Miyazaki that their meeting
must be “heaven’s will,” and Miyazaki (2014, 133) reflected: “He spoke as
if he trusted me completely. You can imagine how happy I was. On the
other hand, though,” he paused, “I was troubled by the fact that the man
did not seem to have very much sense of dignity and presence,” owing to
the casual manner in which Sun received him, even prior to having washed

and changed out of his bed clothes (ibid.). Even after Sun had done so,
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Miyazaki (ibid., 133-34) maintained, “His hair was combed, his clothes were
neat, and as he took his chair his appearance was certainly that of a very proper
gentleman. Nevertheless, the Sun Yat-sen I had imagined was not like this. I
missed something in him; I thought he should have more dignity.” Although
Miyazaki (ibid., 134) ultimately attributed this mismatch in expectations to
his continued “slavery” to traditional “expectations of Oriental physiognomy
and bearing,” one might also see in it the ways in which fantasy worked both
at a larger idealistic level —the fantasy of belonging, of traits and missions held
in common, of unity and solidarity—as well as on a personal level. Miyazaki
narrativized his life imagining himself as a romantic hero working selflessly for
a higher purpose. The cast of “characters” he wished to associate himself with
was another motivation alongside such higher purpose, and, whether it was
the valorous, trusting Filipino revolutionary or the noble, charismatic, modern
leader figure of Sun Yat-sen, this involved a measure of fantasy. The reciprocal
bonds and mutual estimation also worked toward the building of community.
Miyazaki (ibid.) reflected on Sun’s speech during their first meeting and
recalled it thus, “through all this flow of discourse his true nature sparkled,
and it seemed a nature full of the music of the spheres and the rhythm of
revolution. No one could have failed to be persuaded by it.” In this description
one sees again the fantasy and romance —“the music of the spheres and the
rhythm of revolution” —that imbued Miyazaki’s Pan-Asianism. “At this point |
committed myself to him,” wrote Miyazaki (ibid., 138).

Sun himself was increasingly drawn into the logics of shared Pan-Asian
purpose and of mutual help. Miyazaki (ibid., 174) wrote that in 1899 “it
became Sun’s plan that some of his followers should go to the Philippines
in secret, join Aguinaldo’s army to speed its victory, and then turn to direct
their new power to the Chinese interior, establishing a revolutionary army
there.” Meanwhile, Inukai, who had introduced Ponce to Sun, advised that
they entrust the Filipino mission to obtain arms to Nakamura Haizan, a
member of the Imperial Diet and Inukai’s fellow Progressive Party member
(Mojares 2011, 96). Nakamura, too, professed to be moved by a certain
element of personal fantasy and high purpose and played upon the bonds
of community and affect involved in this partnership. Inukai reported that
Nakamura “has recently come down with diabetes, and he knows that he
hasn’t got very long to live. Yet he’s very anxious to make a name for himself.
The other day he talked to me for some time about the Philippines. I think
he would like to join the Filipino army, but doesn’t seem to have any way
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of doing it” (Miyazaki 2014, 175). When Inukai and Miyazaki proposed
that Nakamura lead the mission to purchase arms for the First Philippine
Republic, Miyazaki recalled that Nakamura answered: “I know my life
cannot be very long. How fortunate for me, that I can follow you gentlemen
and be entrusted with such a noble task!” Miyazaki noted that “his sincerity
and fervor seemed to match his words, and we were overjoyed to have found
such comradeship” (ibid.). Given the eventual end of this mission, one may
see how affect and community bonds could equally blind the Pan-Asianists’
character judgments, to the detriment of their work.

Through a German middleman, Nakamura arranged the purchase
of surplus Japanese army munitions from the Okura Trading Company
(Okura Gumi Shokai), while through a different broker he also arranged the
purchase of an old Mitsui tugboat, Nunobiki Maru (Mojares 2011, 96). On
19 July 1899 the Nunobiki Maru sailed with 10,000 Murata rifles, 6 million
cartridges, ten machine guns, and assorted military equipment from Moji
bound for the Philippines via Formosa; however, the ship sank in a typhoon
near the Saddle Islands two days later (ibid.). Three Japanese volunteers
had been on board, bound for the Philippines to provide military training
to the Filipinos. Six other Japanese volunteers, among them Hirayama Shu,
had departed for Luzon earlier; they landed safely and, after difhculties
eluding the American guards, eventually reached Aguinaldo and delivered
to him Inukai’s gift of a Japanese sword and letter of congratulations. His
accompanying letter dated 7 June 1899 read:

Inukai Ki, desirous of showing his sympathy and admiration for
President Aguinaldo, herewith sends this Japanese sword. He hopes
that the President will accept this sword. All those concerned for the
security of East Asia will praise the strength with which the President
pursues this war and the valor with which he plans its strategy. For this
reason, | wish you every success. (cited in Jansen 1967, 72)

Indeed, security was a motivating factor for both the Japanese and Sun Yat-
sen, as they predicted that, for both Japan and China, a friendly staging
ground in the Philippines would be pivotal to the success of their own causes.

The loss of the arms and boat greatly discouraged the volunteers. Save
for sporadic talks with Aguinaldo through an interpreter, Hirayama’s articles
recorded that the adventurer-shishi (“men of high purpose” who were
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Japanese political activists) found their trip useless and wretched (ibid.).!*
The Japanese volunteers ultimately abandoned their mission, narrowly
fleeing the Philippines disguised as Filipino fishermen (ibid., 73; Miyazaki
2014, 44). However, Jansen (1967, 73) concluded that the incident had two
effects: it deeply strengthened solidarity among the Chinese, Japanese, and
Filipinos involved (the Filipino generals appreciated the singular display
of bravery and help that the Japanese had shown them, at their personal
risk), and it caused disunity in Japan (after American soldiers captured one
of the Japanese in Manila, the Japanese government curtailed all further
activity of this sort). Nakamura would later face accusations of corruption
from Inukai’s colleagues (Miyazaki 2014, 244); he had embezzled most of
the funds to ease the suffering of his remaining years, preventing the money
that had been raised from being repurposed toward revolution in China
and shamefully staining the idea of Japanese chivalry and samurai honesty
(Jansen 1967, 73). For his part, Miyazaki (2014, 181-82) recorded great
sorrow, tears, shame, and distress among the fellow Pan-Asianists working in
Hong Kong and Japan over this incident.

Ponce was deeply disheartened and offered his resignation as envoy to
Japan, but Sun Yatsen consoled him, saying that this was merely part of
the process of revolution. By 16 October 1899 Ponce (1965, 58) was again
back to work, writing Sun from Hong Kong and imploring him to help the
Filipinos acquire arms— “My Dear Friend . . . How is the state of our affairs?
... All excess of money, after buying the vessel, I beg you to employ it in rifles
belonging to the same cartridges, never mind whether a hundred, or more
or less, . . . if this will not delay the departure.” However, by 3 November
1899 he had to write “S. Foujita [sic]” in Tokyo that, despite how deeply
invigorated the First Philippine Republic was to see its “brothers in race
such as Japanese” fighting for its cause, it had become impossible to send
soldiers and men to the Philippines from Japan (Ponce 1932, 416). For this
Ponce apologized while thanking Fujita for his help. The Americans were
very closely surveilling the Japanese and had just taken several Japanese in
Manila prisoner. “To send people [to the Philippines] now, would be to hand
them over to the Americans,” Ponce lamented; “and this is the reason, dear
friend, why this Committee cannot openly accept such generous offers”
(ibid., 417). The Records of the American Consular Post in Hong Kong from
1898 to 1899 bear witness to this fact. The entreaties of the First Philippine
Republic and the efforts of their Japanese allies were closely recorded through
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intelligence networks out of Hong Kong, as the American Consular Records
of the Foreign Service Post from Hong Kong held at the US National
Archives at College Park, Maryland, attest (cf. US Consul General Hong
Kong 1898, 1899). On 20 July 1899, shortly after the ship with the arms
that Ponce had secured set sail from Japan, the American consul general
in Hong Kong also received a telegram from Military Governor General
Otis that read: “Belgian Steamer ‘Ejuatoria’ cleared Singapore for Hong
Kong July 4th. Represented to have arms and ammunition destined for the
Philippines” (US Consul General Hong Kong 1899).

In January 1900 Ponce attempted to dispatch a second arms shipment
through the same intermediaries but found himself caught in the
transnational logic of the Pan-Asian movement in which he was working.
While Nakamura Haizan again successfully acquired the munitions, strict
government surveillance prevented their movement from the Okura Trading
Company storehouse (Mojares 2011, 97). Aguinaldo was then on the run
in the mountains, flecing the US forces hunting him; meanwhile, Sun Yat-
sen’s uprising successfully broke out on 8§ October 1900 in Huichow. Sun
argued for the Hong Kong Junta and Ponce to loan the guns to China “since
the Philippine effort had failed [and] the weapons were of no further use
there.” He argued this point through Pan-Asianism. Miyazaki (2014, 196)
quotes Sun as saying: “There is neither first nor last in a single cause of great
virtue. If our party seizes the opportunity to launch a revolutionary army, it
can realize its longstanding goals. And if we succeed it should also lead to
independence for the Philippines.” Under this framework, the nationalist
Filipino aims had to concede not only to the realities of the revolution’s
progress, but also to the logic of the Pan-Asianist network through which they
had acquired Japanese and Chinese aid.

How fully committed all parties were to that network is questionable,
however, as rumors surfaced later of possible scams involving both the
Nunobiki Maru and the second shipment. The Hong Kong Junta had
reportedly been suspicious all along, and it was even said that the first boat
had sunk with only scrap iron aboard, although the Japanese volunteers did
land in Luzon ready to aid the Filipino cause. Sun Yat-sen’s forces certainly
never received the second shipment, as Nakamura had apparently pocketed
a portion of the payment and forged bills, and the arms could not be released
to China due to this conflict over the payment. Upon learning of this deceit
many Japanese sympathizers were outraged and blamed the revolutionaries’
defeat in China and the Philippines on this betrayal (ibid., 45). The Hong
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Kong Committee, meanwhile, was successful in procuring other arms for the
First Philippine Republic, and the American government worked tirelessly
through its military attaché in Peking to disrupt the Committee’s activities
(Agoncillo 1960/1997, 260). The Records of the American Consular Post
in Hong Kong also document that the consul received intelligence from
“Dorito Cortes” —most likely Doroteo Cortés—that a member of the
Japanese Secret Service, Tamioka, was even then “attached to the Suite of
Aguinaldo” (US Consul General Hong Kong 1898).

In the end, Ponce’s stay in Japan was a success mostly in terms of
delivering intelligence to the Hong Kong Junta and shaping foreign Asian
opinion on the rightness of the Philippine Revolution. Ponce’s (1901)
Cuestion Filipina: Una Exposicion Histérico-critica de Hechos Relativos a
la Guerra de la Independencia was serialized in Keikora Nippo, published
as a book in Tokyo in February 1901, translated into Chinese and published
under the title Feilubin Duli Zhanshi in Shanghai in 1902, and reissued
in 1913 (Mojares 2011, 98). Rebecca Karl (2002, 103) argues that for
Chinese intellectuals it was this piece by Ponce that “first persuasively cast
colonialism as a global discursive problem, a characterization that not only
facilitated the universalization of the Philippine national experience well
beyond its particularities, but one that endured well beyond the duration of
the Philippine situation itself.” Ponce rendered the history of the Philippine
Revolution in a way that was congenial to Chinese intellectuals, who also
drew from the narrative a contrast between what they saw to be Filipino
unity and Chinese disunity (ibid.). Chinese intellectual Tang Tiaoding
published an article, “Feilubin Zhanshi Duduan” (Fragments on the History
of War in the Philippines), in the Shanghai journal Xinshijie Xuebo (New
World Scholarly Journal) on 12 April 1903. Of Ponce’s work, he wrote: “I
have read this History and have shed many a tear; I have grieved for the
Philippine people; I have stopped eating. [ have . . . sighed over the Spaniards’
calculating ambitions . . . Alas! White people are indeed vicious” (cited
in ibid., 105). Tang Tiaoding’s racialized response cast Asia’s geopolitical
reality as produced and exploited by Euro-Americans, while simultaneously
including the Filipinos on the Chinese side of a global racial divide.

A Personal Pan-Asianism

To Ponce, Japan was not merely a stopover or the site of a failed mission.
In 1898 he married a Japanese woman, Udagawa Okiyo, in whose parents’
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Yokohama house he had been living. They had their first child in Yokohama,
another in Hong Kong, and, toward the end of their lives, two more in the
Philippines. Ponce died in 1918 while on his way to China to visit his old
friend Sun Yatsen. He declared that he had never felt the same sense of
happiness and solidarity with his fellowmen as he did upon returning to Asia.
He wrote to Sugimura K., editor of The Orient, on 25 February 1899: “I also
love very much this region of the world where I was born; I lived in Europe
for ten years, but never have I been happy till I came back here” (Ponce
1932, 285).

Ponce (ibid., 208) had long held Japan as a model for Philippine
development. From Yokohama he wrote Miura A. on 7 October 1898 of
how he was dedicated to studying Japan’s guiding concepts; he wished the
Philippines to learn from Japan how to harmonize new and old institutions
and foreign and local influences. He was, at that point, in the middle of
translating Inagaki Manjiro’s “Japan and the Pacific and a Japanese view
of the Eastern Question” into Spanish, lamenting that his inability to read
Japanese left the ancient books, news, and poetry inaccessible to him.!"
He professed that he wanted to “popularize the knowledge of Japan in
my country”—its “democratic spirit”’—to give a model for the rising
institutions and “to extend the growing tie of sympathy between Japan and
the Philippines” (ibid., 208-9). This desire to study and learn from Japanese
institutions was the official directive of the First Philippine Republic, which
he was representing abroad, as well as the result of his personal, particular
conviction (cf. Brown 2011).16

Regarding ties of Asian sympathy, Ponce (1932, 241, 248) saw no
danger in the supposed threat of Japanese expansionism given the problems
Japan was already experiencing as a colonial power in Formosa, as he wrote
Apacible on 28 November 1898 and Mabini on 30 November 1898. Indeed,
he told his Japanese friend Miura on 7 October 1898 that “there is no doubt
between your country and mine, and mine has an important mission to fulfill
in the near future”; for this mission the two countries should work together,
he believed, asking Miura to help him achieve it (ibid., 208). Similarly, he
did not imagine a disadvantageously hierarchical relationship between the
two countries as they worked together. Ponce (ibid., 240) wrote proudly to
Apacible on 28 November 1898 that the Japanese army chief Tokizawa had
affirmed to him that “of all the races in the Far East, the Filipino is first in
the desire and aspirations for civilization and progress, understanding the
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importance of one and the other in elevating the country to the level enjoyed
by the most advanced nations of the world.” It seems that not only did Ponce
unproblematically rank Japan as one of those most advanced nations of the
world, but he also acceded to and reified such hierarchical understandings
of the international community of nation-states. Within such ranking, Ponce
considered the emergent Philippine nation to be rising through its active
efforts toward self-realization and advancement.

In terms of his Pan-Asianism, one of the most important moments in
Ponce’s Japan-based correspondence was his request to Apacible on 10
November 1898 that the Filipino and Chinese revolutionaries work together
and help each other’s cause, with Japanese support. Ponce had recently met
Lung Tai-Kwang, “the secretary of the leader of the Chinese reformist party,
Mr. Kwang Yu-wei [sic]” who had emigrated the month before to Tokyo.
“The view of the Japanese in putting us in contact, Chinese reformists and
Filipino revolutionaries, is that we help each other mutually,” Ponce (ibid.,
224) explained. Kang Yu-wei wished to establish a working agreement with
the Philippine revolutionary government, as the Japanese government
had suggested (ibid.). “If, for example, we prepare some of our isolated
ports to be deposits of weapons, ammunition, and supplies of the Chinese
revolutionaries, from which points their military can arm itself, in exchange
for this service, it would be easy for us to secure first use of these weapons in
our deposit,” Ponce pointed out (ibid., 224-25). Additionally, this partnership
could also provide the Filipino government with a new source of loan
money, once the relationship between the two groups had been established
and strengthened. Ponce noted that the Chinese reformist party possessed
great resources. “Moreover,” he argued, “it is a just cause, legitimate,” and
the Filipinos should support it. “Its triumph would be of great importance
for the future of the Far East” and “another reason why we should not look
upon this reformist movement with indifference” (ibid., 225). Given Ponce’s
longstanding relationship with Sun Yat-sen, this was indeed something that
Ponce believed and stood for—that the Philippine nation and Philippine
Revolution were a part of a larger Asian community and were central actors
in an Asian anti-imperial, anti-Western history that Filipinos, Chinese, and
Japanese were all conducting. Ponce saw the Philippine Revolution as having
a hand in the rise of Asia, by which the Asian nations would come to relate to
one another and the world as Asian and not as colonized peoples, and these
Asian nations would emulate the Philippines in resisting foreign occupation
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(Gealogo 2013, 42). Ponce also launched a campaign to mobilize Asian
protest against the American annexation of the Philippines (ibid., 44).

The importance of geography and race in his thinking was what made
Ponce an Asianist in particular, rather than merely anti-imperialist or a
predecessor to what would become known as Third Worldist in general.
“They need us, in the same manner that we need them, now and perhaps
always,” Ponce (1932, 247-48) wrote in that same letter to Mabini dated 30
November 1898. He argued this mutual need in terms of destiny, hence
the lack of temporal bounds— “now and perhaps always.” He argued this as
being evident and natural, “Because it is not for nothing that we are located
in the same hemisphere and are nearly of the same race, with identical
customs and habits” (ibid., 248). This concept of destiny was the framework
of Ponce’s fantasies of Pan-Asianism, which was a decidedly Asian, if not
explicitly non-Western, destiny. Ponce was particularly convincing in his
mission as emissary of the Philippine cause in Japan, not only due to his
history as a propagandist and revolutionary, but also because of his sincere
belief in the ideal of Pan-Asianism.

The most famous Asianist friendship of Ponce’s career was his
relationship with Sun Yatsen. Sun deeply influenced Ponce. To Sun (cf.
Brown 2011), as Ponce (1965, 40) described it in his book Sun Yat-sen:
The Founder of the Republic of China, originally published in Spanish in
1912, “the problems posed by the various countries of the Far East were so
interwoven that they had to be studied as a unit in general for the appreciation
of each in particular.” Ponce (ibid.) wrote that “these countries need to know
each other more; among countries that know and understand one another,
any desirable relationship is easy to establish.” Ponce (ibid.) noted with
admiration Sun’s enthusiastic sponsorship of the Association of Oriental
Youth, which students from different Asian countries, including Filipinos,
Siamese, and Indians as well as Korean, Chinese, and Japanese, had formed
in Tokyo. He wrote warmly that on many occasions he had heard Sun say to
fellow Asians: “Let us get to know one another and we will love each other
more” (ibid.).

According to Ponce, such different societies in Asia were bound together
by parallel historical experiences and current geopolitical realities and were
to come to know and recognize one another through appreciation of their
common cultures, norms, and symbols. He noted, for example, the use of
the sun in the First Philippine Republic’s flag to symbolize progress in much
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the same way that Korea and Japan had used the rising sun in their own
flags (Gealogo 2013, 41). Ponce set out to have the Malolos Constitution
translated into Japanese alongside other works of Philippine history,
ethnology, and culture (ibid.). In his book Ponce (1965) related the fate
that befell his acquaintance Korean General An Kien-su, former minister of
war and president of the Independent Party, in his struggle against Russian
influence in Korea as an explicit parallel to that which befell Rizal in his
struggle against Spanish domination in the Philippines. Further, “by a
mysterious coincidence, Rizal and the Korean general both gave almost the
same reply and demonstrated the same stubbornness” (ibid., 42). Ultimately,
Ponce (ibid.) concluded that it was not coincidence, for “it could not be
otherwise: the same patriotic ideals and the same generous impulses moved
each of them to act . . . and it is hardly strange that Rizal and An Kien-su
gave the same reasons for their conduct and determination.” In this sense,
oppressed Asia was bound to yield similar figures because they faced the
same historical moment, with the same aim and purpose —“one thought
dominated both,” as Ponce (ibid.) put it.

On the state of his fellow Asians, Ponce’s prose could at times wax poetic
for a lost era. In Sun Yat-sen, Ponce described his acquaintance with the
Korean crown prince who fled to Japan to escape persecution instigated by
the Russians. “Poor Prince Pak who was then only 35, roamed the Land of
the Rising Sun in the company of his daughter—and of his nostalgia for his
tragic land, of his grief over the ruin of his noble house, and his mourning
for his dead wife. A poor little princess was his daughter—so pretty, so white,
so sweet, with her naughty slanting eyes” (ibid., 41). “They lived in a little
Japanese house in Kanagawa, they who had been born in a regal palace,
amid the luxury that abounds in Oriental palaces,” Ponce wrote, moved by
their turn of fortune; “I could never enter that humble laborer’s dwelling
without being touched to see the little Princess Pak, that descendant
of kings, that royal bud just opening, in a modest kimono, her attractive
aristocratic figure contrasting with the vulgar background” (ibid.). He
seemed to be drawing a parallel to the oppressed state of the various historic
Asian civilizations and nations that had been reduced to vulgar conditions
under Western persecution —although, tellingly, Ponce did not mention
Japanese encroachments upon Korea, only Russian meddling. Yet, despite
such oppression, the noble Asian figure humbly submitted and touchingly

y .«

adapted, as represented in Princess Pak’s “pleasant and enchanting” prattle
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“half in Japanese, which she spoke very well, and half in English, which she
already jabbered fast enough” (ibid.). Here Ponce betrayed a sense of hope
in addition to his sympathy for the Asian condition.

Having given up on any expectation of Japanese aid, the Hong Kong
Junta recalled Ponce from Japan in 1901. After Aguinaldo’s capture on 23
March 1901 and his successor Miguel Malvar’s surrender on 16 April 1902,
the Philippine Revolution all but ended. The Hong Kong Junta disbanded on
31 July 1903, and its remaining funds, properties, archives, and library were
entrusted to Ponce’s care. Hakusei Hiraki (1876-1915) published a poem
entitled “Aguinaldo” in 1903, detailing the president’s surrender. Dripping
in solidarity and sympathy, he writes: “Ware Kono Uta Kono Namida / Kono
Al Ikade Hakumei no / Kishi wo Nagusame Ezaranya / Tamatama Kitare
Kyokuto no / Asahi Shiworini Aginarudo” (How can I address this song /
This tear and this love / To compensate the brilliant hero who died young /
Rise, Aguinaldo, as the morning sun from the Far East) (cited in Serizawa
2015, 83-84).

Meanwhile, the cracks in the fantasy and hopes of Pan-Asianism had long
begun to show, even theoretically. By 3 November 1899, a tired Apolinario
Mabini (1965, 231), Aguinaldo’s advisor, minister of foreign affairs, and
later prime minister, had written to his friend Mr. Remontado: “if we have
to believe in history, Alexander, Caesar and Napoleon tried the fusion of
nations into one to establish a universal empire through conquest.” Mabini
then went on to cite the despotic attempts of Roman kings in the Middle
Ages and the Catholic conquests after Pope Alexander VI in 1493 that offered
these kings the whole globe. “Today, the great thinkers point out a universal
federation as the most reasonable means of fusion,” he wrote, “but it seems
that the great powers have a different opinion, as it is more advantageous
to exploit the weak nations than to protect them with their alliance and
friendship” (ibid.). Therein lay the problem not only of imperialism and
the kind of cosmopolitanism that Kant and other Enlightenment thinkers
advocated, but also of Pan-Asianism.

Continued Asian Orientation beyond the Revolution

The Japanese victory shortly thereafter in the Russo—Japanese War (1904-
1905) was the first defeat of a European power employing all the resources of
modern warfare and the first time an Asian power defeated a European one in
centuries. “Filipinos keenly read about the progress of the war, recognizing
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its significance in Asia and its potential influence on the Filipino quest for
independence,” Ricardo 'T. Jose (2011, 60) writes, “and the closeness of war
was brought home when three Russian cruisers, which had survived the Battle
of Tsushima, arrived in Manila Bay in June 1905,” making strikingly visible
for all Japan’s great victory and entry into the ranks of the great powers. With
pacification campaigns still underway in certain areas of southern Luzon,
the American colonists attentively monitored the Philippine independence
movement and reported all possible links with Japan, even developing a war
plan against a resurgent Filipino insurrection (ibid., 63).

The staff writers of the newspaper El Renacimiento devoured news
cables on the progress of the war and reported it thoroughly, while a Filipino
law student recalled that, “moved by racial affinity, most of the students in
Manila, particularly the students in our school who were in spirit the leaders
of the new enthusiasm, turned thoroughly pro-Japanese” (ibid.). A group
of law students in Manila wrote and presented a congratulatory memorial
to Consul Narita Goro. One of the signatories, Antonio Horrileno, later
remembered that, for Asia before the Russo-Japanese War, “It seemed as if
there was no morning; that the sun which rose in the East was a sun not for
Orientals but for peoples of other countries” (ibid., 64). He said that “college
students especially” rejoiced at the Russian defeat (ibid.). Thus, even
as the deepening global power of the US would remap Filipino affective
political geography pragmatically back toward the West, the particular racial
perspective through which Filipinos could interpret Japan’s own expansion
as a wider racial success posed a continued threat to the Americans.

As for Ponce the revolution was over, and deep, sustained Pan-Asian aid
had eluded the First Philippine Republic. Nevertheless, Asianist orientation
lived on well into the American colonial period in the Philippines, albeit
from the sidelines, as well as in Ponce’s work, network, and friendships.
Following his release from duty to the First Philippine Republic, Ponce
stayed on in Hong Kong, then traveled to Shanghai and Indochina, before
returning home to the Philippines with his wife in 1907. In 1906 Sun was still
forbidden by the British government to set foot on its Hong Kong colony, but
Ponce had the chance to see him en route to Saigon. Sun, who was planning
to enter Kwangsi through the frontiers of Indochina, notified Ponce of his
trip so that Ponce could board the French ship as it passed through Hong
Kong. A few months later Ponce recalled, “I, too, went to Indo-China and
stayed in Cochinchina and Annam” (ibid., 22).
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Ponce traveled by steamer to Saigon in December 1906 and toured
Indochina for several months. His travels resulted in a study of the colony
that he presented at the Centro Escolar de Sefioritas on 3 October 1914 and
published in 1915. Indochina is a country “that has many points of contact
with ours,” Ponce (1915, 2) reminded his audience, and the study of this
country “should not be dismissed or derided.” He also recalled the note
on Champa in Rizal’s annotations of Morga’s Sucesos. Ponce believed that
Filipino interest in the history of Indochina should arise not only from “the
memories of the splendor of its past civilization” or “the annals that conserve
the history of its ancient princes and greatest events,” but also from the fact
that, “according to the wise Malayists, such as Dr. Kern of Holland, one finds
the cradle, the origin of our race in the Indochinese country—deducing this
argument from the comparative linguistic study of the languages that we
speak here [in the Philippines] and that they speak in Indochina” (ibid.).

Ponce related the participation of around 260 Filipinos on behalf of
the Spanish'” in the French military conquest of Cochinchina in 1859.
Although no details are provided of those Filipinos™ experiences and
reflections, Ponce recorded that the Filipinos “distinguished themselves
for their bravery, tenacity, and resistance” (ibid., 7). Despite this initial
pitting of Filipino and Annamite, Ponce stressed their shared experiences
under colonialism, such as the failure of the colonizers to teach their
subjects the French and Spanish languages—teaching only Latin
grammar, instead (ibid., 12). Indeed, Mojares (2011, 104) reports that
Ponce later noted that a Filipino soldier in the revolution remarked to him
of the “great error and absurdity” of the Filipinos helping the French fight
the Vietnamese. Ponce (1915, 13) also noted the policy of cultural and
intellectual stultification that the French imposed “so that the Annamites
would acquire habits of servitude and would not seek social advancement.”
Seeking to block all possible civilizing influence from abroad, the French,
according to Ponce, had great suspicion of everything foreign, “especially
the Japanese” (ibid.). This French suspicion of Japanese influence
echoed the Spanish one, although Spain did not restrict travel so heavily,
and it would have been natural for Ponce in particular to have drawn
such comparisons.

“T'he Annamites are an intelligent race, devoted to their traditions and
history, and open in the right time to the change of progress of each era,”
Ponce concluded (ibid., 15). His discussion of the Annamite race echoed
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the propagandists’ discussion of the Filipino race, with both being suited to
“adaptation” —which was their races” “great power” —and absorption of other
cultures (ibid.). He admired the ability of the Cambodian and Vietnamese to
maintain their social autonomy, traditions, customs, and religions in a “force
of ethnic resistance” despite the loss of political autonomy. He predicted
that, just as they assimilated Chinese civilization, the Vietnamese would
also assimilate the best of Western civilization, without undermining their
natural and traditional ways of knowing. Indeed, after the dissolution of the
Philippine Revolution, this Social Darwinist vision of creative adaptation
and survival, maintaining one’s natural customs while assimilating the best
of others’ customs, became the Asianists” vision for the Philippine future
under continued colonization.

Asianism continued to inspire certain pockets of the Filipino discourse
and world of ideas, but it was marginalized. In July 1912 Teodoro M. Kalaw,
a noted scholar and nationalist legislator during the American colonial
period, wrote in his introduction to Mariano Ponce’s (1965, xi) Sun Yat-Sen:
“it must be noted that for some time now, there has been a tendency to look
with interest upon the political successes of Oriental peoples. I refer to a still
timid sentiment for an alliance with, and sympathy for, the members of the
ethnic Oriental groups.” Nevertheless, a fellow-feeling did exist within Asia,
he declared. “This sympathy between Orientals was manifested more clearly
on the occasion of the Japanese victory over the Russians in the last war, and
manifests itself now with the victory of the Chinese Revolution against the
traditional institutions of their Empire” (ibid.).

Kalaw’s own admiration of Japan rested, curiously, on the country’s
performative Westernization, which deftly played to the demands of the
international community and allowed the country to compete geopolitically,
without disturbing its domestic context through what could have been a far
more wrenching, penetrating Westernization. “Japan has followed Western
theories, Japanizing them,” he explained. “Better still, she has pretended to
follow them in order to fortify her own national institutions, preserving their
traditional characteristics” (ibid., xiv). “Clearly, the objective was to reconcile
the conservative doctrine, which still had strong and valued supporters,
with certain ideas of reform that have already influenced Japanese youth,
especially those who had studied in foreign lands and had acquired Western
standards of living” (ibid.). This vision followed the Social Darwinist notion
of creative adaptation and survival.
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In 1915 Ponce founded the Sociedad Orientalista de Filipinas
and acted as its secretary general, with José Alejandrino, another Hong
Kong Junta veteran who had worked to procure arms from Japan for the
revolution, acting as president. The society and its journal, Boletin de la
Sociedad Orientalista de Filipinas, advocated Asianism. The inaugural issue
of the Boletin ran Alejandrino’s (1918) article, “T'he Emancipation of the Far
East,” as its cover story. “For the first time in its history, Japan is in a position
to emancipate the Orient,” he declared, “to remove it from the sphere of
commercial exploitation and in so doing transform China from a distrustful
neighbor to a genuine friend” (ibid.). He made this statement not because
he was blind to Japan’s imperial advances, but in the hope of urging Japan
back to its original purpose. He wanted Asians to keep alive the original,
emancipatory spirit of Pan-Asianism.

The Americans, for their part, kept up their paranoia about and vigilance
against this spirit." A confidential report of the Philippine Constabulary (PC
1917) on 11 August 1917 recorded:

For several days the rumor has been current and commented upon
that by the end of next October there will not be an American in these
Islands, because they say, the Washington government has transferred
the Philippine Islands to the Japanese government in exchange for the
Samoan Islands and because of this all the arms and munitions stored
in the Ordinance Depot and Fort Santiago are being transported to
America.

The source of these rumors was the Americans themselves, continuing
the Spanish tradition of fear of the Japanese threat. Further, the PC (ibid.)
report on 14 August 1917 took note of “a curious suggestion from a Japanese
Delegate,” Viscount Motono who “wants to exchange the Philippines for
other islands” —and included an English translation of the article originally
published on 30 June 1917 in the Manila-based daily newspaper, La
Vanguardia, on this topic.

Yet, many of the Filipino Asianists themselves no longer looked upon
Japan idealistically. An article by Alejandrino in the Manila newspaper La
Nacion published on 7 September 1917, a copy of which was included in the
files containing the PC’s (ibid.) confidential reports, observed that with the
First World War “the peoples of the colored races have no reason to hope for
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more just and equitative [sic] treatment from the so-called superior races,”
and meanwhile “the Japanese fear the Occidental nations and despreciate
[sic] the Oriental ones.” Alejandrino closed the article by asking: “how can
the Japanese pretend to play the part of the directors of Asia and who would
admit that Japan is really the champion of Pan-Asianism and the defender of
the interests of the Orient?” “Japan’s fear of the Occidentals is the origin of
inhuman humiliations and its disdain toward the weak nations has produced
vanity and indolence” (ibid.).

For the Americans, this continued hope for a real champion of Pan-
Asianism and continued belief in the emancipatory Asianist spirit (as it was
originally conceived) justified a watchful eye over potential solidarity and
collaboration among colonized or non-imperial countries. A PC (1917)
report translated an article from La Nacion in its issue of 4 September
1917, “An Unforeseen Contingency,” on the danger in sending Filipino
militiamen to fight in Mexico. The article posed a flaw in the US’s thinking:
why send Filipino militiamen to Mexico instead of to Germany? Mexicans
complain of American interference, and there would be various parallels
for the Filipinos to draw between their conditions; in Germany, however,
the US was fighting for a lofty, unimpeachable ideal. The article referred to
Mexico as the Philippine’s “sister by education and culture” (ibid.).

Indeed, in the decades to follow, Third Worldist solidarity, nonalignment,
and even a resurgent Pan-Malay vision in the short-lived Maphilindo
experiment were the natural intellectual outgrowths of the Philippine’s
earlier Asianism, updating Asianism’s emancipatory spirit of transnational
solidarity among oppressed peoples in a world vastly changed by the Japanese
occupation, the destruction wrought by the Second World War, and global

decolonization.

Notes

This article forms the basis of a chapter in my forthcoming book, “Asian Place, Filipino Nation:
A Global Intellectual History of the Philippine Revolution, 1887-1912,” to be published by
Columbia University Press in 2020. It also formed the basis of a chapter in my doctoral dissertation
at Yale University, “Constructing Political Place: The International Philippine Revolution and
Transnational Pan-Asianism, 1887-1912” (CuUnjieng 2016). I wish to thank and acknowledge
Caroline S. Hau, Motoe Terami-Wada, Jim Richardson, and Ben Kiernan, in particular, as well
as Daniel Botsman, James C. Scott, Filomeno V. Aguilar Jr., Angelli F. Tugado, and Ramil
A. Balubal for their careful correction, guidance, and help in the completion of this article. I
also am indebted to: the National Library of the Philippines; the Ateneo de Manila University
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Archives; the US National Archives and Records Administration at College Park, Maryland; the
Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard University; the Whitehead Fund at
Clare Hall at the University of Cambridge; the Council on Southeast Asia Studies, MacMillan
Center, and International Security Studies at Yale University; and the Third World Studies Center
at the University of the Philippines; Marcy Kaufman; Kris Mooseker; Kathleen Molony; and
Amanda Barclay. In this article all translations into English of texts originally in Spanish, such
as Ponce’s “Recuerdos de Espaiia,” his letters published in Cartas sobre la revolucién 1897-1900,

as well as those of other authors are my own, unless otherwise specified.

1 For further studies of Mariano Ponce, see Camagay 1999; Zialcita 2011; Mojares 2011. Cf. NHCP
2013.

2 By convention the years 1896-1902 mark the period of the Philippine Revolution. However, | use
1896-1906 because | consider Macario Sakay de Ledn's surrender in 1906 to mark the real end of

the Philippine Revolution.

3 See CuUnjieng 2016 for a full treatment of the connection and comparison between Filipino and
Vietnamese Pan-Asian thought and organizing and of Philippine thinking on the Malay race and

Pan-Malayism during the Philippine Revolution.

4 Although it is possible to highlight an integral Filipinoness in Mariano Ponce's Pan-Asianism,
centered on Pan-Malayism and extending from itself outward, the Filipino premise to Ponce’s
constructions and action is an assumed baseline, given that we are dealing with the construction
of the nation. However, we are looking at something particularly non-national as well—an
internationalist hybrid that sits between national and supranational/imperial forms—and this
article seeks to connect Philippine intellectual history to global intellectual history by studying
that form. While Pan-Malayism is an important intellectual thread that deserves deeper study,
with regard to Ponce it is not the Pan-Malay imagination that is paramount, given the importance

of Japan to his personal narrative, political imagination, and revolutionary work.

5 Miller (1979) examined the relationship between peasants and political processes in Asia. Lone
(2007) places the civilian experience of the Philippine Revolution alongside the civilian wartime
experiences of the Taiping and Nian Rebellions, the Pacific War in Japan, Indonesia from 1939 to
1949, and the Korean War, among others. Nery (2011) traces the influence of José Rizal on later
Indonesian nationalism and Malaysian scholarship.

"

6 “D. W. Jones,” | assume, is the same “William Jones, Esg.” who was none other than Felipe
Agoncillo. However, the editors of the collection only use William Jones, Esg., as the name
attributed to Felipe Agoncillo. Elsewhere Ponce writes (about the same topics) to a “Don William
Jones,” “William Jones,” “W. Jones" and “D. W. Jones,” but without he or the editors providing any
clarification as to whether these names all refer to Felipe Agoncillo. Augusto V. de Viana (2016, 34)
has identified “William Jones" as one of the aliases of Felipe Agoncillo (1859-1941).

7 Conde Katsu probably refers to a Kondo Katsu.

8 Galicano Apacible was one of the founders of La Solidaridad and a cousin of José Rizal. From
1885 to 1889 he lived in Spain and contributed to the Propaganda Movement from Barcelona. He
returned to Manila in 1892, but left again for Hong Kong to escape the reprisals and suppression
then occurring under Gov. Gen. Camilo de Polavieja. In Hong Kong he served as chairman of the
Central Committee and, before Ponce’s posting to Japan, made trips there to procure arms for the
Philippine Revolution.
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9  This named person likely refers to the aforementioned Tokizawa.

10 Although the letter dated 2 January 1899 does not identify who the minister of war was, this date

suggests that it was most likely Baldomero Aguinaldo.

11 lam reporting “$200" as stated in this letter. But | do not know whether the dollar amounts in this
letter and in the other instances in which | quote dollar amounts mentioned in Ponce's letters cited
in this article were US or Hong Kong dollars. Since letters between Ponce and his correspondents
were sent from Japan to Hong Kong, | am assuming Hong Kong dollars. Elsewhere letters from
Ponce in Hong Kong about funding matters in the same, prior, and succeeding years report pesos
and yen, and | also saw peso and yen currency signs used in some letters, rather than just spelling
out the name of the currency. In the letter collection, Cartas Sobre la Revolucion, this $200 in
question comes with no footnote as to currency, and neither did | see one for any other use of the
dollar currency sign nor were there clarifications from the editors elsewhere in the book’s front
and back matter. Given the specificity of the other currencies mentioned, | surmise that the figure

is in Hong Kong dollars as the letters were mailed in Hong Kong.

12 Cf. the James A. Robertson Papers’ collected letters from Aguinaldo to Ponce on 16 Dec. 1898,
from Ponce to Apacible on 27 Jan. 1899, and from Apacible to Aguinaldo on 20 Feb. 1899 (Dery
1995, 93).

13 Hau and Shiraishi 2009 also argue for this point on the role of fantasy in Pan-Asianism.

14 Hirayama Shu's account appears in his “Shina kakumeitd oyobi himitsu kessha" (The Chinese
revolutionary party and the secret societies) and Nihon oyobi Nihonjin (Japan and the Japanese;

Tokyo, November 1911).
15 Ponce (1932, 208-9) noted in particular the works: “Hopiki,” “Nikongi,” “Dainihonsiki,” “Nihon

Guaiehi,” “Genpei Seisuiki,” and the poets “Manyoshiu” and “Haukuninshin."
16 "By especial command of my Government,” Ponce (1932, 276) wrote Y. Yamagata on 14 Feb. 1899,

“I'am making a thorough study of Japanese institutions.”

17 The assassination of two Spanish Dominican bishops, Fr. Jose Maria Diaz y Sanjurjo and Fr.
Melchor San Pedro, in 1857 and 1858, respectively, was the pretext for Spanish participation in the
French conquest.

18 See the confidential reports dated 15, 17, 20, and 23 August 1917 in PC 1917.
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