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This work is an interesting and engaging cross between intellectual 
history and political treatise. Primarily focusing on four Philippine 
figures during the twentieth century (Camilo Osias, Salvador Araneta, 
Carlos P. Romulo, and Salvador P. Lopez), Lisandro Claudio presents 
an impassioned, incisive, and consistent argumentation for a “re-
invented” form of progressive liberalism.

In the introductory chapter “Liberalism Askance,” Claudio defines 
liberalism as a “fleeting concept that operates more as a blueprint than 
as an ideology, [that] is difficult to grasp and easy to caricature” (2). 
Drawing from diverse sources of Western, Indian, and Philippine 
liberal thought, he argues for a type of liberalism that does not 
eschew the importance of the “bureaucratic, pencil-pushing process.” 
These liberals are vital in order to consolidate and institutionalize 
democratization through state-building projects even (and most 
especially) during major political and social upheavals (7). Claudio’s 
liberalism does not subscribe to the dogged historical completionism 
of Fukuyama-ist neoliberalism. Instead, he insists on a liberalism that 
does not give in to the essentialisms from both the left and right of the 
political spectrum. He instead argues that the contribution of liberals 
to building the postcolonial state lies in its capacity to create and 
maintain spaces that “[allow] various political visions to compete within 
a democratically conceived polity. These visions may complement or 
challenge liberalism. But they are nonetheless enabled by liberalism” 
(18). He forewarns, however, that such an ethos embodied by the 
figures of his book leaves them open to caricaturing by their critics. 
It is easy to see the figures that the book features as mere failures or 
“traitors” in their own ways, but Claudio insists that Osias, Araneta, 
Romulo, and Lopez, should not be judged on how their own attempts 
at state-building came vis-a-vis a metric of achieving revolutionary 
or even universal change. According to him, these liberals must be 
thought as exemplifying Claudio’s practical liberalism that managed 
to actualize concrete progressive changes within the Philippine state 
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even if these were not completed or were the result of compromise. 
For Claudio, “liberal failures are never complete ones, because liberals 
never aim for complete successes. They do not propose to change the 
world, so one cannot blame them if they do not. Assessing a gradualist 
form of thought requires seeking gradual successes and the various 
potentialities embedded in these” (21).

Claudio does not mince words in identifying the strains of 
intellectual thought which he thinks fuels this “vitriol directed at 
liberalism by contemporary ‘progressives’” (2). Claudio, throughout 
the entire work, criticizes what he calls the “Diliman Consensus”—led 
by historians such as Teodoro Agoncillo and Renato Constantino—
for “the burying of liberalism in Philippine scholarship . . . [which] 
stems from a caricatured version of ‘elite’-led political projects” (14). 
He argues that the works of these nationalist historians, and the 
scholarship inspired by them institutionalized “the political impulse 
. . . to purge the national narrative of its Western heritage, including 
the Enlightenment project of liberalism” and an “elite vs. masses 
demonology” that is a “simplification that assumes the given interests 
of two ill-defined groups” (14–15). Readers must take these criticisms 
into account, as throughout the book, the work and thoughts of these 
four figures are used extensively to argue against these contemporary 
critics of liberalism. 

The first figure portrayed is Camilo Osias, an educator and 
politician known for his works: The Filipino Way of Life and The 
Philippine Reader. Claudio embarks upon an analysis of Osias’ life 
and works, tracing the inspiration for his pedagogical philosophy 
and sentiments in creating the ideal Filipino student. According to 
Claudio, Osias tried to craft a curriculum for Filipino students that was 
internationalist in scope and in vision, incorporating great works from 
different cultures—that were not just American or Philippine. He cites, 
for example, a question in The Philippine Reader that asks its students 
about the similarities between the Swedish and Philippine national 
anthems and Osias’ arguments for the universality of the bravery of 
Philippine heroes as “clichéd” or “obvious.” Claudio nonetheless views 
these as Osias’ attempt to “construct nationalism as both specific and 
universal, inward in its affect but outward in its ethics. Within the 
mental tapestry of the nation lies the seed of the international” (41). 
While The Philippine Reader did become widely used in educational 
institutions upon its publication, Osias’ vision of an internationalist 
Philippine curriculum was largely sidelined or forgotten. While, as 



98 Social Transformations Vol. 5, No. 2, Oct. 2017

Claudio puts it, “there is, as yet, scant research on why the readers 
went out of print” Claudio surmises “that the books died of natural 
causes amid the nationalization of textbook publishing that occurred 
from the 1950s onward.” Overall, while the reader of the work is given 
a deep background into the influences and thinking of Osias, I did feel 
that the section on the Osias Readers itself was too short, with only 
a few passages being devoted to the seven-volume work. While the 
examples already cited in the work are compelling, further exegetical 
material could have further bolstered the arguments being presented 
in the chapter. Such a task should be an invitation for further study by 
other scholars, as Claudio makes a compelling argument for opening 
up important questions that might be relevant for today’s Philippine 
pedagogical debates.

The next chapter focuses on Salvador Araneta. Claudio primarily 
discussed this figure through the broad ideas presented in “The 
Great Debate” between Araneta and then Central Bank Governor, 
Miguel Cuaderno, with the former espousing a primarily Keynesian 
mindset against the latter’s austerity economics. The chapter aims to 
go beyond a purely “political” analysis of Araneta as a mere scion of 
cacique politics and goes through the specifics of his economic ideas 
from that period—especially with regard to inflation, employment, 
and industrialization. Claudio places Araneta’s ideas within the larger 
questions of the book, ruminating on the possibility of articulating 
a progressive economic policy of the more nuanced, moderated kind 
instead of the paradigmatic, essentialist and absolutist alternatives—
especially articulated by those from the Left—that still dominate 
academic discussions of Philippine economic policy today. Claudio 
paints Araneta as a figure that liberals could look to for his “intellectual 
bravery” which “lay in his stubborn upholding of ideas that are difficult 
to understand and that had not gained sufficient traction in the 
Philippines” in order to break the “limited economic imaginated that 
circumscribes the terms of debate” (69).

The third liberal to be featured is Carlos P. Romulo. In this chapter, 
Claudio focuses on Romulo’s crucial involvement in the Bandung 
Conference of 1955 and his stint as president of the University of 
the Philippines. He first acknowledges Romulo as a very flawed 
political figure, particularly for “being hopelessly pro-American” and 
as a complicit figure during the Marcos dictatorship as he refused 
to resign as Marcos’ foreign minister. Claudio is especially clear that 
Romulo “betrayed his ideals when he became a servant of the Marcos 
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dictatorship” (109) and that he does not seek to “exonerate Romulo of 
his various dalliances with reaction nor aim[s] to reconstruct him as a 
hero” (91), but he also argues that this “does not negate the relevance 
of his ideas.” In particular, he reclaims Romulo’s insistence upon an 
anticommunist and anticolonial Third Worldism that provided a way 
of thinking about these concepts when it is currently dominated by 
Leninist interpretations. Claudio argues that studying Romulo’s 
participation in the Bandung conference opens the possibility of anti-
Communism that can be divorced from McCarthyist or fascist forms of 
anti-Communism. Quoting extensively from Romulo’s writing on the 
topic of anticommunism and liberalism, Claudio asserts that “Romulo 
posited the intimate relationship between human rights discourse, 
anticolonialism, and anti-Communism” and that “his argument was 
not a Western position but an Asianist one” (100). 

I found the chapter on Salvador P. Lopez to be the most engaging 
in the book. Focusing primarily on SP Lopez’s stint as the president of 
UP during the Marcos administration up to the onset of Martial Law, 
Claudio narrates the successes and tribulations of Lopez as he tries to 
navigate the University through the turbulent Marcos administration 
as it established the groundwork for dictatorial rule. In the chapter, 
Claudio argues that those who sought “clarity and certainty” in 
turbulent times will always see Lopez as a flawed leader who did not 
take as hardline as a position on certain issues as his faculty and students 
(146). But Claudio instead shows that one should see Lopez as a man 
vital to the survival of the radical elements that had taken root in the 
University even if they too easily rebuke him for being a moderate. For 
Lopez took great care in ensuring the protection of the University’s 
academic freedom and its capacity to dissent from the Marcos 
administration. Here, Claudio’s argument for liberalism as modus 
vivendi is fully appreciated in the way that Lopez stood by his students 
during the First Quarter Storm, his faculty during a faculty protest on 
29 January 1970, and his negotiations with Marcos to end the police 
invasion of the Diliman campus during the “Diliman Commune” from 
1 to 9 February 1972. Lopez is shown to be a staunch liberal who 
defended the rights of his students and faculty to protest against the 
government even if he did not agree with the ideological stances of the 
groups who lead these protests. But readers should not mistake this 
approach to the Marcos administration as mere neutrality, for Claudio 
also shows that in the face of tyranny, liberals like Lopez are also eager 
to fight to restore liberty, but not always through methods that radicals 
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will find agreeable or radical enough. For while Lopez maintained a 
“sober realism” (135) that implemented “a neutered version of martial 
law on campus” (134), he still used his influence as UP President and 
as a former diplomat to give public speeches very carefully criticizing 
Martial Law, culminating in the “Dillingham Speech” made before 
the East-West Center of the University of Hawaii directly calling 
for the lifting of martial law and restoration of democratic processes 
and institutions throughout the country. The speech, as well as other 
actions by Lopez, eventually led to Marcos not renewing Lopez as UP 
President. 

In conclusion, liberal readers will find this work emboldening for 
many reasons. Claudio argues that the political mistakes committed 
by the presented figures should not detract the next generation from 
learning from the rich theoretical and practical foundations which 
they had built. He also writes from the unapologetic and pointed 
perspective, which can be interpreted as a call for his fellow liberals 
to be more insistent and courageous in a time where global liberal 
institutions are on the defensive from many sides of the political 
spectrum. For nationalist scholars, Marxist-Leninist-Maoists, and 
those belonging or subscribing to what Claudio calls the “Diliman 
Consensus,” Claudio gives them little to no love at all in this work, 
and will thus find his unrelenting anticommunism and critique of 
these intellectual strains as strongly disagreeable. This is an excellent 
work for scholars of Philippine political and intellectual history as it 
reinvigorates studies on Philippine political history, especially those 
focusing on elite studies. This is also a great work of biography for 
those unfamiliar with the featured figures or for young historians as 
the work opens questions and challenges that can be brought up by 
other scholars.
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