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LISANDRO E. CLAUDIO

Postcolonial
Fissures and the
Contingent Nation

This article examines instances in Philippine historiography where
nationalism, as a unitary end, has been used to elide and obscure

class difference. It begins with a partial explanation of the lacunae in
antinationalist thinking in the Philippines, and then proceeds to a critique of
contemporary nationalist historiography. Using historians Zeus Salazar and
Reynaldo Ileto as case studies, it examines how nationalist historiography
can serve as means to implicitly justify localized acts of class oppression.
The works of these scholars, while crucial in forwarding critiques of
colonialism and neocolonialism, privilege nationalist unity over thorough

examinations of disjunctures produced by class difference.

KEYWORDS: NATIONALISM - PHILIPPINE LEFT - HISTORIOGRAPHY - POSTCOLONIAL -
CLASS
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n a recent interview with Philippine Studies (Aguilar et al. 2011,

125), Benedict Anderson situated his classic Imagined Communities

within debates in British historiography. At the time of the book’s

writing, Fric Hobsbawm —the Marxist doyen of social economic

history—was the major critic of nationalism, representing a view
common in the British Left. In this context, Anderson notes, Tom Nairn’s
defense of Scottish nationalism, the seminal The Break-up of Britain, was
a “Molotov cocktail” thrown at conventional Left wisdom (ibid., 126).
Imagined Communities, written “in support of Tom” (ibid.), was thus an
intervention in a European debate on nationalism by a scholar immersed in
the emancipatory nationalisms of the colonized. By Anderson’s admission,
Imagined Communities is more sympathetic to nationalism compared to the
works of authors like Hobsbawm.

Anderson’s book is a polemic in a discussion previously colored by
Marxist internationalist critiques of nationalism. By dint of Hobsbawm’s
and other Marxists” influence over the historical profession, an engagement
with their antinationalism was and is de rigueur for British analysts of
nationalism. In Nairn’s (2003, xii—xviii) preface to the new edition of The
Break-up of Britain, for instance, he takes great pains to critique “ethnic
nationality” and nationalism’s articulation with reactionary movements such
as Thatcherism. Similarly, Anderson (2003, 141) argues against the quick
equation of nationalism and racism, claiming that imagining the nation is an
act of love. In this sense, Anderson contends, it can inspire acts of heroism
like those performed by anticolonial nationalists.!

In historical studies of Southeast Asia, however, leftwing critiques
of nationalism are rare. As Craig Reynolds (2005, 21) notes, Southeast
Asian historians have a clear “willingness to take the nation as a given and
something worth fighting for and writing about. . . .” In contrast, South Asian
scholars of the Subaltern Studies collective quickly took on a project of
“fashioning a historiography that explored the violent effects of that unitary
discourse and that exploded the histories of peoples and classes excluded by
elite nationalism” (ibid., 22). Commentators like Partha Chatterjee (1993,
134) have argued that postcolonial nationalisms may turn hegemonic and,
in the process, “exclude the vast masses of people whom the dominant elite
would represent and lead, but could never be integrated with their leaders.”
Chatterjee’s work thus illustrates that even the oppositional nationalisms of
postcolonies may reproduce the exclusions of their European versions.
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Reynolds (2005, 22-23) does not explain the reason behind the
divergence between South Asian and Southeast Asian historical scholarships
on nationalism, claiming a more modest goal of arguing for the continued
relevance of nationalism in the study of Thai history. The goal of this article is
equally modest, albeit informed by a different theoretical impulse. Namely, |
contend that (1) critiques of nationalism such as Hobsbawm’s and Chatterjee’s
have been inadequately discussed in Philippine historiography, but (2) these
critiques need to be introduced in light of historical developments in the
Philippines since the collapse of Marcos-era nationalisms. The aim is not
to condemn nationalisms en bloc but to conceive of nations as “historical
phenomena rather than a priori eternal data of human society” (Hobsbawm
1977, 10). Hobsbawm (ibid.) is explicit about the implications of this analysis
on political praxis:

In short, the Marxist attitude towards nationalism as a programme
is similar in many respects to other a priori abstractions of what
in his day was petty-bourgeois radicalism, e.g. the “democratic
republic’. It is not unsympathetic, but contingent and not absolute.
The fundamental criterion of Marxist pragmatic judgment has always
been whether nationalism as such, or any specific case of it, advances
the cause of socialism; or conversely, how to prevent it from inhibiting
its progress; or alternatively, how to mobilize it as a force to assist its
progress.

This instrumentalist assessment of nationalism is not exclusive to
socialists. At its barest, Hobsbawm’s contention is that nation building must
not be an end in itself but must be assessed in light of how it assists or retards
emancipatory political projects (in his case, Marxist socialism and proletarian
internationalism). Hobsbawm’s position, moreover, reflects his broader views
concerning the unwieldy task of defining nationalism. Nationalism, for him,
is subjective because it entails personal identification; but it is also objective,
as identification is “made possible by virtue of living in states” (Hobsbawm
1992, 8). This dynamic precludes any fixed definition of nationalism. The
nation “can only be recognized a posteriori,” and must be assessed in light of
phenomena that are “locally and historically rooted” (ibid., 9). Such will be
the approach of this article as it examines a form of nationalism that emerged
at a specific juncture in Philippine intellectual history.

CLAUDIO / POSTCOLONIAL FISSURES AND THE CONTINGENT NATION 47



In what follows [ seek to analyze cases in Philippine historiography in
which nationalism, as a unitary end, has been used to elide and obscure acts
of oppression, placing particular emphasis on class oppression. This elision
in turn prevents scholars from producing empirically driven explanations
about what occurs in particular localities and how these histories disrupt
unified national histories. In the first part of this article, I provide a partial
and brief explanation for the lack of antinationalist historiography and
theorizing in the Philippines, locating the exposition within a broader
intellectual history of the Philippine Left. The focus on the Left is crucial
because, as the case of Hobsbawm illustrates, the most biting criticisms of
nationalist theorizing come from leftists. By the Left, however, I do not
simply refer to the organized Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP)
and “national democratic” organizations under its penumbra. Instead I point
to postwar intellectuals and activists who combined anticolonialism with a
renewed emphasis on the broader category of “the masses.” The CPP would
eventually express these intellectual commitments through the language of
Leninist anti-imperialism and the Maoist “mass line” of “learning from the
people.”

The second, more substantive, part of the article is an antinationalist
critique of two prominent nationalist historians: Zeus Salazar, the founder of
the Pantayong Pananaw school of indigenous historiography, and Reynaldo
lleto, the most trenchant analyst of peasant/proletarian folk mentality in the
Philippines. I selected these two historians because of their claims of having
fundamentally transformed the way Philippine history and the history of the
“masses”/Filipinos has been written. Both, | argue, also represent strands
of a broad leftwing nationalism that emerged during the Marcos years. My
critique stems from a conjunctural analysis of the Philippine nation-state: its
postcolonial and postauthoritarian circumstances require a departure from
the anticolonial nationalisms of the Philippine Revolution of 1896 and the
antidictatorship movements of the Marcos period. In this context historians
of the Philippines must contend with the various fissures of the nation-state:
the tenacity of local politics, the imperialism of Manila, the problem of
minority-majority relations, and, most importantly, class difference.?

The Givens of National History

The explicit nationalism of much Philippine historiography may seem
unproblematic given the country’s colonial history. One can easily defend
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Philippine nationalism through the Leninist delineation between the
nationalism of oppressed nations and that of its oppressors—a part of Lenin’s
conception of imperialism as a means to extend capitalist exploitation
beyond national borders. From this viewpoint, oppressor nationalisms aid
imperialism and deepen global class divisions, making the anticolonial
nationalism of the oppressed integral to proletarian struggle and Marxist
internationalism. Filipino nationalism falls neatly into the latter nationalism,
rendering its ubiquity in historiographic discourse a natural offshoot of
international power structures. It becomes the grammar of the oppressed.
Hobsbawm (1992, 134) has argued, however, that “the nationalism of
small nations was just as impatient of minorities as what Lenin called “great-
nation’ chauvinism,” citing various cases of Fastern European nationalisms
that turned oppressive. That nationalism can dovetail with authoritarianism
should not be surprising to scholars of Southeast Asia where the anticolonial
nationalism of the Indonesian military degenerated into the fascist nationalism
of Suharto’s New Order. It was precisely their role in the struggle against the
Dutch —along with their duty to combat “communist terror” — that Suharto
and other Indonesian generals used to lay the ideological foundations of
a brutal authoritarian state (McGregor 2007). This same postcolonial
state would become the colonizer of Fast Timor, Aceh, and West Papua (I
analyze below limited parallels between the case of East Timor and Muslim
Mindanao).? Also, if outgrowths of anticolonial nationalisms are inherently
emancipatory, why is it that the major critique of Indian nationalism cited
above emerged from a collective that trades on its refutation of colonial
thought? These comparative points establish the necessity of engaging the
historically specific nature of nationalism in Philippine historiography.
Despite the absence of explicitly antinationalist work, there have been
various works in Philippine historiography that are nonnationalist. Since
the 1970s, non—Manila-centered histories (McCoy 1977; Kerkevliet 1977;
Abinales 2000; Finin 2005; Kerkvliet and Mojares 1991; Mojares 1999;
Aguilar 1998; Caouette 2004 to name a few) have exposed the limits of
“national history,” which occlude the divergent histories of various localities.
These works establish that local histories may not only diverge from linear
narratives about the nation as a whole, but can even contradict these
narratives. There has also been critical work examining the ways in which
the nation has been imagined and reimagined at specific historical periods
(Hau 2000; Hau 2004; Rafael 2000; Rafael 2006; Chu 2010), revealing the
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contingency of the concept. Such works serve as antidotes to the essentialism
of nationalist history, allowing for a rehistoricizing of what has always been
a historical concept. The following antinationalist critique, as such, takes
these works to what I believe is their logical conclusion: that primordial
and static representations of “the Filipino” or the “Filipino nation” retard
emancipatory political projects.

Sources of Contemporary Nationalism

As mentioned, Hobsbawm’s a posteriori approach to defining nationalism
requires historically specific discussions of the phenomenon. The critique
that follows, as such, refers to a contemporary leftwing nationalism that
emerged in postwar and postcolonial Philippines. Scholars (Curaming 2006,
107; Tadiar 2004, 160; Ileto 1998, 185-86; Ileto 2011a trace the genesis of
this nationalism to 1956, the year Teodoro Agoncillo published his The
Revolt of the Masses: The Story of Bonifacio and the Katipunan. Agoncillo’s
tome does not require much discussion in these pages, but its import lies
in its explicit linking of class positions with anticolonial nationalism. As
Agoncillo’s title implies, the “masses” and not the educated llustrado elite
led the first anticolonial revolution in Asia. For Rommel Curaming (2000,
99), Agoncillo’s writings, along with those of fellow nationalist historian
Renato Constantino, shifted the definition of “Filipino” away from simple
citizenship and rendered “socio-economic class” a determinant of one’s
belonging to the nation. As “bearers of history, the ‘masses,” however ill
defined a concept, “became the proprietary claimant” to a distinctly Filipino
mentality (ibid.). The defining element of postwar nationalism, then, is the
conjoining of the nation with the lower class.

The reclaiming of the Philippine Revolution became one of the symbolic
foundations of the Maoist CPP’s student radicals, who saw themselves as
heirs to the revolutionaries of 1896 (Ileto 1998, 189). Writing as Amado
Guerrero (1980), CPP founding Chairman Jose Maria Sison bolstered
the link between class and nationalism by conceiving of the Philippines as
a semicolony of the United States. Sison contended that the US, despite
having granted formal independence to the Philippines, “persists in violating
the national sovereignty of the Filipino people .. .” (ibid., 29). Underpinning
this argument is the belief that the United States has encouraged feudal
relations “to perpetuate the poverty of the broad masses of the people,
subjugate the most numerous class, which is the peasantry, and manipulate
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local backwardness for the purpose of having cheap labor and cheap raw
materials from the country” (ibid., 39-40).* Having rendered the masses
the main victims of US imperialism, violations of national sovereignty
simultaneously become acts of class oppression. In other words, the nation
that rightfully asserts independence belongs to the masses. Like Agoncillo
and Constantino, then, Sison conceived of national belonging in social-
economic terms.

With the notable exception of Kathleen Weekley (2010), no author has
systematically questioned the nationalist rhetoric of the CPP.’ In criticizing
nationalist thought, however, Weekley is too quick to dismiss the impact of
nationalism on the anti-Marcos Left, arguing there is not much “evidence to
suggest that it was nationalism that drove Marcos’ opponents” and that the
national struggle “was rarely nationalist beyond national-democratic slogans”
(ibid., 51, italics in original). However, as Caroline Hau (2010, 75) correctly
posits in a critical rejoinder to Weekley, the nationalism of this period “took
the form of what was taken for granted rather than something that needed
to be explicitly foregrounded and theorized. . . 7 In fact, the rhetorical
foundation of Sison’s (1971, 223-36) new “national democratic revolution”
was a narrative concerning how he and his comrades constituted the new

« d 76
propaganda movement,

continuing the anticolonial struggle of nationalist
heroes like José Rizal and Andres Bonifacio, while also transcending the
latter because of the new movement’s Marxism. By ignoring the implicit
rthetorical hold of nationalism on the Philippine Left, Weekley ignores a
crucial facet of the anti-Marcos Left’s nationalism: its givenness. Rather than
dismiss this nationalism as mere rhetoric, it is more productive to examine
the intellectual milieu that rendered it a natural adjunct of radical politics.

Patricio Abinales (2001, 201) links the CPP’s anti-imperialism to the
work of bourgeois nationalists like the postwar senator Claro M. Recto.
Rectonian nationalism and its offshoots emphasized the unfairness of postwar
relations between the US and the Philippines, and the need for Filipinos to
assert national sovereignty. This affinity for Recto before Mao is affirmed by
Rodolfo Salas, CPP Chairman from 1977 t01986 and NPA Commander-
in-Chief from 1976 to 1986. Salas (2010), also known as Kumander Bilog,
narrates that majority of the young students in the nucleus of the CPP had
read Recto’s and Constantino’s nationalist writings before those of the Great
Helmsman. Even after Sison began quoting Mao, most of his comrades
continued to read only these authors (ibid.).
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The trajectory of Sison’s thinking illustrates the centrality of the nation
in CPP ideology. Consider the essays in Sison’s 1967 anthology of essays,
Struggle for National Democracy (SND), for which Agoncillo wrote the
introduction. Published before the founding of the Maoist CPP, SND was
the first book that outlined Sison’s “national democratic” ideology. The
book’s first edition was explicitly nationalist, containing essays with titles
like “Nationalism and the Standard Issues of the Day,” “Nationalism and
the Youth,” “T'he Nationalist as a Political Activist,” “U.S. Imperialism vs.

” o« ” o«

Economic Nationalism,” “Nationalism and Land Reform,” “Nationalism
and the Labor Movement,” and “Socialism and Nationalism.” However, in
the book’s second edition (Sison 1971), with the CPP now ensconced in the
center of radical politics, these essays were either excised—as in the case of
“Socialism and Nationalism” —or given new titles—as with “Nationalism
and the Standard Issues of the Day,” which became “On the Standard Issues
of the Day.” The words “nationalism” or “nation” cannot be found anywhere
in the second edition’s table of contents. At no point in his introduction to the
second edition does Antonio Zummel—a top cadre who would eventually
become chief negotiator of the CPP’s National Democratic Front (NDF)—
explain these changes.

It is difficult to speculate on the reasons for the changes. It is
improbable that Sison decided to downplay the nationalism of SND to
appeal to internationalist Marxist circles; the book was written for domestic
propaganda and agitation. Moreover, the CPP gained prominence after
the weakening of ties between China and the Soviet Union in the 1960s.
Highly sectarian in its international work, the CPP’s internationalism was
limited by its disdain for the USSR (considered the socialist fatherland and
the Vatican of internationalism by postwar communists) and its unwavering
allegiance to Mao Zedong thought.” Morcover, the fratricidal attitude
of the Maoist CPP to the original Partido Komunista ng Pilipinas (PKP,
which also translates to Communist Party of the Philippines) precluded
any nostalgia for the height of the Communist Internationalism during
the heyday of the Comintern in the 1930s. Founded in 1930 the PKP,
which was, save formal affiliation, “a section of the International from its
birth” (Richardson 2011, 147), served as the bearer of prewar Communist
internationalism. This internationalism, however, was untenable in the
context of postwar nationalism, and Maoist hegemony within the Philippine
Left would be the final nail on its coffin.
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The more likely reason for the changes in SND was that the CPP was
grafting communism unto an existing nationalist framework, constantly
negotiating the tensions involved in this process of translation. Like Ho Chi
Minh, CPP members were nationalists before communists.® By the time
of SND’s reissue, however, the already influential CPP no longer needed
to gain legitimacy through the explicitly nationalist language of Recto,
Agoncillo, and Constantino. Nationalism, as such, could be woven directly
and seamlessly into Maoist discourse.

Indeed, a large part of the CPP’s attraction to Maoism lay in its
compatibility with domestic nationalism. Mao’s Asian communism was forged
in the context of a nationalist struggle in alliance with the Guomindang. It
is no coincidence that Hobsbawm (2002, 278-79) condescendingly remarks
that Chinese Communism “in spite of its internationalist rhetoric” was
ultimately “national if not nationalist. . . .”

Thus it would have been political suicide for the CPP to insist on
internationalism during martial law. Within the intensely nationalist milieu
of the Marcos period, it is not surprising that no internationalist critique of
nationalism emerged from the Left. The Marcos period saw the national
question emerge at the center of political debate. As Curaming and Claudio

(2010, 20) note:

During martial law, two versions of “democracy” from different ends
of the political spectrum were being forwarded. On the one hand was
Marcos’s democratic revolution from the centre, which saw the state
take on increased powers for the building of a “New Society” through
martial rule. On the other hand was the “National Democratic”
revolution of the CPP and its founding Chairman Jose Maria Sison/
Amado Guerrero, which targeted American imperialism and local
reactionaries.

Both revolutions were inherently nationalist, with Marcos’s New Society
defined along ethnonational lines (Rafael 1990) and the CPP’s National
Democratic revolution premised on nationalist anti-imperialism. In this
contest, Marcos (1980, 6) attempted to outflank the CPP’s nationalism by
insisting that “the underlying values of Marxism-Leninism clash with the
prevailing values of Filipino culture” (an argument that, as shown below,
Salazar also forwards). Given this milieu, it is unsurprising that intellectual

CLAUDIO / POSTCOLONIAL FISSURES AND THE CONTINGENT NATION 53



discourse in the 1970s was refracted through the lens of the nation. It is in
this context that we must situate the nationalism of the historians discussed
below.

Salazar and the Closed Circuits of Nationalism

The rise to prominence of the indigenization movement in Philippine
studies, represented by Zeus Salazar’s Pantayong Pananaw (PP) in history,
must be seen in the context of martial-law—era nationalism. Salazar, as
demonstrated below, operates in the interstice of Marcosian and leftist
nationalisms. Before examining Salazar’s individual work, however, a brief
comment on PP as a collective enterprise is in order: Ramon Guillermo
(2003) contends that PP cannot be equated only with Salazar, and that the
term “Pantayong Pananaw” has “acquired several usages” based on Salazar’s
original approach. To critique the entire PP endeavor is an intellectually
unwieldy task, because the diversity of voices within it precludes an
analytically consistent argument. Guillermo himself, for instance, is broadly
aligned with Pantayong Pananaw, but deploys a Marxist perspective that
Salazar eschews. What follows, as such, is a critique of Salazar’s own work.
Insofar as I discuss his followers, | engage not so much their own empirical
contributions, but the apologia they have written to defend their mentor.

Zeus A. Salazar began his career as a historian in the University of the
Philippines, where he completed a degree in AB history in 1955 (Navarro
2004, 2). In 1958 he commenced graduate studies in France, obtaining
various diplomas in ethnology, anthropology, and linguistics (ibid.). His
studies culminated in a doctorate in cultural anthropology in 1968 (ibid.,
3). Upon returning to the Philippines later that year, he rejoined the UP
History Department, where he has taught (with some interruptions) ever
since. Although never a member of the CPP, he became an active member
of the anti-Marcos movement in the 1970s, participating in the string of
protests in early 1970 known as the First Quarter Storm (ibid., 4).

Prior to formally articulating PP as a historical method, Salazar was
an advocate of indigenous psychology and a close collaborator of its doyen
Virgilio Enriquez. This engagement with the indigenization movement in
the social sciences would prompt Salazar to investigate the implications of
indigenization on historiography (ibid.). Salazar (2007) situated the genesis of
PP to his early UP historiography courses in the 1970s and credited Agoncillo
for developing a “Filipino pointof-view” (punto-de-bistang Pilipino) amid
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a Philippine history “chained to American traditions” (pagkakagapos sa
tradisyong Amerikano) (Salazar 1997a, 38).°

Despite writing various essays that touched on its themes in the 1970s
and 1980s, Salazar began to develop a systematic version of PP only in
the early 1990s (Guillermo 2003). At the core of PP is a classification of
knowledge about the Philippines into three categories: pansila (for them),
pangkami (for “us” excluding “you”) and pantayo (for “us” including “you”).
Pansila refers to knowledge produced by non-Filipinos about the Philippines,
pangkami refers to knowledge produced by Filipinos for outsiders, while
pantayo is a historiography for Filipinos by Filipinos. Naturally it is the latter
category that Salazar secks to develop. Essential to pantayo is a commitment
to writing in the national language “Filipino” (in reality, Tagalog) in order to
communicate directly to the masses.

The primary goal of pantayo historiography, as Salazar notes in majority
of his essays, is ang pagbuo ng Kapilipinuhan (“the formation of the Filipino
nation”). To analyze and to advocate for nationalist historiography, Salazar
(1998b, 92) adds, is a “holy” task in the service of nation formation (“Banal
na gawain . . . tungo sa pagbubuo ng bansa”). The primary aim of his work is
thus “to report and explain about [sic] Pilipinas to Filipinos in their own terms
and with a view to strengthening Filipino nationality, to pursuing Filipino
goals and ideals” (Salazar 1998a, 313). Like Agoncillo, Constantino, and
Sison, Salazar equates the nation with the masses, at times using the words
“the poor” (mahihirap) and Bansa (“Nation”) interchangeably (Salazar
2006, 440). This Bansa, to reemphasize, is a whole, and the strengthening
of it is Salazar’s normative goal. The goal of forming and strengthening the
nation, as | contend below, is a key attribute of Salazar’s work that allows him
to denigrate works that question the organic unity of the nation.

Despite his debates with Marxists over Western socialist theory’s
relevance to Philippine realities (Guillermo 2009, 1-5), many of
Salazar’s early followers were either affiliated with or heavily influenced
by the Maoist Left (Mendoza 2006, 110-11). Salazar himself was briefly
imprisoned by the Marcos regime as a political dissident from 1972 to
1973 (Navarro 2004, 4), although he would eventually ghost write
significant parts of Tadhana, Marcos’s nationalist history of the Philippines
(Curaming 2006, 53-123). In this sense, Salazar’s biography illustrates the
strange relationship between nationalism and the Philippine Left. Salazar,
accorded grudging admiration by some leftists while being hired by their
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archnemesis, is testament to nationalism’s ability to provide the interstitial
space where avowed political antagonisms are glossed over in light of a
common love for country.

Despite Salazar’s preoccupation with writing for Filipinos, there have
been some attempts to reframe and recuperate his work in the context of
global historiographic debates. Portia Reyes (2008, 241-43), for example,
compares the PP movement to the rise of postcolonial theories from
India, viewing it as a necessary response to the universalization of Western
knowledge. PP, however, can only be compared to Indian postcolonial theory
on a superficial level. Raewyn Connell (2007, xi) notes that the hegemonic
nature of “Northern theory” lies in its ability to limit the applicability of
postcolonial knowledge in the South to its place of origin, depriving it of any
relevance outside its immediate context. For her, the analytic importance
of Indian Subaltern Studies is its capacity to parlay local knowledge into
world historical debates (ibid., xiii). Salazar, who insists on writing about
the Philippines primarily for Filipinos, provincializes himself and denies
“Filipino” interventions in global knowledge-production by writing only
for a domestic, often nationalist audience, whereas writers like Chatterjee
connect debates in Indian history to larger issues.

Reyes (2008, 250) contends, however, that PP’s advantage over Subaltern
Studies is the former’s recognition of its audience. Beyond addressing this
audience, PP hermeneutically examines this audience’s mentalities. The
goal of PP is thus to “explore the consciousness of social practices of subaltern
classes as marginalized bearers of culture and history of the Filipino people”
(ibid., 249).

There are a number of slippages here in Reyes’s argument. First,
why does she assume, like Constantino and Agoncillo, that the subaltern
classes are bearers of the category “Filipino?” The articulation of these two
categories, as shown below, is not self-evident. Second, what is the common
phenomenology that allows for the hermeneutic approach of Pantayong
Pananaw? | will contend that the fractures of the Philippine nation-state
preclude any consistent Filipino subjectivity.

Similar to Reyes, S. Lily Mendoza’s (2006) work tries to locate
resonances between PP, often portrayed (correctly) as essentialist, and
poststructural  theories that deconstruct privileged subjectivities. She
claims that Pantayong Pananaw and related disciplines in the Philippine

indigenization movement deconstruct “Eurowestern master narratives” like
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Marxism, which fail to “engage and take seriously the differing subjectivity
and culture of Filipinos. . .”] (ibid., 214). To this argument, one needs to
point out that the insistence on a distinct local culture amid “modernizing”
trends like Marxism and liberalism was the main feature of reactionary
and racist history in postwar Europe, such as German volk historiography.
In other words, ethnonationalism also has its roots within Furopean
traditions of ethnology and racial science. Indeed, it is not surprising
that a European-trained ethnologist like Salazar would become a pillar
of Philippine ethnonationalism. To point out the similarities between
Furopean ethnology and PP, of course, is not to suggest that PP is a form of
fascism, only to posit what commentators like Chatterjee have previously
noted: that nationalism itself is bound up with the history of European
colonialism; it is itself a master narrative—perhaps the most successful
one. Moreover, while it is also true that ethnonationalism propagated by
a university professor in a poor Southern state must be treated differently
from that of European scholars, PP’s emphasis on “unification” dovetails
with state rhetoric about the consolidation of power. However, before
examining PP’s emplotment within state-centric narratives, let us first turn
to Salazar’s conceptualization of class.

Portia Reyes and Ramon Guillermo (2009, 88) argue that Salazar’s
refutation of Marxism (in particular, through a polemical translation and
annotation of the Communist Manifesto) is premised on his perceived
inapplicability of Marxian concepts like “feudalism” and “the proletariat”
to the Philippine context. Salazar is certainly not a nationalist Marxist like
Sison, but within the broader framework of PP there are hints of a class-
based system of analysis. Salazar (2007), for example, refers to the pangkami
perspective as reflecting an “elitist culture” (kulturang elitista) that seeks to
“judge the activities of Filipinos based on the rules and standards of outsiders
or foreigners” (hatulan ang gawain ng Pinoy mula sa patakaran at sa
pamantayan ng tagalabas o banyaga). An example of pangkami knowledge
is the work of late—nineteenth-century nationalist propagandists like José
Rizal, who wrote in Spanish and sought to validate the nationalist project
within the terms of colonialism (ibid.).!

Salazar’s critique of pangkami knowledge is an important nuance in
PP, allowing the framework to level claims of “elitism” against certain social
groups without resorting to the grammar of Marxism or other “Western”
theories. Despite its rhetorical populism, does PP truly account for class
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difference, or is it a mere conflation of class and nationalism, premised on
Agoncillo and Constantino’s assumption that the “true” nationalism is that
of the poor?

A major target for Salazar’s polemics (and, as shown below, Ileto’s as
well) is American historian Alfred McCoy. In his works McCoy (1982a,
1982b, 1994a, 1994b, 2009, 2001) writes about the rapaciousness of local
oligarchs in the Philippines, the Marcos dictatorship and its oppression of
Filipinos, the weakening of national state institutions through localized
acts of corruption, and the violence underpinning much of postcolonial
Philippine politics. McCoy also focuses on the local and regional nuances
of Philippine politics as a means to expose the corruption of local elites. In
this sense, he is a perfect bogeyman for Salazar: a leftwing analyst, deploying
Western methods to unearth localized class tensions within the Philippine
nation. More importantly, scholars like McCoy fail to write for “the nation as
a whole” —the biggest sin for a historian whose main project, as noted earlier,
is nation-formation (Salazar 1998a, 319). Salazar’s polemics against McCoy,
as such, are not peripheral comments; they illustrate the key difference
between what Salazar calls “Pilipinolohiya,” which “works towards unity and
homogeneity,” and Western “Philippine Studies,” which, similar to colonial
discourse, “tends to produce the opposite effect” (ibid.)

Salazar begins his refutation by quoting a statement from McCoy
(quoted in ibid.) about the variations in the Philippine economy, particularly
in the Visayas region: “The sugar planters of Western Visayas . . . became
citizens of the world market in the 1860’s but did not become citizens of
the Philippine Republic until 1946—a difference of nearly a century that
left them with strong anti-national interests and close political ties to their
premier sugar customer, the United States.” To this statement Salazar (ibid.)
replies rhetorically: “The Western Visayan planters did not become citizens
of the Republic until 1946? But I thought the Philippines did not become
an independent republic until that time! What is the purpose of McCoy’s
elucubrations except to divide and confuse?”

The first half of Salazar’s response is semantic; McCoy’s point is that
international commercial interests trumped national identification. In the
same volume that Salazar criticizes, for instance, Milagros Guerrero (1982)
contends that the economic opportunism of the regional elite, particularly
in the Western Visayas, determined to what extent they participated in
the nation-building project of Emilio Aguinaldo’s Malolos Republic. This
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means they could have opted, prior to 1946, to identify as Filipino citizens.
Salazar could have easily labeled these elites as deploying an inauthentic
instrumental nationalism, perhaps even contending that they exhibited a
pangkami worldview. In his polemic, however, he sheathes one of his own
theoretical weapons in order to criticize an American scholar, rendering
McCoy’s analysis completely alien from the unified nationalism which he
seeks to construct. In the process, he ignores a fissure within the nation and
glosses over the elitist history of Philippine nationalism.

As to the question of whether or not McCoy’s real intention was to
divide, one may reply in a similarly rhetorical manner: What is wrong with
a divided historiography if divisions actually exist? Is Salazar contending,
contrary to McCoy, that the elite of Western Visayas saw themselves as being
part of “the nation as a whole?” If so, why does he not provide evidence to
the contrary to support his contention? Salazar disparages historical studies
that emphasize national divisions even when these divisions do exist or have
existed. Empirical reality, in this case, is of secondary importance, and it is
trumped by the ideological goal of national unity—a unity premised on a
homogenizing narrative, oblivious to the nuances of local politics. For Salazar
(1998a, 320) Filipinos generally do not see the “local” as something distinct
from the nation, and in this regard the “local” is simply a “new term for
‘native.”” This argument is premised on the existence of a common Filipino
subjectivity that produces a common phenomenology of nationalism.

Salazar’s ahistorical treatment of Filipino identity and history
collapses once one turns to the specificities of local politics. In Muslim
Mindanao “intrusions from the national state” —at times violent—and the
unresponsiveness of national politicians to loc