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Introduction:

After the end of the Spanish-American War in August of 1898, the United States’ government assumed authority over the former Spanish possessions of Cuba and the Philippines among other islands of the Caribbean and the Pacific. However, the United States handled the two territories very differently. While the U.S.A. granted Cuba a supervised independence by 1902, it maintained a colonial presence in the Philippines until 1946. The swift American victory in the war of 1898 marked the United States’ entrance onto the world stage as a power player in international politics. Raymond Carr’s text, Spain: 1808 -1975, captures this growing might by attributing the dissolution of the Spanish empire to the voracious appetite of the growing American “Colossus.”
  Yet, if the United States were seeking to make a statement about its growing influence in the international sphere, relinquishing control of a potentially valuable colonial possession such as Cuba would have been counter-productive, especially when compared to the United States’ prolonged involvement in the Philippines. This thesis aims to explore the issues that influenced the decision of the United States regarding the treatment of the territories it wrested from Spain. Specifically, I am interested in those critical factors that made the United States deem a post-revolutionary Cuba ready to rule itself while Filipinos had to wait until after World War II for such a privilege.

As the example above indicates, most previous scholarship on the dissolution of Spanish Empire and the birth of the American colonial project has emphasized trends like the growing American appetite for international power. While it is impossible to disregard expansionist forces that arose from the United States’ growing desire to seek influence outside it borders, historical accounts which are solely focused on great- powers rivalries (for example, the rivalry between Spain and United States) ignore important developments that occurred within the colonies themselves. Of primary importance among these colonial issues were the vibrant nationalist movements that existed in Cuban and the Philippines long before the onset of war between the United States and Spain. The nationalism present in Cuba and the Philippines did not go unnoticed by the American policy makers after the United States took over these colonies from Spain. In fact, as I will try to demonstrate here, those differing nationalist movements played a pivotal role in determining American colonial policies.  

During the period between 1868, the start of the first Cuban war for independence, and 1898, when the United States intervened in Cuba following the explosion of the U.S.S. Maine, Cuban nationalism shifted from a more radical platform to a more moderate position. This transition was clearly visible through the lens of Cuba’s most famous patriot, José Martí. Martí was a highly educated Cuban creole who worked tirelessly for Cuban independence following the failure of Cuba’s revolution of 1868 - 1878. Although exiled for much of his adult life, Martí produced a vast output of writings for Cuban and Latin American audiences. His unflagging patriotism and dedication to the ultimate cause of Cuba’s total freedom was evident in the way he subtly modified his ideology to gain supporters across the entire spectrum of Cuban society.  Martí should be considered radical because his primary concern was always starting an armed struggle for Cuban liberation. He succeeded in launching this conflict, but he also became its first significant martyr when he was slain in battle in 1895. His death represented a turning point in the ideology of Cuban nationalism as more moderate revolutionary participants stepped into the void left by Martí.  

In the Philippines, by contrast, the archipelago’s nationalist movement followed an almost the exactly opposite trajectory, a pattern that could be seen in the career of Filipino nationalist José Rizal. In the decade leading up to the Spanish American War, Filipino nationalism was undeniably tied to Rizal’s character. Like the creole Martí, Rizal was a relatively upper-class and well-educated man; and like Martí, Rizal produced a vast quantity of writings that varied from poetry to journalism. However, unlike José Martí, Rizal preached a brand of moderate political advocacy that sought to work through Spanish institutions and authorities to improve the lives of the Filipino people through the least contentious means. Rizal viewed armed struggle as the absolute last resort of Filipino nationalism. Yet in one last similarity to his Cuban counterpart, Rizal’s moderate position lost traction among his peers and was thoroughly extinguished by his execution in 1896. Rizal’s restrained agenda was replaced by a Filipino nationalism that desired not just improvement, but liberation.

American policy makers detected and seized upon the shifts within the ideological underpinnings of the Cuban and Filipino nationalist movements as a matter of the utmost concern in the handling of their newly acquired territories.
 In the eyes of the agents of American imperialism, nationalism was tied to the socio-political situation within the United States’ newly acquired territories and thus was a key determinant in a population’s ability to govern itself. No policy maker is more representative of this pattern of recognition and response to the nationalist movements in Cuba and the Philippines than Elihu Root. Born in 1846 in rural New York State as the son of a mathematics professor, Root became one of the most successful, and well-connected, lawyers in the United States.
 He served as Secretary of War under William McKinley, and Secretary of State under Theodore Roosevelt and in these roles functioned as the architect of American colonial policy. In his analysis in the new American dependencies, Root reflected deeply on the preparedness of the Cuban and Filipino populations for the possibility of self-rule. The respective nationalist movements of the two former Spanish colonies were major aspects of Root’s evaluation. Because Root used the nationalism in Cuba and the Philippines as an important metric in determining the territories’ readiness for self-government, the opposite paths taken by the two countries’ nationalist ideologies were particularly important in determining their fates.

The writings of Elihu Root explicitly demonstrated that his perception of America’s new territories was at least partially determined by their respective nationalist movements. In addition the texts produced by José Martí and José Rizal indicated that there was a marked difference in the trajectories followed by the Cuban and Filipino nationalism at the end of the nineteenth century. Because American policy makers perceived the nationalist movements in Cuba and the Philippines to be related to the state of leadership in those nations, the ideological legacies of those movements played a central role in dictating the American handling of its new colonies following the Spanish-American War.

In the interest of developing and supporting the connection between nationalism in Cuba and the Philippines and the formation of American colonial policy, this essay has been divided into three major parts. The first is an analysis of nationalism in Cuba as represented in the writings of José Martí, and later Tomás Estrada Palma. The second section focuses on Filipino nationalism through the analysis of the texts of José Rizal and Emilio Aguinaldo. The third part of this essay addresses the American reaction to these nationalist movements as seen through the statements of Elihu Root.  

Part 1: Cuba from Martí to Estrada Palma

The Patriot and the Poet: José Martí


Although at the dawn of the twenty-first century the combination of the words “revolution” and “Cuba” tended to conjure up connotations of Communism, memories of Fidel Castro, Ché Guevara, and the successful revolt of 1956 - 1959, at the outset of the twentieth century revolutionary activity in Cuba was inextricably linked to the character and ideals of José Martí.  Martí was born in January of 1858 as the son of peninsulares (Spaniards born on the Iberian Peninsula), yet even at an early age he identified more with his island birthplace than with the culture of his parents.
 Martí’s reverence for the Cuban nation drove him to achieve an impact upon his beloved fatherland that was unmistakable right up to the modern era. His name appeared on plazas and streets in Cuba, and his likeness on the national currency; Jose Martí became a poignant political symbol that legitimized Cuba’s government by tying it to the island’s revolutionary history.
 

The association between Martí and nationalist revolution in Cuba was not baseless; he was active and outspoken in advocacy for a liberated Cuba. Yet, partially due to his devotion to the greater cause of independence, there existed a tension in Martí’s nationalism between ideals and practical application. Martí’s collected works fill more than twenty volumes, and include poetry, letters, speeches and political commentaries. Each of these various writings contains revolutionary or nationalist rhetoric modified to fit its purpose and audience. These variations in ideals and vocabulary embody the tensions that characterized the application of Martí’s nationalist ideals to real-world Cuba. Martí’ recognized that his own idyllic vision of a freed Cuba was of secondary importance compared to the cultivation and success of the revolutionary movement. Thus, all of Martí’s writings, whether they spoke of an equality meant to appeal to the masses, or stressed the role of elites within a revolution, were designed to promote a tangible independence struggle. The tendency to compromise and adapt specific nationalist values, as demonstrated by the poetry, political essays, and correspondence of Jose Martí was representative of the nationalist movement in Cuba and its dedication to real revolutionary action.

Art with a Purpose: Versos sencillos 

The revolutionary nationalist platform of José Martí pervaded all of his writings regardless of genre; yet, as mentioned above, the rhetoric of this nationalism shifted from text to text. One critical example of Martí’s careful efforts to coordinate his specific nationalism with his audience was Versos sencillos. Manuel Tellechea described this collection of poems, published in 1891, as a “poetical autobiography.”
 However, in the production of this autobiography, Martí clearly had a widespread, popular audience in mind. The targeting of a mass audience was evident in the deliberately simple and approachable nature of the poetry contained in Versos sencillos. This accessibility was confirmed by the extensive use of the collection in grade school curricula throughout Cuba and Latin America.
 Because of Martí’s desire to appeal to the masses, the poems appearing in Versos sencillos represented a nationalism that lamented the oppression all Cubans (regardless of race or social status) and yearned for a utopian, egalitarian society. 

The pages of Versos sencillos contain many passages that openly objected to the poor treatment of Cubans at the hands of the Spanish. One of the most overt expressions of grief was Martí’s reference to himself as “The son of a land in chains,”
 and then within the same stanza an assertion about the tremendous pain that this imprisonment had caused his heart.
 A slightly more veiled but equally condemning passage was the allegorical twenty-eighth poem in Versos sencillos. This poem described a son who traveled across the sea in order to fight for the glory of the nation where his father was buried. In spite of these noble aspirations, the father rose from his grave, traveled across the sea, and murdered his own son. 
 These two poems effectively characterized Martí’s perception of the Cuban nation and thus all Cuban people: hopelessly oppressed and maligned by their own fatherland, the progenitor that their very existence as a colony was meant to glorify. 

Referring to a Cuba in shackles was not necessarily the same thing as stating that Spain was the jailor. Nor does telling the story of a son killed by his father necessarily mean that the father was representative of Spain and the son of Cuba. However, Martí’s poems left little room for the misinterpretation of his meaning. For example, observe this reference to the brutality of Spanish rule in Cuba:

Few there were who had not bore

The Spanish sabre’s wild fury:

And at sunrise all could see

The Streets steeped in blood and gore.
 

This stanza left little doubt about the actor responsible for suffering of the Cuban masses. 

Phrases such as “Few there were who had not bore the Spanish sabre’s wild fury” imply that the indiscriminate nature of Spanish brutality created a de facto equality among the oppressed Cubans. However, Versos sencillos also conjured images of explicitly egalitarian nationalist struggle. For example, the position of the nationalist movement with regards to slavery was unambiguous. In the thirtieth poem of Versos sencillos Martí describes the effect the sight of a dead slave hanging from a tree had upon a boy passing by writing:

A boy saw him there and shook

With passion for the oppressed:

And at his feet an oath took

That this crime would be redressed.

The empathy felt (and oath taken) by the boy for the murdered slave suggested that the Cuban nationalist movement, somewhat idealistically, considered the plight of all Cubans, no matter what their social status, to be linked. In the eyes of Martí all Cubans were essentially the same, they were all the victims of Spanish oppression. 

The presentation of equality as the foremost tenet of Martí’s nationalism was not merely suggested by the example of the boy and the murdered slave, but resounded throughout the pages of Versos sencillos. This sentiment was clearly reflected by Martí’s proclamation: “With the earth’s poor everywhere, I shall cast my lot.”
 This was a bold statement considering that Martí, as a creole, was blessed with relatively high social status simply as a result of his birth.
 Given this inherited social status and its attendant connection to the Spanish colonial apparatus, it was not a forgone conclusion that Martí would identify with the lower classes of Cubans more readily than the colonial administrators who oppressed them. With Martí’s social status in mind, his firm statement of loyalty to the lower classes was meant to consolidate support across hierarchical boundaries and highlight the egalitarian nature of nationalism as he portrayed it. 

After discussing both the oppressed nature of the Cuban colonial existence and egalitarian nationalism, the next logical step within Versos sencillos was to combine the two in order to suggest a course of action meant to cast off the colonial system.   One clear example of this was Martí’s assertion: ““I esteem him who would seize / A tyrant and lay him low, / Honor to the Tyrant’s foe, / Cuban or Aragonese!”
 Certainly this statement implied the need for action to be taken against the oppressive Spanish regime in Cuba, but it also emphasized the equality of the nationalist struggle by drawing a distinction between a hatred for Spanish tyranny and a hatred for the Spanish themselves. A portrayal of Spanish people as inextricably connected to the Spanish regime in Cuba would have bred an intemperate hatred of the Spanish that would have undermined the cultivation of egalitarian nationalist ideals.
 By claiming that he would esteem any person, even a Spaniard, who fought tyranny, Martí managed to convey the need for action while maintaining a nationalist position that would appeal to a popular audience. 

 Martí’s Political Essays and Elite Cuban Nationalism 

As discussed above, Martí’s poetic collection, Versos sencillos, was written for the benefit of a mass audience that included the lower social classes of Cuban society and therefore used a nationalist rhetoric designed to appeal to that audience. In contrast to Versos sencillos, Martí’s political essays were never meant to be accessible to the Cuban peasantry at large and thus contained a form of nationalism that targeted an elite and educated audience. The language within these political essays, although different from that seen in Martí’s poems, was also carefully chosen to galvanize support for the revolution among its audience. The upshot of this attempt was that Martí’s essays placed an emphasis on elite involvement that slightly morphed the egalitarian ideals expressed in his poetry. Martí’s willingness to adapt and modify the pure form of his ideals reflected the primacy he placed on establishing a broad-based and sustainable nationalist uprising. 

Martí’s modification of his nationalist ideals was clearly visible in his most famous political essay, “Our America.” First published in 1891 while Martí was living in New York City as an exile, this composition was addressed to the intellectuals of Latin America.
 In some ways “Our America” carried the same nationalist messages that pervaded Versos sencillos. The political essay echoed with sorrow stemming from the abusive nature of European governments in Latin America. Martí claimed that only the native residents of a nation truly understood their homeland and thus self-government was the only way to rid a country of tyrannical political systems.
 While this notion was closely aligned with those that appeared in Martí’s poetry, it was presented with a drastically different spin.

Rather than focus on the egalitarian sentiments that formed the basis of his objections to Spanish colonial oppression in Versos sencillos, “Our America” acknowledged the differences in Latin American society between the “cultured” and “uncultured elements.”
  This recognition was part of Martí’s argument that government should involve people of all social and educational backgrounds. Martí admonished Latin American intellectuals for “retarding logical government”
 by failing to recognize the realities facing the “silent Indian masses.”
 According to Martí, the would-be governors of Latin America, made up of university-educated elites, failed in their attempts to rule because they hoped “to govern a people they did not know.”
 This reproach was accompanied by a warning: “In nations of both cultured and uncultured elements, the uncultured will govern because it is their habit to attack and resolve doubts with their fists in cases where the cultured have failed in the art of governing.”
 This statement implies that the upper-classes did have a role to play in the effective governing of Latin America, but it also stressed that intellectuals faced being driven from power if they failed to work with, and address the needs of, the broader population. By emphasizing both of these points Martí succeeded in adjusting his nationalist ideals to speak directly to the position of elites across all of Latin America.

Martí’s appeal to Latin American elites in general was directly connected to his desires for the specific case of Cuban leaders. Although he addressed “Our America” to all Latin American elites, his writings left little doubt that he considered the larger Latin American example applicable to the more specific Cuban case. For Martí the struggles for good government in the republics of Latin America were tied to their colonial legacies. Furthermore, the colonial past of those countries was very much related to the colonial present of Martí and Cuba. Because of this connection through the experience of colonial trauma, Martí believed a crucial point: that Cuba and the rest of Latin America were inextricable linked. Historian Richard Butler Gray quoted Martí claiming, “Everything in ‘Nuestra America’ is Cuban.”
 This belief suggested that Martí’s veneration for the role of intellectuals in the establishment of self-government in Latin America could be applied to Cuba not simply because Cuba was located in Latin America, but rather because he felt that Cuba and Latin America were the same thing. 

Martí’s identification of Cuba and Latin America with one another, allowed his readers to recognize a brand of elite-oriented nationalism in his 1893 essay venerating the life and accomplishments of Simón Bolívar. The first example of this play towards elite-level nationalism was Martí’s claim that Bolívar represented the “crucible” of revolutionary thinking that “revive[d] the discontent of the educated and well-bred Creole.”
 This praise of Bolívar’s ability to fire the passions of the upper classes in South America suggested that it was this portion of population that represented the crux of a successful liberation struggle. 

In addition to this distinct reference to upper class nationalists, Martí’s essay also included passages which depicted the ideal upper class revolutionary as a leader who could cultivate and direct the participation of the peasantry. Martí claimed that Bolívar should be idolized as an example of the revolutionary leader because “in the brotherhood of common cause he fused the disparate components [of society] in the flame of glory.”
 Bolívar’s success in combining social classes within a single movement was crucial because he recognized (as Martí himself had) that the only truly good government must be determined according to the needs of its people, and therefore must arise from those citizens.
  While these passages do stress the importance of a mass participation in a revolutionary movement, they also imply that this was only possible in the presence of capable elite leadership, such as Bolívar’s. 
Both José Martí’s poetic works such as Versos sencillos and political essays like “Our America” and “Simón Bolívar” helped consolidate support for a nationalist revolution among a broad swath of Cuban society. Thus, both of these two types of texts represented Martí’s attempts to garner support from the populations of commoners and aristocrats respectively. Because the two genres had two different audiences, they carried within them two distinct forms of nationalism. Martí’s willingness to cater to his readers by adjusting vocabulary indicated that for him minor differences in nationalist beliefs were secondary to the primary cause of carrying out an actual revolution. This single-minded concern with achieving liberty through armed struggle, revealed the relatively extreme nature of Martí’s nationalism. 
A Call to Arms

The extreme nationalism of José Martí was also reflected in his documentation of the revolution. Historian Richard Butler Gray claimed that the Platform of the Cuban Revolutionary Party was among the most important revolutionary documents produced by Martí.
 This document, through both its contents and its very creation, demonstrated the dedication of Martí to a liberation struggle. As a result this document also validated the depiction of Martí as a radical nationalist. 


There was no better example of Martí’s dedication to liberation at all costs then the very first article listed in the Platform of the Cuban Revolutionary Party. This article declared the Martí and his party’s determination “to achieve absolute independence for the island of Cuba.”
 This language left no room for compromise; the only acceptable outcome for the Cuban Revolutionary Party was a Cuba totally free from any foreign control or influence. While the first article laid out a lofty goal, it was the Article 3 that described the method through which this goal was going to be reached. The third article stated that the Cuban Revolutionary Party intended to draw upon all of “the revolutionary elements in existence today.” 
 This was a statement clearly derived from Martí’s recognition that a successful revolution would require the participation of Cubans from every social station. 

The final vital aspect contained in the Platform of the Cuban Revolutionary Party was an allusion to the negative role Martí perceived in foreign powers such as the United States. The Platform’s fifth article was the nationalist movement’s avowal that its struggle would not be used to open Cuba to “people who consider the island their prey and dominion.”
 Martí (and many other Cuban nationalists) had spent a large portion his adult life in exile in the United States. He had witnessed debates about whether America, as an emerging global power, should annex or purchase Cuba from Spain.
 This experience was formative for Martí who was forever wary of what the United States’ involvement in the Cuban struggle could mean. In a letter to fellow nationalist Gonzalo Quesada that discussed the possibility of American military involvement in Cuba Martí asked: “And once the United States is in Cuba who will drive it out?”

The Counterpoint: Tomás Estrada Palma

In spite of Jose Martí’s wariness about the designs of the United States, Cuba’s more powerful northern neighbor became inextricably entangled in the island’s independence conflict. When America became embroiled in the conflict between Cuban nationalists and the Spanish military and sent an expeditionary force, it was a decidedly less radical group of nationalists that greeted the arriving United States’ military. Certainly the moderation of these Cubans was partially due to their recognition of the futility of resistance to U.S. military might, but also the most extreme elements of the Cuban revolution had perished by the time of the arrival of the North Americans. Martí had fulfilled his own prophecies of martyrdom when he was killed in battle in 1895, hardly more than a month into the revolution he had worked tirelessly to start.
 Other nationalist figures who carried symbolic weight related to the most hard-line portion of the liberation struggle had also perished relatively early in the struggle. Antonio Maceo, the most outspoken and militant of the nationalist military commanders was felled in late 1896, more than a year before the U.S.S. Maine exploded in Havana harbor.


While the most famous and extreme figures of the Cuban struggle for independence had been slain, there was still a vital core of nationalists there to work with the Americans when they arrived in 1898. However, those who stepped into the leadership roles vacated by Martí and Maceo were drawn from a segment of moderate revolutionaries that had been drawn to the cause of the revolution by Martí’s initiative to include “all men of good will”
 in the liberation campaign. Among these tempered nationalists Tomás Estrada Palma had risen to the forefront of the nationalist movement.

Estrada Palma was almost certainly as devoted to the well being of his country and people as the more famous Martí, yet he never inspired the passionate following and romanticized history that was lavished upon his fellow nationalist. This was in some ways justified, Martí was admirably dedicated (or obsessed) with the goal of Cuban liberty; he placed the achievement of this dream above even his own life. Such self-sacrifice, especially in one with the widely recognized literary and artistic talents of Martí, understandably captured peoples’ imagination. However, the differential in the emotional attachment to these two Cuban nationalists was also due to Estrada Palma’s mild platform. 

The single strongest example of Estrada Palma departure from Martí’s revolutionary position was his willingness to work with the United States. Estrada Palma did not want Cuba to become a possession of the United States,
 but he did view American cooperation and aid as essential to the Cuban struggle.  This position did not arise after the intervention of the United States, when the Cuban Revolutionary Party had no choice about American involvement, but in fact had existed much earlier. During the early stages of the war Estrada Palma was a member of the group of New York City based Cuban exiles that provided information and articles to the United States’ press (which at that time was unabashedly ‘yellow’) with the intent of stressing human rights abuses by the Spanish and thus courting the involvement of the United States.
 

Another example of Estrada Palma’s courtship of American support came shortly after the death of Martí when Estrada Palma submitted a petition to the United States’ government seeking the recognition of the belligerent rights of the Cuban rebel forces. Estrada Palma rested his argument on the hope that the United States would recognize parts of its own revolutionary history in the Cuban struggle, and thus find sympathy for the island’s cause.
 This strategy was a sharp departure from Martí. Estrada Palma did not perceive the United States, with its military and political might, as a potential new colonial oppressor (as Martí had), but rather as a powerful ally that could expedite the Cuban nationalist effort. 

Martí’s fears about the United States were an outgrowth of his radical nationalist position. He simply could not countenance an appeal for the United States’ intervention in Cuba because he believed that this action might pose an obstacle to the later attainment of total liberation, and expose the Cuban people to the depredations of a new foreign power. In contrast, Estrada Palma also desired the “absolute independence” of Cuba, but his nationalist sentiments were more restrained and thus he was willing to risk the “absolute” in “absolute independence” by petitioning for American help.
 

Estrada Palma’s American-friendly position placed him in a category defined by historian Lillian Guerra as “pro-imperialist nationalism.” This group was comprised mostly of middle and upper class Cubans who favored the “acculturation of the masses to European and American standards of ‘civilization’” as a means for achieving modernity and liberty from the backward practices of Spanish colonialism.
 Guerra asserted that pro-imperialist nationalists did not necessarily desire the annexation of Cuba to the United States; rather they believed that Cuba could benefit from a close relationship with the United States.
 In contrast to the pro-imperialist nationalist platform, Martí publicly advocated a position that was more along the lines of what Guerra referred to as “popular nationalism.”
 Popular nationalism emphasized the need for a “horizontal” social structure that prioritized and addressed the needs of its citizens.
 This horizontal social structure required a general level of equality among all Cubans. Martí’s attempts to bridge class-based and racial divides, exemplified above in the text of Versos sencillos, 
The evidence for the disparity between the nationalist positions of Martí and Estrada Palma became even clearer after the revolution was over and Estrada Palma had become the Cuban Republic’s first president. During his term as president, Estrada Palma essentially abandoned any tendencies towards the formation of a more equal Cuban society. Instead of executing egalitarian reforms, Estrada Palma “rel[ied] on violence to repress its critics and adamantly rejected any policies that might have subverted Cuba’s colonial legacies.”
 Estrada Palma’s willingness to perpetuate both the violence and institutions that the Cuban revolution was meant to destroy indicated that he could not be considered the heir to Martí’s popular-based and liberation-minded nationalism.

Part 2: The Philippines from Rizal to Aguinaldo

The Scholar and the Advocate: José Rizal

The preceding section of this paper focused on the Figure and writings of José Martí as a representative of Cuban nationalism. Although focusing on a single person as a means for understanding an entire political movement is not a perfect solution, it has the benefit of creating a research focus that is feasible to study within the limits of this paper. For the Philippines there is perhaps no better representative of nationalist sentiments than José Rizal. In recent decades, Rizal has been held up as the “father of the Filipino Nation,” and his writings have been deferred to as models of both political thought and artistic merit. For a figure so highly revered within the anti-colonial chapter of a nation’s history, Rizal was hardly the radical a casual observer might expect. Rather than yearn for an instantaneous shift toward total freedom from Spain, Rizal held a position that could be described as autonomism: a political ideology that sought the reformation rather than abolition of Spanish colonialism. Although Rizal’s autonomist position did not seek to overthrow the Spanish regime, it was nevertheless a form of nationalism.  Instead of violent rebellion or secession from Spain, Rizal attempted to make gains for the Filipino people through the path of least resistance. Certainly he desired the best for his homeland, and he chafed under the control of the Spanish administration in a way characteristic of many colonial intellectuals, yet Rizal was not an archetypal freedom fighter. Rizal’s restrained political position was reflected heavily in his personal and public writings.
The Crowning Achievement: Noli Me Tangere
First published in 1887, José Rizal’s novel, Noli Me Tangere is his best-known and most celebrated work. The political purposes of the novel were apparent even in its title. In a letter written shortly after the completion of the book, Rizal stated that he took the title from a Latin phrase in the Gospel of Luke meaning “touch me not”.
 True to that phrase, Rizal claimed that the book Noli Me Tangere was meant to address issues within the Philippines “so delicate that they cannot be touched by anyone.”
 The novel chronicles the triumphant return to the Philippines and tragic fall from grace of Crisostomo Ibarra, a wealthy, European-educated creole. Although the story of Ibarra was ultimately a tragic one, Rizal presented his protagonist as the ideal remedy for the ailments of the archipelago and thus also used his novel to highlight the faults of Spanish colonial rule. Through the character Crisostomo Ibarra Noli Me Tangere reflected a form of Filipino advocacy that attempted to address the problems of Spanish colonial rule through pre-existing political channels.


Rizal presented Crisostomo Ibarra as the epitome of assimilation into Spanish culture and ideals. Upon his return to the Philippines and the circles of high society in the Archipelago, Ibarra was unsure of how to greet and interact appropriately with Filipinos. Ibarra invoked the traditions of European social circles rather than those of the Philippines in order to introduce himself to the guests at a party.
  This uneasiness with the customs of his homeland suggested a connection between Ibarra and the world outside the Philippines that served to isolate him from his peers at the party. Following his rather awkward introduction, Ibarra is treated as an object of curiosity rather than a fellow Filipino. The novelty of Ibarra as a European-educated creole, even at a dinner party that included some peninsulares resulted in a question and answer session that culminated with Ibarra declaring his affection for “Spain, my second homeland.”
 


For Ibarra, a devotion to Spain was not in anyway contradictory to a love for the Philippines. In fact, Noli Me Tangere portrayed the improvement of the Filipino society and life as the driving passion behind Ibarra’s actions.
  The centerpiece of Ibarra’s efforts to work for his homeland is the construction and opening of a reformed and modern school. This was not an act of defiance but rather a project undertaken with the blessing of local authorities and the parish priest.
  By pursuing his goals for the Philippines through the pre-established Spanish colonial framework, the character of Ibarra was able to reconcile his two patriotic loves. The upshot of this reconciliation was that Ibarra seemed to have discovered the easiest path to the improvement of the Filipino station in life. Ibarra was able to give tangible shape to his dream by utilizing connections within the colonial infrastructure. The ease with which Ibarra was able to reach his dream by utilizing connections within the colonial infrastructure starkly contrasted the difficulties imposed on the similar aspirations of Anastasio the philosopher.


As part of his attempt to build a new school Ibarra sought out the advice of Anastasio, a friend of his father. When Ibarra outlined his plan, it almost reduced the old man to tears. Anastasio revealed that the establishment of a new school had also been his dream, but that he had never succeeded in bringing his desire to fruition.
 Although Anastasio was university-educated and had inherited a substantial amount of wealth, he asserted that he never achieved his goal because he refused to live according to the rules of the church and the government.
 In light of this experience the old man counseled Ibarra to “consult the priest, the Gobernadorcillo, and all of the persons of position… follow them always when that is possible, and make it apparent that you do.”
 This advice revealed that Anastasio recognized that his decision to resist the control of the Church and the government had contributed to his failure, and that only through working within the Spanish colonial institutions would produce results. The example and advice of Anastasio when considered next to Ibarra’s success underscore the notion that success in effecting real improvement within the Philippines would be most efficiently achieved through pragmatism and a diplomatic (inoffensive) patriotism, rather than a blunt and idealistic nationalist movement. It was this theme, practical patriotism rather than a violent Independence struggle, which Rizal espoused in his personal correspondence. 

“We Are Not Revolutionaries”: Rizal’s Mild Nationalism

While the pages of Noli Me Tangere suggested the value of working through the Spanish colonial regime, and maintaining a temperate form of nationalism, Rizal himself stated that the everything that appeared from the mouths of the characters in his novels could not be taken to represent his sentiments. 
 At one level this statement was common sense; certainly Rizal never intended for the words emanating from the Friars and Spanish colonial agents in Noli Me Tangere to be taken as representative of his own thoughts. However, although most readers would never mistake the opinions expressed by Characters such as Friar Damaso for those of Rizal, there was enough variation within the novel to bring into to question what Rizal’s purposes really were. Rizal’s true motivation in writing his novels and thus an accurate perception of the motivations of Filipino nationalism are openly stated within his private correspondence. 


In his near constant communication with other Filipino nationalists Rizal emphasized the need for a civilized form of pressure rather than outright rebellion and violence. In a letter written in January of 1889 Rizal described his purpose in writing Noli Me Tangere as “to stir the patriotism of my countrymen.”
 However, Rizal never connected this patriotism to a struggle for independence. Instead, he characterized the Filipino nationalist movement by stating: “We are not revolutionaries, neither do we want blood nor do we hate anyone.”
 This statement echoed the comments made by Ibarra and cited above. In it Rizal refused to acknowledge the conflict between his love of the Philippines and the presence of a Spanish regime there. By eschewing the label of “revolutionary” Rizal had also implicitly rebuked any tendencies towards violence within Filipino nationalism.


Not only did Rizal speak of the use of force disparagingly as an option only when the Filipinos had “exhausted every other means” for achieving their goals,
 but the temperate nature of Rizal’s nationalism was also apparent in his openly expressed desire for young Filipinos to focus on improving their educational status. In his letters Rizal espoused the belief that it was the expansion of education and improvement of knowledge that would ultimately lead to a Filipino nation rather than violence. This path clearly relied upon patience in its execution. Its basic tenet was that the Spanish understanding of the Philippines was imperfect and incomplete at best and that eventually this would cause the Spanish to abandon their colonial project, and hand governance over to a Filipino population inherently better suited for it. Thus, in order for Filipinos to fulfill their patriotic duty, it was their responsibility not to seek open conflict with the Spanish, but rather to educate themselves and be prepared for their inevitable assumption of power. 
 Rizal’s promotion of education as part of a patient (and even passive) movement for the empowerment of Filipinos, not only echoed his moderate nationalist beliefs, but demonstrated the distinction between his beliefs and radical revolutionary nationalism.


The combination of the patience demonstrated in Rizal’s call for education, and his depiction of the need to work through the Spanish colonial system linked his moderate nationalism to autonomism. It should be noted that autonomism existed as a form of nationalism across the Spanish Empire. Manuel Maldonado-Denis listed autonomists as one of the three major groups of nationalist in Puerto Rico at the end of the nineteenth century.
 Similarly, historian Ada Ferrer noted the presence of autonomists in Cuba who were “committed to a solution of the Cuban [colonial] crisis through the maintenance of some form of bond with Spain.”
 The first issue of La Solidaridad, a Filipino nationalist newspaper edited by Rizal and a group of Filipino intellectuals, echoed the Cuban autonomist stance described by Ada Ferrer. The paper’s statement of its goals attributed social and economic problems in the Philippines to the Archipelago’s lack of representation in the Cortes, Spain’s national legislature. With this lack of representation in mind the paper stated that it would seek to highlight the troubles which affected the archipelago so that they could be addressed through the proper democratic and national means. 
 This statement, like Rizal’s push for education and his repudiation of the label of ‘revolutionary,’ showed no burning desire for the immediate severance of all ties with Spain.  Instead, the column suggested that Filipino’s should address their complaints by through the proper Spanish administrative means.  

The Parting of the Ways: The Growth of Radical Nationalism in the Philippines

Rizal’s peers embraced his focus on education and patience as well as his refusal to acknowledge the conflict between Filipino and Spanish nationalism until at least 1892. However, Rizal, with his gentle brand of patriotism, found himself increasingly distant from the other key members of the Filipino nationalist movement during the final years of his career. This growing rift was exemplified by the contrast between two samples of writing. The first dates from May 1887, when Antonio Regidor wrote a response to Rizal’s request for commentary on his newly completed manuscript of Noli Me Tangere. In his letter to Rizal, Regidor claimed that in Ibarra every Filipino would be able to “recognize with every change of light the exact likeness of a dear friend… Every Filipino patriot will read your book and upon discovering in every line a veracious idea and in every word a fitting advice.”
 This statement was not only glowing praise for the accuracy of the events and personalities captured within Rizal’s novel, but it also suggested a level of reverence for Rizal and his ideas amongst his peers. 

The second piece of writing sharply contrasted the respectful deference showed to Rizal by Regidor in 1887. In April of 1892, Marcelo H. del Pilar published an allegorical short story criticizing Rizal within La Solidaridad (a periodical Rizal helped found). Written by Eduardo Lete, the article recounted the tale of an intellectual who whipped the masses into frenzy with patriotic rhetoric and promises of a brighter future. However, this would be reformer ultimately dashed the hopes of the people he had inspired by claiming that he was “only the prophet”
 and then refusing to take the actions he had advocated. Eventually the characters of the story recognized that the intellectual was neither a prophet, nor their redeemer, but merely a lunatic fit for the insane asylum.
 The reference to himself as the idealistic and ultimately insane patriotic intellectual was not lost on Rizal, and he answered the attack of del Pilar and Lete with polite letters asking what he had done to offend them, and seeking to repair the obvious rift between them.
 Yet in spite of his best efforts, the Filipino nationalist struggle was drifting away from the moderate position of envisioned by Rizal and towards a more radical set of beliefs. The Katipunan, a secret society formed in 1892, the same year Rizal was exiled to Mindanao by Spanish authorities, best exemplified this transition. The Katipunan, founded by Andrés Bonifacio and a small group of his supporters, drew upon the nationalist ideas of Rizal but considered reform inadequate. Instead the Katipunan emphasized the need for armed struggle against Spain.
 It was this more radical form of Filipino patriotism that the United States would encounter six years later as part of a conflict that would ultimately determine the Filipino path to national liberation.

The Counterpoint: Aguinaldo


The struggle between the United States and independence-seeking Filipino forces was inevitably linked to the leading figure of Emilio Aguinaldo. While the trend away from the moderate nationalism of José Rizal had begun by 1892, the pattern culminated in Aguinaldo who at the most basic level was everything that Rizal was not. Although both men desired the empowerment of the Filipino people, Rizal was an ilustrado, that is, a highly educated intellectual who based both his objection and resistance to Spanish colonial policies on philosophical grounds. In contrast Aguinaldo is best known as a military leader who would settle for nothing less than full Filipino sovereignty no matter what the cost.


The revolutionary activities of Emilio Aguinaldo began much before he stepped into the spotlight as the general of the Filipino forces that fought both the Spanish and later the American forces. In 1895 Aguinaldo was appointed as a mayor
 in the province of Cavite, however Aguinaldo recounted in his memoirs that he used this post to “sway the people to the cause of independence.”
 At the same time that he was a member of the Spanish colonial government, Aguinaldo participated as an active member of the Masons, an organization with strong nationalist ties in the Philippines, and as a member of the Katipunan, an organization with explicit independence-oriented goals.
 Participation in these two organizations alone was not to solidify the differences between Aguinaldo and Rizal. Rizal was also a Mason and, according to Aguinaldo, the Katipunan considered Rizal to be both the progenitor of their nationalist movement and the “honorary head of the Katipunan.”
 However, Aguinaldo’s stance was decidedly more radical than that of Rizal. For example, Aguinaldo claimed that while he and other members of the Katipunan were deliberating about the possibility of beginning a revolution against Spain in May of 1896, they sought the sanction of Rizal. Rizal curtly informed them: “Be calm … Don’t ever include me in any attempt at revolution.”


Rizal’s rejection of Aguinaldo and the Katipunan’s desire for revolution would prove to be an impediment for only a short while longer. In late December of 1896, José Rizal was executed by a firing squad for his believed participation in revolutionary activities.
 Ironically, in executing Rizal, Spanish Authorities put to death the single most temperate nationalist intellect, and opened the door for exactly the radical revolutionary rhetoric of which they feared Rizal to be the source. Even before his death Aguinaldo and his fellow hard-line revolutionaries seemed discontented to wait any longer to begin their struggle. In August of 1896 they began their armed struggle against the Spanish forces in the provinces of Cavite and Manila.
 By December of the same year Aguinaldo and his forces had successfully engaged the Spanish Army in several battles and caused the Spanish to sue for peace.
 The eventual peace agreement required Aguinaldo to leave the Philippines, but it also paid him a substantial sum that was applied to the cause of revolution.


It was during his exile in Hong Kong that American agents encountered Emilio Aguinaldo during 1898. The more than a year spent separated from his homeland had only served to crystallize radical nationalism within Aguinaldo’s mind. However the Americans were undeterred by, or perhaps underestimated, the power of Aguinaldo’s commitment to a sovereign Filipino state. Thus, during the period between March and May of 1898 the Americans aided and eventually transported Aguinaldo back to the archipelago to help them fight the Spanish.
 


Once re-established in his native Cavite province, Aguinaldo made no attempts to hide his intent of driving the Spanish from the Philippines permanently. In Aguinaldo’s opinion Spain had dealt with the Filipinos dishonestly in the past and thus any compromise position granting the Philippines autonomy within the Spanish empire was unacceptable. Aguinaldo later reflected on this position when he retold an exchange between himself and more moderate Filipinos in July of 1898. According to Aguinaldo not only did he refuse to even entertain the idea of autonomy, but he also issued a warning to his opponents by suggesting: “[T] he Spaniards might prepare to defend their sovereignty for the Filipino Army would vigorously assault the city and with unflagging zeal prosecute the siege until Manila was captured.”
 

This unbridled desire for Filipino independence evident in this statement separated Aguinaldo from Rizal, and was visible even several years earlier in Aguinaldo’s writings. In a speech he delivered to his troops during his failed attempt at revolution in 1896, Aguinaldo articulated an unwavering commitment to armed struggle cemented in religious terms. In this public declaration Aguinaldo claimed “I do believe that God is with us in this fight against Spain… God knows that we have only one purpose: to free our country from bondage.”
 The driving ideology of “fighting” Spain contrasted sharply with Rizal’s desires to work through the Spanish colonial administration and to avoid actual conflict at all costs.

Part 3: The Analysis and Response of the United States

The Technocrat: Elihu Root

The previous sections of this paper have attempted to elucidate the paths taken by the nationalist movements in Cuba and the Philippines through the use of two central figures within those movements: José Martí and José Rizal. The objective of this section is no different than the purposes of those two. It is an attempt to understand the nature of foreign policy in the United States with regards to Cuba and the Philippines by examining one of the critical figures that determined that policy: Elihu Root. 

Although writings like Washington’s Farewell Address and policies such as the Monroe Doctrine indicate that the United States recognized its potential place in the world almost as far back as the birth of the nation, the end of the nineteenth century was the first real articulation of the United States’ power on a global scale. Such a crucial moment in the United States’ history was certainly not devoid of a cast of intelligent, dynamic, and charismatic leaders. This period of American political history included famous names such as William McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, Alfred T. Mahan, and John Hay. Amidst this cast of characters it was not surprising that Elihu Root became confined largely to periphery of most history books. However, Root was the preeminent technocrat of his time, he operated behind the scenes, but not outside the circles of power.

As the Secretary of War during the birth of American imperialism, Elihu Root spent quite a bit of time placating portions the American population that objected to the new reality of an Imperial America. In his writing and speeches Root did not dwell on how the United States Army had ended up in Cuba and the Philippines, rather he attempted to focus on what the best course of action was now that the armed forces were there. Root and other United States policy makers never assumed that the conditions in Cuba and the Philippines were identical, and therefore they acknowledged that the strategies employed by the United States would have to be adapted to these varying conditions. This belief was echoed in a report regarding the future of military occupation submitted to Root in 1902 by Charles Magoon, the legal officer in the War Department’s Division of Insular Affairs. In this report Magoon informed Root: “The conditions existing in Porto Rico, Cuba, and the Philippine Archipelago are not identical, and therefore the several military governments thereof must be considered separately.”
 In considering the individual cases of Cuba and the Philippines Root’s analysis rested on two major factors: the socio-political climate in the two nations, and the related issue of nationalism. Considering these two criteria the transition in Cuba from a nationalism defined by the ideology of José Martí to one represented by Tomás Estrada Palma was significant in the eyes of Root. Likewise, the shift within the Philippines from the autonomism of José Rizal to militant nationalism of Emilio Aguinaldo was also a topic of analysis for Root. The personal correspondence and public addresses of Elihu Root indicated that the ideological courses taken by the nationalist movements in Cuba and the Philippines played a significant role in the formulation of American colonial policy. 

A Country Full of Promise: Root’s Perception of Cuba
In one sense the course of United States policy in Cuba had been determined even before the United States military force arrived at the Island; the United States had justified its intervention by citing its desire for Cubans to be “free and independent.”
 The joint resolution passed by congress also included the following:

“Fourth. That the United States hereby disclaims any disposition or intention to exercise sovereignty, jurisdiction, or control over said island [Cuba] except for the pacification thereof, and asserts its determination, when that is accomplished, to leave the government and control of the island to its people.”

This portion of the resolution confirmed that the United States did not intend to make Cuba a permanent part of its sovereign territory, but it also made the time frame for American possession of the island ambiguous. This ambiguity meant that although the United States had promised the eventual full liberation and self-government of Cuba, it could legally exercise sovereignty in an interim sense for as long as it saw fit.
 

Thus, presuming that the United States meant to remain true to the initial limits it placed on its engagement, the determining factor for the length of the United States’ presence in Cuba was “pacification.” For Root, this term not only referred to the cessation of violence but also included the ability of the population to conduct itself in a democratic and stable manner, and participate in its own government. This interpretation was clearly reflected in Root’s definition of an acceptable Cuban government as one that “shall really represent the people of Cuba and be able to maintain order and discharge international obligations.”
 Considering both this definition and the importance of “pacification,” it is significant that the writings of Elihu Root suggested that he considered the Cuban population, and especially its leadership, to be capable of self-government. This positive interpretation of the social and political situation in Cuba contributed to the establishment of a fully independent government there by 1902. 

Root’s report, “Development of Cuba,” exemplified his judgment that the Cuban population was prepared to participate in its own government. In this text he discussed the racial composition of Cuba, noted the high percentage of whites (either native-born or foreign-born), and then declared: “On the whole this [population] exhibits rather better material for government than had been anticipated.”
 While this analysis clearly reflected Root’s belief that Cuban’s could govern themselves, it also contained a troubling association between whiteness and the ability to participate in self-rule. This racialization of the qualifications for independence certainly played a role in the United States’ analysis of both Cuba and the Philippines. 

The prominence of race as a critical part of the United States’ perception of the two former Spanish Colonies was evident in the political cartoons that were run by the American media. For example, in August of 1898, Harper’s Weekly ran a cartoon entitled “Uncle Sam’s New Class in the Art of Self- Government.”
 This cartoon (See Appendix, Figure 1) presented Uncle Sam, representative of the United States, directing a room full of unruly children each representing a nationalist leader whose country had recently come under the umbrella of American sovereignty. Among the children in Uncle Sam’s classroom were Maximo Gomez, a white Cuban nationalist leader, two un-labeled black Cuban nationalists, and the Filipino Emilio Aguinaldo. At the center of the image the two black Cuban students were fist-fighting as the white Gomez, sat placidly in his seat and studied intently. In addition to the contrast between black and white Cubans, this image also juxtaposed the well-behaved white Gomez with a black Aguinaldo who was portrayed as the class dunce, standing on a stool in the corner, wearing the iconic dunce cap.  By explicitly demonstrating the differences between black and white nationalist leaders, this cartoon used what historian Servando Halili Jr. called a “black/white binary to dichotomize those who were resilient and acquiescent to American rule.” 
 Halili’s description of the link between race and acquiescence to American control echoed Root’s description of a “white” Cuba exhibiting the necessary qualities for self-government.  

While Root’s references to race and the popular media’s clearly different perceptions of race in Cuba and the Philippines make it impossible to deny that race was an important factor in the United States treatment of these new possessions, several other criteria were also considered by Root and other United States policy makers. Even in the United States, where racial issues still abounded, it was inadequate to use racial make up as the only metric for a judgment regarding the fitness for self-rule. Root had to reference other evidence to prove that Cubans were poised to control their own government. In response to this requirement Root focused on the character of the Tomás Estrada Palma whose leadership Root described as representative of the Cuban people as a whole.

Root used Estrada Palma as a frequent point of reference specifically because of his characteristics that differed those of José Martí. While Martí had abhorred the idea of direct American involvement in Cuba, Root praised Estrada Palma for his willingness to cooperate with the American military regime.  More than once Root cited a letter written by Estrada Palma, which offered the United States Cuba’s “profound gratitude and the assurance of an enduring friendship.” 
 Although this letter was written after the transfer of power, Root claimed that Estrada Palma, and through him all Cubans, had displayed goodwill and gracious recognition towards Americans since the United States had arrived in the Caribbean. The American-friendly behavior of the Cuban people and leaders such as Estrada Palma was critical in the eyes of Root because he believed that it was directly tied to their preparation for self-government. In a report discussing Cuba, Root wrote:

 “If the people of Cuba and their officers exhibit, under the government of their own choice, the same self-restraint and respect for the law which have characterized their relations to the intervening government during our occupation under the Treaty of Paris, the success of the Cuban administration may be confidently expected.”
  

This passage not only praises the Cubans for treating the American occupation government with respect, but also extolled the virtues of self-restraint and respect for the law. Because this self-restraint and respect for the law were directed towards a government controlled by a foreign power, Root’s statement praised the Cuban officers for traits that would have been completely unpalatable for José Martí. Although Martí would have considered the Cuban compliance with American rule a perpetuation of colonialism, for Root it was one of the basic qualifications for self-government. 


By focusing on qualities contrary to the nationalism of José Martí and by using Tomás Estrada Palma as a primary example of these attributes, Elihu Root suggested that the transition of the Cuban nationalist movement played a key role in the structuring of American policy, and eventual formation of an independent Cuba. This concept was supported by the manner in which Cuba first government was formed. The “cooperative” Estrada Palma was supported by the United States and was elected president after running unopposed.
 This selection attracted the ire of the Cuban political left who voiced charges of electoral rigging. In spite of these accusations the formal control of the Cuban government was turned over to Estrada Palma in May of 1902.
 Cuba’s first independently elected president, had risen to power not because of his devotion to the “absolute independence” desired by Martí, but rather because he exhibited “self-restraint” and a compliance that appealed the agents of the United States’ colonialism such as Elihu Root.

A Lament for a Corrupted Cause: Root and the Philippines

Because the United States’ military invasion of the Philippines and its eventual assumption of power in the archipelago had occurred as an afterthought to the conflict in Cuba, the United States never made the same guarantees of independence that were present in Cuba.
 While this removed the pressure to leave the Philippines that would have accompanied such a promise, Root did have to answer to a sizeable portion of the American public that was anti-imperial.
  In justifying the United States’ prolonged presence in the Philippines, Root fell back on the same need for pacification that was critical in Cuba. Furthermore, in discussing the pacification of the archipelago Root focused on the same set of criteria that he used in his analysis Cuba: the socio-political climate and the quality of Filipino leadership. Both of these criteria were directly tied to the trajectory taken by Filipino nationalism in the years leading up to the war between the United States and Spain. 


In his discussion of the progress of the Philippines towards self-government Root focused explicitly on the distinction between the ideals of José Rizal and those of Emilio Aguinaldo. In a speech delivered in 1902, Root not only emphasized the need for further social developments in the Philippines, but also asserted that the American demands for these advancements was a policy in line with beliefs espoused by José Rizal. Root quoted from Rizal’s message to the Filipino nation shortly before his execution in 1896. Rizal’s statement included a passage that declared his desire for “liberties” for the Filipino people, but also cited the need for “the development of the people in order that, by means of education and of labor, they might acquire the proper individuality and force which would make them worthy of [liberty].”
 Seizing upon this declaration, Root told his audience that Rizal’s judgment of the Filipino people “measure[d] the duty of American sovereignty,”
 and indicated that the Philippines was ill-prepared for self-government.

 
To prove this position Root focused mostly on the figure of Aguinaldo as the personification of the reasons why the Philippines could not be trusted to control its own affairs. Root claimed that in signing the Treaty of Paris and excepting sovereignty over the Philippines, the United States had undertaken the responsibility of protecting Filipinos from “the cruel and despotic rule” of Aguinaldo.

Root’s negative description of Aguinaldo rested largely on the actions taken by the Filipino general in his attempt to win the archipelago its absolute freedom. The first strong example of this pattern occurred in late 1899 when Aguinaldo abandoned conventional warfare in favor of guerilla tactics.
 Root condemned the casualties caused by this switch as “murder,”
 a description that alluded to his belief in the dubious nature of the Aguinaldo’s claim to legitimate belligerent rights. Aguinaldo’s assertion of the rights of a belligerent party during wartime stemmed from the proclamation of independence he issued on June 12th, 1898.
  Aguinaldo believed that this declaration had imbued him with the right to pursue sovereignty over the Philippine archipelago, however Root considered any claims to sovereignty based on this statement patently ridiculous. Root stated: “Nothing could be more preposterous than the proposition that these men were entitled to receive sovereignty over the entire country which we were invading.“
 

To drive home the ludicrous nature of Aguinaldo’s claims Elihu Root repeatedly slandered him in his speeches and reports. Much of this slandering was directly tied to Aguinaldo’s race; Root described Aguinaldo as “a Chinese half-breed,”
 “half-savage” and full of “oriental treachery.”
 It should be noted that these insults did not even hold water; it was Rizal who was part Chinese,
 while Aguinaldo was ethnically a pureblooded Tagalog.
 All errors aside, these remarks were connected to the racialization of governing ability that Root expressed in his writings on Cuba. Just as the largely white racial composition of Cuba made it better fit to control its own government, Root considered Aguinaldo’s Asian race a detriment to his ability to rule. 

Although, Root’s writings left little doubt that race played a large part in his consideration of the Philippines, it was not race alone that he focused on when discrediting Aguinaldo’s claim to authority. Root challenged Aguinaldo’s political legitimacy by suggesting that his desires were not in alignment with the will and interests of the Filipino people. In this vein Root labeled Aguinaldo’s cause as “selfish ambition” and his army as “the forces of disorder.”
 These charges implied that Aguinaldo and his army were preying on, rather than fighting for, the Filipino people. Echoing these sentiments, Root argued that Aguinaldo had only risen to power through assassination of his rivals and that he could not claim to speak for all of the Philippines merely one ethnic group (the Tagalogs).
 Root cited this disconnect between Aguinaldo and the vast majority of the Philippines as a critical factor preventing Filipino self-rule. He considered it unjust and impossible “to deliver … the patient and un-consenting millions of all other tribes but the Tagalogs into the hands of the assassin Aguinaldo.”
 

When contrasted to his glowing remarks about Rizal, who he described as the “greatest genius and most revered patriot of the Philippines,"
 Root’s outburst of criticism for Aguinaldo was indicative of his disapproval of the general’s radical nationalist platform. Root expressed distaste for Aguinaldo’s assertion of belligerent rights and his claim to authority over the Philippines. Both of these aspects were outgrowths of Aguinaldo’s nationalist position. Aguinaldo was determined to see the Filipino people free of all foreign influence and was more than willing to fight for that cause. In contrast, Root perceived in Rizal a nationalist leader that could have been worked with. Root praised Rizal’s patient and moderate goals of improvement while lamenting the replacement of these ideals by Aguinaldo’s intemperate push for Filipino for freedom. 

The differing perceptions of Aguinaldo and Rizal expressed by Elihu Root suggested that the transition within the Filipino nationalist movement from a moderate to an extreme platform heavily influenced the formation and justification of the American colonial presence in the Archipelago. Root’s analysis of the Philippines clearly showed that he believed the Filipinos were unprepared in a socio-political sense for independence, and also that it lacked true leadership amongst its population. Had Rizal’s rational and patient approach to improving the Filipino nation remained prominent after his death rather than giving way to the conflict-oriented nationalism of Aguinaldo, both of these major complaints would have been answered. However, at least partially due to the transition that took place in the ideology of the nationalist movement, these issues were never addressed and the United States was able to justify a presence in the Philippines until 1946. 

Part 4: Conclusion


The analysis presented by this essay has demonstrated that the nature of the nationalist movements in Cuba and the Philippines played a significant role in determining the manner in which the United States handled these former Spanish colonies. In Cuba, the connection between nationalism and the United States’ liberation of the island in 1902 was centered on the figure of José Martí. Cuban nationalism was associated with the ideology of José Martí until his death in 1895. Each of Martí’s writings reflected a form of nationalism tailored to fit its respective audience. These subtle changes were the product of the primary concern of Martí’s nationalist platform: galvanizing support for, and carrying out, an armed revolutionary action against Spain. Martí’s Versos Sencillos, a book of poetry intended for mass-consumption, captured egalitarian sentiments that identified the atrocities of Spanish colonial rule as a problem affecting every class of Cuban society. Furthermore, Martí’s poems used imagery that alluded to a Cuban society built on a broader social and racial equality. 

Martí modified the egalitarian sentiments of his poetry in “Our America” and “Simon Bolivar,” political essays, which were intended for more elite audiences. These essays acknowledged and emphasized the role of intellectuals within effective self-government in the nations of Latin America. Although addressed to a broader Latin American audience, Martí considered these essays applicable to the Cuban situation based on the culture and experience of Spanish colonialism shared by all of Latin America, including Cuba. Thus, the elite-targeted nationalism expressed in these writings applied to Cuba and its elites, and sharply contrasted the nationalism expressed by Versos sencillos. Martí ’s adjustment of his nationalism to fit specific audiences was the product of his desire to launch an armed struggle against Spain.  This single-minded concern with beginning a revolution reflected José Martí’s extreme nationalism.

Following the death of José Martí in 1895 pro-imperialist nationalists such as Tomás Estrada Palma led the Cuban nationalist movement. Estrada Palma represented a nationalist position that favored cooperation with the United States. This position would have been totally unacceptable to Martí, who would have considered it an infringement upon Cuba’s independence. However, the adoption of this American-friendly nationalism helped pave the way for Cuban self-government.

The writings of Elihu Root demonstrated an appreciation for the pro-American stance of nationalist leaders such as Tomás Estrada Palma. This praise was based on the patience and respect Estrada Palma exhibited towards the occupying American forces, a characteristic that ran contrary to the nationalism of José Martí in its acceptance of foreign control over Cuba. Because Root both praised the Cuban leadership for traits that differed from those of Martí’s nationalism, and cited those traits as contributing factors in his appraisal of the Cuban right to self-rule, the ideological shift in the Cuban nationalist movement following Martí’s death was of the utmost importance. 

The transitions within the Filipino nationalist movements were equally critical for the articulation of American colonial power in the Pacific. Until 1892, nationalism in the Philippines was defined by the moderate position of José Rizal. Rizal’s writings, epitomized by his novel Noli Me Tangere, advocated an autonomist position that sought to improve the situation of Filipinos through the use and reformation of Spanish colonial structures. This mild form of nationalism was evident in the main character of Noli Me Tangere, Crisostomo Ibarra. Ibarra succeeded in building a new school for his village by operating within the colonial hierarchy. He successfully engaged the local officials and priests in his project and thus encountered little resistance to his plan. By contrasting this success with the failure of the independent-minded Anastasio, Rizal asserted that the greatest improvement in the lives of Filipinos could be achieved by working with and not against Spanish sources of authority.

Rizal’s personal correspondence reaffirmed his conviction to progress achieved within the colonial context. In letters to fellow Filipino nationalists, Rizal not only counseled his countrymen to be patient and focus on their educations but also reminded them that the last thing their homeland needed, and the last thing they should advocate, was armed rebellion. 

Although Rizal continued to argue for a temperate form of nationalism, by 1892 a more radical strain of Filipino patriotism had begun to emerge. This independence-oriented and militant nationalism was exemplified in the writings and deeds of Emilio Aguinaldo. Aguinaldo considered the Spanish regime in the Philippines illegitimate and thus had no reservations about combating it directly through armed struggle. It was this drive to displace the Spanish and establish Filipino independence that caused the United States to engage Aguinaldo’s services at part of their conflict with Spain.  However, in spite of their use of Aguinaldo and his forces while fighting the Spanish, American policy makers such as Elihu Root considered Aguinaldo’s claims to authority over the Archipelago completely illegitimate. This lack of legitimacy was of critical importance because the Filipino assertion of independence was tied to both the nationalism and leadership of Aguinaldo.

In the eyes of Elihu Root, the leadership of Emilio Aguinaldo undermined the worthiness of the Filipino population for self-government. Root characterized Aguinaldo as an assassin and murderer who used brutal tactics to force his control on the residents of the Philippines. Root stressed Aguinaldo’s faults by comparing him to José Rizal, describing both the genius of Rizal and the potential dictator in Aguinaldo. The combination of Root’s dismissal of Aguinaldo as legitimate Filipino leadership and his glowing praise for Rizal indicated that the rise of militant nationalism in the Philippines contributed to the United States’ assertion that the population of the Philippines was not prepared for independence or self-government. The judgment that the Philippines was incapable of self-government, starkly contrasted the Americans’ decision regarding Cuba.

The contrast between the United States’ perceptions of Cuba and the Philippines as fit and un-fit for self-government respectively was directly tied to the differences in the paths followed by their two nationalist movements. However, the purpose of this paper was not to place the blame for the United States’ prolonged colonization of the Philippines on the Filipinos, or portray Cuban independence solely as the product of American benevolence. Instead, this essay was meant to acknowledge that colonization is a relationship between the colonizer and the colonized. In the functioning of this relationship it was not only the colonizing Americans who influenced the colonized Cuban and Filipinos, but also the Cuban and Filipinos who had an effect on the Americans.  The interpretation of nationalism in Cuba and the Philippines by United States policy makers such as Elihu Root exemplifies this mutual impact. Thus, the effect of the Cuban and Filipino nationalist movements upon the formation of American colonial policy indicates that a full understanding of this imperialism requires an understanding of both the United States and the nations that it colonized.

Appendix
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Figure 1:

“Uncle Sam’s New Class in the Art of Self-Government.”

Harper’s Weekly, August 27,1898
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