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INTRODUCTION

Church and State in the Philip­
pines, 1565-1898. The political set­
up in the Philippines during the Span­
ish period was chiefly characterized 
by the union of Church and State. 
It should be noted that the conquest 
and colonization of the Archipelago 
was a joint effort of the Spanish sword 
and the Christian cross. Commenting 
on this union, Agoncillo and Alfonso 
point out:

. . . one of the most unwelcome 
features of Spanish colonization was 
the encroachment of the church 
upon the jurisdiction of the govern­
ment, and the exercise of political 
power by the religious. In the cen­
tral government, representatives of 
the church or the religious orders 
sat in the highest councils. The friars 
were heavily represented in the po­
werful Permanent Commission on 
Censorship. . . In the towns the 
masses were subject to the will of 
the parish priest, who dominated 
the town officials. Indeed, in the 
towns, the friars and priests became 
integrated into the government ma­
chinery: they had become the gov­
ernment. 1

Church-State relationship is fur­
ther described by Parker:

Ecclesiastical officials, from the 
archbishop to the sacristan, owed 
their appointment to him (Spanish 
king). Soldier and priest advanced 

together, the Church was supported 
out of the public revenue, and all 
Church affairs, with little or no con­
nection with political matters, were 
regulated from Madrid than from 
Rome.2

Such political arrangement would, 
therefore, find Church interference in 
the civil government inevitable. Of 
this interference, Cunningham writes:

The control of the government by 
the Church was made easier from 
1668-1762 because the governors 
selected were “mild and pious” and 
allowed themselves and their admi­
nistration to be dominated by the 
prelates.3

He further writes:

All these men suffered because 
the Church interfered in the affairs 
of State. . . . Within the eighteen 
months preceding Admiral Dewey’s 
victory in Manila, Generals Blanco, 
Polavieja, and Primo de Rivera were 
removed from the nominal supre­
macy in the Archipelago because 
they sought to pacify the natives by 
restricting or removing the religious 
orders.4

A more precise and detailed cate­
gorization of the powers of the Span­
ish friars is given by Father Juan 
Villegas, in his testimony before the 
Philippine Commission. The powers of
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the parish priest were:

inspector of primary schools 
president of health board and 

board of charities
inspector of taxation
president of the board of public 

works
president of the board of statistics 
president of the board of census 
president of the prison board 
certifies as to the correctness of 

cedulas
certifies as to the character of 

of a person
certifies as to the man's condition 

before he can be admitted 
to the army

must be present during the elec­
tion of municipal officials

censor of the municipal budget 
counselor for the municipal coun­

cil
examiner of the scholars attend­

ing the first and second 
grades in the public schools 

censor of plays, dramas, and 
comedies

inspector of the food provided to 
prisoners

member of the provincial board 
on matters pertaining to pub­
lic works

member of the board for parti­
tioning crownlands. 5

In his criticism of education in 
Spanish Philippines, Parker writes:

Secondary and higher education 
was in complete charge of the 
friars.

Much of the backwardness in the 
Islands was due to the close connec­
tion between Church and State 
whereby the educational system was 
brought under the domination of 
the friars and remained there in 
spite of the effort to secularize the 
system. The entire ecclesiastical 
Government as well as the civil 

government were alike responsible 
for the deplorable condition of Phi­
lippine education.6

What has just been presented is 
the typical picture of the union of 
Church and State during the Spanish 
regime. The change of political and social 
fortunes at the close of the nineteenth 
century in the Philippines placed the 
Church and the Spanish friars in a 
very uncomfortable situation. They 
were reluctant to give up the privi­
leges they once enjoyed for more 
than three hundred years. Hence, it 
would not be a surprise if attempts 
were made to '‘influence'’ in one way 
or another, the formulation and/or 
implementation of certain policies by 
the new colonial administration.

Definition of terms. In this pa­
per “religious influence” is meant the 
efforts of Protestant, Catholic, and 
Aglipayan groups (Protestant and 
Catholic in the United States and in 
the Philippines; Aglipayan, only in 
the Philippines) to effect the formula­
tion and/or implementation of certain 
American policies in the Philippines. 
By “American policies’’ is meant 
those measures adopted by American 
authorities, either persons or offices, 
authorized to rule the Philippines from 
1898 to 1916. The period is limited to 
approximately two decades of Philip- 
pine-American relations because it was 
during this period that the religious 
influence was markedly visible and 
active.

It is, therefore, the thesis of this 
paper that the religious groups — 
Protestants, Roman Catholics, and 
Aglipayans — had exerted no little 
influence in the formulation and/or 
implementation of American policies 
relative to the “democratic experi­
ment” in the Philippines. The specific 
influence might not have been ade­
quately substantiated due to the scar­
city of available materials and the in­
sufficient time for research, but it is 
the sincere belief of the investigator 
that he has done his humble share in 
elucidating an aspect of Philippine
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history and ardently hopes that further 
and more intensive research can be 
carried on by better qualified students 
of Philippine history.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Religious foundations of Ameri­
can democracy. An examination of the 
early documents in American history 
reveals the mark of the religious in­
fluence on American institutions. The 
English colonists had GOD a part in 
their political agreements. Phrases 
such as “by the Grace of God, in pro­
pagating of Christian Religion,” “of 
the knowledge and worship of God,” 
“in the name of God,” “Saviour of 
Mankind,” and “the Christian Faith” 
are frequently found in the historical 
documents.7

Persecuted in England the pioneer 
English colonists migrated to the New 
World to worship God according to 
the dictates of their conscience. Among 
the colonies established primarily on 
religious foundations were Massachus- 
setts, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, and Connecticut.8 The Christ­
ian religion was a pervasive factor in 
the life of the people. Thomas Bailey 
gives a vivid picture of colonial life:

Religion still had a powerful grip 
on the people. The Sabbath was 
observed with rigidity, church at­
tendance was faithful, and long- 
winded sermons were followed with 
apt attention. The Bible was uni­
versally read as the infallible word 
of God, supplemented by such reli­
gious books as Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s 
Progress and Baxter’s Call to the 
Unconverted.9

When the thirteen colonies declared 
their independence in 1776, the Found­
ing Fathers wrote into the historic 
document the principle of religious 
freedom expressed as follows:

That religion, or the duty which 
we owe to our Creator, and the 
manner of discharging it, can be 

directed only by reason and convic 
tion, not by force or violence, and 
therefore all men are equally en­
titled to the free exercise of religion, 
according to the dictates of cons­
cience, forbearance, love, and cha­
rity towards each other.10

It was not until the founding of 
Rhode Island by Roger Williams that 
the “separation of Church and State” 
became a fundamental principle in 
American democracy. In this colony 
there was complete freedom of religion 
and the people were not taxed to sup­
port a state church.11 Henceforth, 
these twin principles — freedom of 
religion and separation of Church and 
State — followed the American flag 
wherever it flew. Later, the Founding 
Fathers incorporated these concepts 
into the American Constitution.12

Contemporary American society. 
While American democracy vouches 
for secularism, nevertheless, the reli­
gious influence runs deep in the cul­
ture of the people. The Americans as 
a whole have religious affiliations 
with organized churches. The pulpit 
has been actively influencing the lives 
of million Americans. No single coun­
try in modern times has done so much 
in spreading the Gospel of Christ 
throughout the world as the United 
States.

Oathtaking of public officials, ap­
pointed as well as elective, is over an 
open Bible. The phrase “In God We 
Trust” is engraved on American coins. 
Despite Supreme Court rulings in 
1962 and 1963 that banned religious 
activities in public schools, “church 
leaders, educators and parents nation­
wide are waging an uphill struggle to 
bring to U.S. youngsters a new inter­
est in religion . . .”13

Despite the strong secularism and 
materialism in the American society, 
the United States which was founded 
on religious foundations more than 
three and a half centuries ago has 
remained a Christian nation. Just re-
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cently New Hampshire and Connecti­
cut enacted laws allowing voluntary, 
nondenominational prayer in the pub­
lic schools. Governor Meldrim Thom­
son called the measure a “good bill 
that’s needed for America,” and said 
he “couldn’t care less if the Supreme 
Court thinks it unlawful.”14 Similar 
measures are being considered by 
other State legislatures. In view of 
these developments, it will not be a 
surprise if religion, particularly Ju­
daism and Christianity, will continue 
to exert its influence on the affairs of 
the States as the occasion demands.

Religious influence on overseas 
expansion. The overseas expansion of 
the United States in the closing de­
cade of the nineteenth century was not 
a surprise to students of American 
history. It was simply the culmination 
of the expansionist tradition of the 
Americans, whose expansion from the 
original thirteen colonies began with 
the settlement of the territory east 
of the Mississippi River from the Great 
Lakes in the north to Spanish Florida 
in the south by virtue of the Treaty 
of Paris of 1783.15

Subsequent territorial expansion ad­
ded to the nation the Louisiana Terri­
tory, purchased from France in 1803; 
Texas annexed in 1845; Mexican Ces­
sion, 1848; Gadsden Purchase from 
Mexico, 1853; Oregon Territory, 
1846, and Florida from Spain, 1819.16

In an editorial, James H. Bridge 
wrote of the inevitability of American 
expansion:

. . . the subjugation of a continent 
was sufficient to keep the American 
people busy at home for a century 
but now that the continent is sub­
dued, we are looking for fresh 
worlds to conquer.17
Henry Cabot Lodge, one of the 

most ardent American expansionists, 
wrote in 1895:

The modern movement is all toward 
the concentration of people and ter­
ritory into great nations and large 
dominions. The great nations are 

rapidly absorbing for their future 
expansion and their present defense 
all the waste places of the earth. It 
is a movement which makes for ci­
vilization and the advancement of 
the race. As one of the great nations 
of the world, the United States 
must not fail out of the line of 
march.18

Another expansionist was Admiral 
Alfred Mahan who also advocated 
American expansion overseas. He ar­
gued that:

whether they will or not, Americans 
must now begin to look outward. 
The growing production of the 
country demands it. American in­
creasing volume of public sentiment 
demands it.19

The foregoing sentiments express 
the “spirit of expansion” of America, 
motivated by commercialism and poli­
tical imperialism. In 1896, Josiah 
Strong, a Congregationalist minister, 
published a book advocating the “im­
perialism of righteousness.” He be­
lieved in the “manifest Destiny” of 
the Anglo-Saxon race to bring the 
Gospel of salvation to the peoples of 
the world. He challenged his fellow 
Americans:

Is it manifest that the Anglo-Sa­
xon holds in his hands the destinies 
of mankind for the ages to come? 
Is it evident that the United States 
is to be the home of this race, the 
principal seat of his power, the 
great center of his influence? . . . 
We stretch our hands into the fu­
ture with power to mold the des­
tinies of unborn millions.20

After the United States acquired 
the Oregon Country it was anticipated 
that the region could supply the needs 
of Asia and “science, liberal principles 
in government, and the true religion 
might cast their lights across the inter­
vening sea.”2l

The interest of American Christian 
churches in foreign missions was simi­
larly echoed by Thomas Bailey when
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he wrote, “The missionary-conscious 
churches were on the look-out for new 
overseas vineyard to till.’’22

It is quite evident that the mood for 
overseas expansions was supported by 
the desire to spread the Gospel of 
Christ among peoples far across the 
seas. As soon as China was opened to 
American trade, missionaries were 
sent to that country.23 These agents 
of American expansion laid the found­
ations of American institutions.

The Spanish-American War. The 
armed confrontation between Spain 
and the United States in 1898 was 
not an accident of history. It was 
“but the final episode in a century of 
diplomatic ill-feeling, sometimes dor­
mant, but more often dangerously 
acute.”24 This was the observation 
of Rear-Admiral F. E. Chadwick, who 
believed that the root of the conflict 
was in the Peace of 1763, the seeds of 
hatred fully germinating in the last 
Spanish-American conflict in 1898.

It was in this conflict that the Vati­
can made an attempt to intervene as 
requested by the Spanish Queen Re­
gent through the American Archbi­
shop John Ireland. The mediation, 
however, was a failure, partly because 
of the public reaction against any 
papal intervention.25

The outbreak of the Spanish-Ame­
rican War was due to a number of 
important factors, among which were 
the De Lome’s Letter, the sinking of 
the “Maine,” the intense propaganda 
of the American press against the at­
rocities in Cuba, and the imperialist 
mood of the American nation. The 
aroused public opinion might have 
helped shape American policy that led 
to war, although H. Wayne Morgan 
believed that President McKinley did 
not surrender to any sudden or inex- 
planable war hysteria of the people 
and the “yellow” press. By interven­
ing in Cuba, the McKinley adminis­
tration merely accepted its inability to 
solve the Cuba issue peacefully.26

Marcus Wilkerson, writing on the 
influence of the public opinion on 
American intervention, said:

The press and pulpit were also 
urged with “voice and prayer” to 
continue their help to the righteous 
cause of the men who are so brave­
ly fighting for home and native 
land.27

Protestant ministers were very vocal 
in their condemnation of the uncon­
trolled atrocities committed by the Span­
ish soldiery on the hapless Cuban 
people. The pulpit was freely used 
urging the government to intervene. 
The Chicago Tribune once reported, 
“When the Quakers begin to grow 
belligerent it is a sign that the country 
is getting stirred up.”28

When President McKinley request­
ed Congress for action in Cuba, Pro­
testant groups lost no time in endors­
ing the action of their President. 
Among these groups was the Presby­
tery of Philadelphia which sent the 
following resolution to McKinley:

Resolved: that the members of 
the Presbytery hereby pledge them­
selves to give their hearty moral 
support to the government of the 
United States in its present struggle 
with Spain, and to this end we 
recommend to all our ministers and 
people to give themselves conti­
nually to prayer and supplication 
for the speedy termination of hosti­
lities and the restoration of an hon­
orable and permanent peace to 
our beloved country.29

The Spanish - American War was 
viewed as a God-given opportunity to 
realize America’s “Manifest Destiny” 
in the Orient. Among those who 
shared this feeling was Archbishop 
John Ireland, who was a close friend 
of President McKinley.

In a letter to Dennis J. O’Connel on 
May 2, 1898, he said:
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The result of this war will be 
to strengthen and enlarge our Navy, 
and reach out for new territory. If 
the Pope in the future is to have 
any world-wide prestige, he must 
deal as never before with America. 
Tell all this in Rome. And even if 
we do not hold Cuba and the Philip­
pines, the Church there will be or­
ganized on the lines of Americanism.

I do not, I confess, like our pre­
sent war; but great good will come 
from it, the enlargement of American 
influence. 30

The Protestant reaction to Admiral 
Dewey’s victory expressed optimism 
in the spread of Protestantism. The 
Gospel would be freely proclaimed 
in Cuba and the Philippines once they 
were freed from Spanish rule, 31 
The Methodist Review suggested 
“foreign missions” as the “foreign po­
licy of the United States.”32 These 
reactions of the Protestant groups 
caused the Catholic press to label the 
Spanish-American War as a “Protes­
tant Crusade.”

Two months after the Battle of Ma­
nila Bay Dr. George F. Pentecost, 
acting Chairman of the Foreign Mis­
sions Committee of the General As­
sembly of the Presbyterian Church 
in the United States, challenged the 
Assembly of the new opportunities 
for evangelization made possible by 
the acquisition of the Philippines.33 In 
that same month of July representa­
tives of Foreign Missions which had 
missions in Latin America met in 
New York to “plan for a harmonious 
and effective occupation of the Philip­
pine Islands, Cuba and Puerto Rico.34

Thus was officially formed the Pro­
testant foreign missions to the Philip­
pines. The first missionaries arrived 
in Manila in April, 1899, although a 
number of Protestant chaplains came 
along with the American troops in 
1898.35

POLITICAL MATTERS

Surrender of Manila. After Admi­
ral Dewey destroyed the Spanish fleet 
he was in virtual command of Manila 
Bay and could easily attack the city 
of Manila. In a cable to the Secretary 
of the Navy on May 13 he reported;

I am maintaining strict blockade 
of Manila by sea. Great scarcity of 
provisions in the city. 1 believe the 
Spanish governor-general will be 
obliged to surrender soon. I can 
take Manila at any moment. To re­
tain require in my best judgement 
well-equipped force of 5,000 men. 
Spanish force is estimated 10,000 
men. The rebels are reported 30,000 
men.36

Meanwhile, Admiral Dewey com­
municated with the Spanish governor­
general for the surrender of Manila, 
but there was no positive reply. Before 
a group of officers he was reported to 
have remarked. "Why in the name of 
common sense don’t some of the Cath­
olics enter Manila and tell that Arch­
bishop of yours to call this thing off?" 37

An officer took the Admiral’s words 
seriously. With the permission of Gen­
eral Anderson, Captain William Mc­
Kinnon, chaplain of the First Califor­
nia Volunteers, made a heroic attempt 
to obtain the peaceful surrender of the 
city through a personal interview with 
the Spanish authorities. Unmindful of 
his personal safety he succeeded in en­
tering the Walled City and met with 
Archbishop Nozaleda and Governor- 
General Jaudenes, but failed to effect 
the surrender of Manila.38

The surrender of Manila was finally 
accomplished through the efforts of 
the Belgian Consul.39 To save the 
honor of Spain, Dewey would accept 
the Spanish offer of surrender only 
after a “mock battle.”40 The secret 
agreement was known only to the 
highest officials of both sides.
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While these events were transpiring 
in the Philippines, negotiations for a 
ceasefire were being made in Wash­
ington, D. C. A day before the ‘‘Mock 
Battle” took place, the Protocol of 
Peace was signed by Secretary of 
State Day and Jule Cambon, French 
Ambassador to the United States, who 
represented Spain. Article 3 of the 
Protocol gave the United States the 
right to “occupy and hold the City, 
bay and harbor of Manila, pending the 
conclusion of a treaty of peace which 
shall determine the control, disposi­
tion and government of the Philip­
pines."41

Terms of Capitulation. Since there 
was no direct communication between 
the State Department and Dewey be­
cause the latter had cut the Philippine 
cable, McKinley’s Proclamation of 
the Ceasation of Hostilities relayed on 
August 12 was not received in Manila 
not until August 16. By this time 
Manila had already capitulated, the 
terms of which were signed on August 
14. In this document the religious in­
fluence is somehow evident in one of 
its provisions, which reads:

This city, its inhabitants, its 
churches and religious worship, its 
educational institutions, are placed 
under the special safeguard of the 
faith and honor of the American 
Army.42

However, despite this provision there 
were isolated cases of looting and des­
truction of church properties which 
were reported to the authorities in 
Washington.

Peace Negotiation in Paris. Article 
V of the Protocol of August 12, 1898 
provided for a final agreement to end 
formally the war. It says:

The United States and Spain will 
each appoint not more than five 
commissioners to treat of peace, 
and the commissioners so appointed 
shall meet at Paris not later than 
October 1, 1898, and proceed to 

the negotiation and conclusion of a 
treaty of peace, which treaty shall 
be subject to ratification according 
to the respective constituent forms 
of the two countries.43

President McKinley lost no time in 
appointing the members of the Ame­
rican Peace Commission. At this point 
the American Catholics wanted a 
Catholic member in the panel, so they 
suggested the name of Dr. Edward D. 
White, Associate Justice of the U.S. 
Supreme Court and considered a 
Catholic authority of Napoleonic Code 
use in the Philippines and a democrat. 
Unfortunately for the Catholics, Justice 
White refused the nomination.44 Those 
appointed to the Peace Commission 
were William R. Day, Cushman K. 
Davies, William P. Frye, George Gray 
and Whitelaw Reid.

Failing to have a Catholic in the 
Peace Commission, the Vatican desig­
nated Archbishop Pl cide L. Chapelle 
of New Orleans to represent the church’s 
interests in the Paris talks. Archbis­
hop Chapelle “evidently made an ag- 
reeable impression upon the Commis­
sioners.” Senator Gray and some of 
the others (said) that the Church had 
acted with the usual worldly wisdom 
in selecting such a person for this 
work.45

Frank Laubach, commenting on the 
role of Chapelle, said:

It (Treaty of Paris) had been a 
defeat for Spain, but it was a victory 
of the friars, who outwitted the 
American Government. Archbishop 
Chapelle of New Orleans was pre­
sent at the negotiations. He insisted 
that the United States should pur­
chase the islands for $20,000,000 
while President McKinley insisted by 
cable that the United States should 
receive her title by conquest. The 
Church, having more at stake, per­
sisted longer and won.46

The chief problem of the Roman 
Catholic Church was the reconcilia-
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tion of the separation of Church and 
State and the protection of Church’s 
interests. In formulating its final posi­
tion, the Vatican was guided by three 
propositions: (1) If the Philippines 
were returned to Spain, anti-friar feel­
ing would continue; (2) if indepen­
dent, anarchy might prevail or a non­
Catholic power might take over; and 
(3) if under the United States, the 
Church would be in competition with 
Protestants. Rome opted for the third 
proposition.

In connection with these courses of 
action for the Vatican to take, Arch­
bishop John Ireland could have a 
hand. Monsignior Dennis J. O’Connell 
had to cable Ireland from Rome - - 
“Help hold Philippines.”47

It could be presumed that Arch­
bishop Ireland could have influenced 
the Vatican in opting for American 
acquisition. It was he who advised 
Rome that

In the settlement of Church affairs 
in Cuba and the Philippines, Rome 
should yield gracefully to the sepa­
ration of Church and State, and 
merely seek full liberty of posses­
sion of her present temporalities. 48

Treaty of Paris. The efforts of 
Archbishop Ireland and Chapelle were 
richly rewarded with the conclusion 
of the negotiations on December 10, 
1898. Both prelates were able to in­
fluence the terms of the Paris talks. 
The Roman Catholic Church was able 
to insert into the final Treaty provi­
sions which definitely protected its 
interests to the dissatisfaction of the 
Filipino revolutionaries. Of this matter 
John Farrell wrote:

Nothing in the Treaty of Paris, 
concluded December 10, 1898, work­
ed to the disadvantage of the Catho­
lic Church. The eighth, ninth, and 
tenth articles of the treaty protected 
the religious and property rights of 
persons and corporations.49

Ireland and Chapelle seemed to 
give the impression that the American 

Government had pro-Catholic sym­
pathies. Communications of other 
Catholic prelates interpreted the favor­
able position of the Church as an 
effect of the cordial Church-State re­
lations. In a letter of Sebastiano Mar­
tinelli to Mariano Cardinal Rampolla, 
Vatican’s Secretary of State, a revela­
tion of the Administration’s pro-Cath­
olic position could be discerned. A 
portion of the letter reads.

The President and the Cabinet 
are disposed to grant whatever may 
be reasonably expected by the Cath­
olic Clergy of those regions, for 
they well know that the Clergy is 
the surest and the most effective 
medium to keep order ... I think 
that the religious orders are in no 
danger of being suppressed or dep­
rived of property.50

Acquisition of the Philippines by 
the United States. It has been pointed 
out that the Vatican was for the reten­
tion of the Philippines by America. On 
October 25, 1898, Commissioners Da­
vis, Frye, and Reid issued a state­
ment saying:

We believe public opinion in 
Europe, including that of Rome ex­
pects us to retain whole of the Phil­
ippines and would prefer that to 
any other solution save the impossi­
ble one of restoration of Spanish 
power over all the islands.51

Archbishop Nozaleda, when asked 
by Chaplain McKinnon about the 
Church under Filipino control, re­
marked that the only hope of the 
Church in the Archipelago was for 
America to retain possession of the 
islands.52 McKinnon himself predicted 
that the day the United States with­
drew would mark the end of Catholi­
cism in the Islands.53

The Treaty of Paris is the concrete 
proof that the Roman Catholic Church 
was for the retention of the Philippines 
by the United States. This position 
was primarily motivated by the desire 
to protect its own interests.
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The acquisition of the Philippines 
was a gradual process of weighing 
pros and cons. In the end idealism 
give way to practical and imperialistic 
considerations. Morgan analyzed the 
Republican posture when he said:

The decision to acquire the Phil­
ippines was the logical culmination 
of a generation’s tendencies in Ame­
rica and the world foreign policies. 
It was “new” in formally recogniz­
ing the realities and necessities of 
America’s situation in the world 
affairs. It was “liberal” in promis­
ing to extend abroad the best parts 
of American ideal. It was “practical” 
in emphasizing the prospects of 
trade and political power in world 
markets. It was “historic” in the 
broadest sense as the first major 
step toward the policies that made 
America a great power in fact as 
well as potential.54

President McKinley, in his Instruc­
tions to the Peace Commission, ex­
pressed his justification on his stand 
regarding the Philippine question. He 
said:

The Philippines stand upon a 
different basis. It is none the less 
true, however, that, without any 
original thought of complete or even 
partial acquisition, the presence and 
success of our arms at Manila im­
poses upon us obligations which we 
can not disregard. The march of 
events rules and overrules human 
action. (Underscoring provided) 
Avowing unreservedly the purpose 
which has animated all our effort, 
and still solicitous to adhere to it 
we can not be unmindful that, 
without any desire or design on out 
part, the war has brought us new 
duties and responsibilities which we 
must meet and discharge as becomes 
a great nation on whose growth 
and career from the beginning the 
Ruler of Nations has plainly writ­
ten the high command and pledge 
of civilization.55

The demand for the cession of the 
whole archipelago started with the 
desire to take Manila, or a naval sta­
tion in the islands, then the whole 
island of Luzon. Various pressures - 
to take or not to take - were exerted 
on the President. McKinley had to 
take his time.

Honesto Villanueva wrote of the 
religious influence on the acquisition 
problem. In part he said:

It seems evident that members of 
the clergy exerted some influence 
on public opinion and the adminis­
tration. They were desirous of 
gaining new fields for missionary 
work, the Protestants being espe­
cially zealous. American missiona­
ries abroad urged the administra­
tion for the extinction of Spanish 
rule in the Philippines and their 
petitions were forwarded to Paris by 
the Department of State. Catholic 
dignitaries in the United States also 
favored American retention of the 
Philippines.56

The decision to retain the Philip­
pines was no doubt religiously tinted. 
An incident was told of an interview 
in the White House on November 21, 
1898 with a group representing the 
General Missionary Committee of the 
Methodist Episcopal. As the visitors 
turned to leave, the President held 
them back saying:

Hold a moment longer! Not quite 
yet, gentlemen. Before you go I 
would like to say just a word about 
the Philippine business . . . The 
truth is I didn’t want the Philippines, 
and when they came to us as a gift 
from the gods, I did not know 
what to do with them ... I sought 
counsel from all sides - - Democrats 
as well as Republicans - - but got 
little help. I thought first we would 
take only Manila; then Luzon; then 
other islands, perhaps, also. I walked 
the floor of the White House night 
after night until midnight; and I am
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not ashamed to tell you, gentlemen, 
that I went clown on my knees and 
prayed to Almighty God for light 
and guidance more than one night.

And one night late it came to me 
this way - - I don’t know how it 
was, but it came: (1) That we could 
not give them back to Spain— 
that would be cowardly and dishon­
orable: (2) that we could not turn 
them over to France or Germany— 
our commercial rivals in the Orient 
—that would be bad business and 
discreditable; (3) that we could not 
leave them to themselves — they 
were unfit for self-government— 
and they would soon have anarchy 
and misrule over there worse than 
Spain’s was; and (4) that there was 
nothing left for us to do but to take 
them all, and to educate the Filipi­
nos, and uplift and civilize and 
Christianize them, and by God’s 
grace do the very best we could by 
them, as our fellow men for whom 
Christ also died. And then I went 
to bed and went to sleep and slept 
soundly . . . and the next morning 
I sent for the chief engineer of the 
War Department (our map maker) 
and I told him to put the Philippines 
on the map of the United States 
(pointing to the large map on the 
wall of his office), and there they 
are, there they will stay while I am 
President.57

The incident of a “heavenly inter­
vention” in resolving the Philippine 
question clinched the President’s an­
nexation plan which he had been toy­
ing in his mind since Dewey’s victory. 
The decision to acquire the Philippines 
was made. And it was the religious 
influence that delivered the last stroke 
that drove the “nail of annexation” in 
its place!

Benevolent Assimilation Procla­
mation. Article III of the Treaty of 
Paris provided that Spain had to cede 
the Philippines to the United States. 
The Treaty also provided that it would 
only take effect after its ratification 
by the governments of both countries.

However, before the Paris Treaty 
could be ratified by the American 
Senate, President McKinley issued on 
December 21, 1898 his “Benevolent 
Assimilation Proclamation,” which 
was the first definite statement of Ame­
rican policy toward the Philippine 
question.58 The issuance of the 
Proclamation was a tacit expression 
of McKinley’s decision of November, 
1898. He had taken for granted that 
the Treaty of Paris was in the bag.

It seems that the underlying motive 
of American colonization was “to 
educate the Filipinos and uplift and 
civilize and Christianize them, and by 
God’s grace do the best we could by 
them, as our fellow men for whom 
Christ died.” This motive is simply an 
overt expression of the “Manifest 
Destiny” that the Americans believed. 
The “Benevolent Assimilation” policy 
was therefore issued to temper the 
ugly head of the “Imperialism of 
righteousness” as preached by Josiah 
Strong.59 The military administration 
was then entrusted

, . . to win the confidence, respect, 
and affection of the inhabitants of the 
Philippines by assuring them in eve­
ry possible way that full measure of 
individual rights and liberties which 
is the heritage of a free people, and 
by proving to them that the mission 
of the United States is one of bene­
volent assimilation, substituting the 
mild sway of justice and right for 
arbitrary rule.60

The annexation position was also 
justified by Theodore Roosevelt who 
wrote:

, . . But as it is, this country will 
keep the islands and will establish 
therein a stable and orderly govern­
ment so that one more fair spot of 
the world’s surface shall have been 
snatched from the forces of dark­
ness (under-scoring supplied) 61

The spirit of the Benevolent Assi­
milation Policy was later incorporated 
in McKinley’s Instructions to the Se­
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cond Philippine Commission. The 
Commission was to emphasize “upon 
all occasions the just and beneficent 
intentions of the Government of the 
United States.”62

Pacification campaign, 1898-1912. 
With the establishment of military 
government, it was assumed by the 
Americans that the Philippines was 
theirs to govern. Subsequent events 
confirmed this observation: the Treaty 
of Paris, the Benevolent Assimilation 
Proclamation, the arrival of ground 
troops, the ratification of the Paris 
Treaty two days after the outbreak of 
the armed conflict between the Ame­
ricans and Filipinos. To the Ameri­
cans the armed confrontation was but 
a “pacification campaign” to bring the 
country under American rule. During 
this period the religious influence in 
the course of events was also present. 
Individual persons and organizations 
took active part in winning the Filipi­
nos to the American side.

One of the most active participants 
was the Catholic Chaplain McKinnon. 
As the first Superintendent of Schools 
he was able to establish in the city of 
Manila 32 schools with 4800 pupils. 63 
He recruited teachers composed of 
Filipinos, Spaniards, Americans, and 
mestizos. McDevitt, praising the work 
of McKinnon, wrote:

In his dual capacity as priest and 
army officer, McKinnon helped 
much in effecting the peaceful 
transition from Spanish to American 
control. His frequent visits and mis­
sions, in both urban and rural areas; 
built up friendly relations between 
the conquered and conqueror.64

McKinnon was reported to have helped 
in negotiating the surrender of Agui- 
naldo together with Francis Doherty, 
another American Catholic priest.65 
Indirectly, McKinnon contributed to 
the capture of Aguinaldo by Funston 
whom the Catholic Chaplain saved 
from a possible court martial.66

A member of the Schutman Com­

mission who disliked missionaries re­
versed his opinion upon his arrival in 
the Philippines. He said that the in­
troduction of evangelical Christianity 
was essential in solving the problems 
of the government.67 Protestant mis­
sionaries did their share in the pacifi­
cation campaign. James Rodgers, the 
first Presbyterian missionary to arrive 
in the Philippines, testified that they 
were looked upon as friends of the 
Revolutionary Government against the 
Roman Catholic Church and the Span­
ish Government and were welcomed 
by the Filipinos.68

The Protestant missions concentrat­
ed the work on the proclamation of the 
Gospel of Christ, translation of the 
Bible into the people’s dialects, estab­
lishment of schools and hospitals, 
even among the cultural minorities. In 
their preaching they lived by example 
the true meaning of religious liberty 
and the separation of Church and 
State.

Vatican-Washington relation. Va­
tican recognized the wisdom of Arch­
bishop Ireland’s advice for the Pope 
to deal with America after her victo­
ry over Spain.69 Cardinal Rampolla, 
Secretary of State, had a regular cor­
respondence with Ireland in an at­
tempt to find some form of smooth 
contact short of formal diplomatic 
exchange between the Vatican and 
Washington.70 Catholic prelates in 
the United States contributed much 
in this project of Rome. Catholic in­
fluence on the President increased in 
intensity during the administration of 
Roosevelt, who wanted to keep up his 
popularity with the Catholics. He 
even consulted his Catholic friends on 
many controversial issues. Among 
those who exercised strong influence 
on Roosevelt was Cardinal Gibbons.71

Vatican revived the practice of ro- 
yal patronage in the appointment of 
ecclesiastical personnel for the Philip­
pines, although in an informal manner. 
The Administration felt flattered by 
exercising selective privilege in the
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appointment of American priests in the 
Philippines. The appointment of Gio­
vanni Baptiste Guidi as Apostolic De­
legate to the Philippines was reffered 
to President Roosevelt.72

The Philippine Bill of 1902. Dur­
ing the debate on the Philippine Bill 
Congress received memorials from the 
Catholic dioceses and lay organiza­
tions protesting the religious provi­
sions and the alleged discriminations 
against Catholics. The objection cen­
tered on the provision authorizing the 
insular government to buy the friar 
lands, or to acquire them under the 
power of eminent domain.73

Since the Philippine Bill would lay 
the foundations of the Filipino auto­
nomy and prepare them (Filipinos) 
eventually for independence, the Cath­
olic leaders expressed anxiety on the 
future of Catholicism and the Church’s 
temporal interests in the Philippines. 
There was a hidden fear that the pri­
macy of the Church would be threat­
ened after independence in the face of 
anti-Catholicism of many Filipinos, 
particularly the educated elite, the 
Aglipayan Schism, and the advance 
of Protestantism.

The Clarke Amendment, 1916. The 
position of American Catholic dignita­
ries on Philippine independence was 
one of opposition. Here is what Car­
dinal Gibbons of Baltimore said:

I am irrevocably opposed to any 
proposal that would commit this 
nation to a scuttle policy in the 
Philippines — today, tomorrow or a 
fixed time in the future —and I say 
this wholly in the interest of the 
social, material and moral advance­
ment of the United States— no less 
than of the Filipinos themselves. 7I * * 4

The Cardinal reiterated his feeling in 
his reply to Resident Commissioner, 
Manuel Quezon: 

I have given this matter very
careful consideration, and I really
feel that the views expressed by me
in the interview were prompted in
the interest of the Filipino people. I 

am convinced, that for the present 
at least the welfare of the Islands 
will be better safeguarded under the 
care and direction of the United 
States. There is a great difference 
between independence and liberty. 
There are countries which have inde­
pendence but no liberty or freedom, 
whereas the Philippine Islands, al­
though for the present not enjoying 
independence, have freedom and 
liberty. There are countries which 
have independence but no liberty 
or freedom, whereas the Philippine 
Islands, although for the present not 
enjoying independence, have free­
dom and liberty. 75
Archbishop Harty, the highest reli­

gious authority in the Philippines in 
the first decade of American rule, 
stated a similar vein of thought: “It 
would be a burning disgrace for the 
United States to abandon the Phil­
ippines. I want to use that word. It 
would be a shame.”76

It was not, therefore, a surprise 
when the Catholic segment opposed 
the Clarke Amendment to the Jones 
Bill providing absolute independence 
to the Philippines in not less than 
two years, nor more than four years 
after the approval of the Bill, with no 
guarantee of protection after the Ame­
rican withdrawal.77

The Springfield Republican ( Mas- 
sachussetts), in its issue of May 3, 
1916, explained the defeat of the 
Clarke Amendment:

The defeat of the independence 
clause of the Philippine bill in the 
House was directly to the detection 
of some twenty-eight Democrats, 
the majority of whom represent 
constituencies in certain large north­
ern cities . . . The influence of the 
Roman Catholic Church (under­
scoring supplied) is seen by observ­
ers of these facts. As for the Ro­
man Catholic Church, it is opposed 
to Philippine independence as much 
as it ever was in the days of Spanish 
rule. Its interests might be under 
the control of the old revolutionary 
element; besides, independence from 
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the Vatican point of view, is a step 
nearer, perhaps, to Japanese domi­
nation— Japan is pagan.78

Manuel Quezon, in his letter to 
Cardinal Gibbons of February 27, 
1913, must have hit deeply when he 
asked:

Can it be that the history of some 
of the Latin Republics, or the exper­
iences of France and Portugal, all 
Catholic countries, in their dealings 
with the Catholic Church, has in­
fluenced that attitude of the Church 
hierarchy in this country? Does it 
fear that the Filipinos, if given 
their independence, would seize the 
property of the Catholic Church in 
the Islands or fail to respect its 
rights?79

The actuation of the American cler­
gy in the Philippines and the Roman 
Catholic Church in the United States 
was not, however, supported by the 
Filipino Catholic priests. In a letter to 
President - elect Woodrow Wilson 
through Resident Commissioner Man­
uel Quezon, they expressed their “ar­
dent hopes that his (Wilson’s) admi­
nistration may bring to the Islands a 
government for and by Filipinos.” Re­
verend Silverio Manalo of Pandacan, 
one of the signers, explained their 
stand:

We believe that the interests of 
Christianity in the islands .. . can be 
better protected under a Filipino 
independent government. We have, 
therefore, no greater desire than the 
liberty of our country, liberty which 
means the free and just management 
of our national and international 
affairs through the will and sove­
reignty of the people . . .80

PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM

“To educate the Filipinos, uplift and 
civilize and Christianize them” was 
the social aspect of the American ex­
periment. This colonial concept found 
expression in the official pronounce­

ments of the authorities and laws of 
the government.

Transplanting American political 
and social ideas was no easy task in 
view of the different conditions. On 
this matter Frederick W. Atkinson, 
one of the earliest general superinten­
dents of schools in the country, wrote:

The problem of establishing a 
modified American school system 
in the Philippine Islands, under ex­
isting conditions, is also the problem 
of supplanting an old school system 
deeply interwoven with religious 
beliefs and social institutions of a 
semi-civilized people. 81

The problem of control was less 
knotty than changing the curricular 
set-up. According to Charles Elliott

The transfer of the control over 
education from the Church to the 
State was effected with very little 
difficulty. The delicate subject was 
handled with tact and good judge­
ment. The higher places in the 
Church passed to American Catho­
lics who were familiar with the 
American school system, and those 
who did not sympathize with it soon 
recognized and bowed gracefully to 
the inevitable.82

Education as a military strategy. 
The responsibility of laying the found­
ations of American colonial education 
was entrusted to the American Army, 
whose leaders believed that education 
“would so quickly promote the pacifi­
cation of the islands.”83 Military funds 
were appropriated, textbooks and school 
supplies provided free as schools were 
opened whenever and wherever possi­
ble with the soldiers as the first teach­
ers.84 In his report to the Secretary 
of War, Major General E.S. Otis pre­
sented an encouraging account of the 
initial efforts:

In Manila and a few other cities 
where our troops are stationed to 
give inhabitants protection, schools 
have been established. Parents and
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children are eager for primary 
school instruction and very desirous 
to acquire a speaking knowledge of 
the English language.85

The first superintendent of Schools 
was the Catholic chaplain Captain 
McKinnon, whose appointment was 
questioned by the American Protes­
tants. In an explanation to the Adju­
tant General, General Otis clarified 
the issue — Chaplain McKinnon suc­
cessfully performing duties of superin­
tendent of schools under verbal ins­
tructions; “no formal orders of appoint­
ment issued. ”86

After a year of operation as “educa­
tors” the military made recommenda­
tions for the establishment of a secu­
lar system, supported and controlled 
by the State. Among these recommen­
dations were:

No sectarian schools should re­
main on the books of the Depart­
ment.

Steps should be taken to make all 
instruction of the schools in the 
English language.

The schools supported by the 
government be absolutely divorced 
from the church. If the natives de­
sire schools in which religious ins­
tructions is to be given, that they 
furnish the entire support for same 
from private resources, but that at­
tendance at these latter schools 
should not excuse the children from 
attendance at the public schools, 
were English is taught. In addition, 
the parochial church schools, if such 
are maintained, should be required 
to be equal in character or general 
instruction to the public schools.87

ActNo. 72 (Education Act) Acting 
on the recommendation of the milita­
ry authorities, the Philippine Com­
mission enacted Act No. 74 estab­
lishing the Philippine public school 
system.88 The chief features of the 
news system were: (1 ) public-sup­
ported from the taxes of the people,

(2) centralized administration, (3) se­
cular in curriculum, (4) free and open 
to all, (5) English as the medium of 
instruction, and (6) Faribault Plan of 
religious instruction.

The Education Act was in comp­
liance to President McKinley’s Ins­
tructions to the Second Philippine Com­
mission: “It will be the duty of the 
Commission to promote and extend 
and, as they find occassion, to im­
prove the system of education already 
inaugurated by the military authori­
ties. ”89

Catholic reaction. While the Fili­
pinos welcomed the innovation, the 
Roman Catholic hierarchy was gene­
rally critical. Spokesmen of the Church 
and the Catholic press “attacked the 
ban on religious instruction in the 
public schools of Cuba, Puerto Rico, 
and the Philippines as indicative of 
the anti-Catholic element in American

imperialism.”90 The objections ranged 
from the appointment of ex-Protestant 
preachers and missionaries as adminis­
trators and teachers to the adoption 
of textbooks biased against Catholi­
cism. Letters from American Catholic 
dignitaries, and the Catholic press 
and American priests in the Philip­
pines poured into Washington de­
nouncing the alleged abuses of public 
school officials and discriminations 
against the Catholics.91

Optional religious instruction.
The most touchy of the public school 
issues was optional religious instruc­
tion. Section 16 of Act 74 provided:

No teacher or other person should 
teach or criticize the doctrines of 
any church, religious sect or deno­
mination, or shall attempt to influ­
ence the pupils for or against any 
church or religious sect in any pub­
lic school established under this 
Act. If any teacher shall intentional­
ly violate this section, he or she 
shall, after due hearing, be dis­
missed from public service.
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Provided, however, that it shall 
be lawful for the priest or minister 
of any church established in the 
pueblo where a public school is 
situated, to teach religion for one- 
half an hour three times a week in 
the school buildings to those pub­
lic-school pupils whose parents or 
guardians desire it or express their 
desire therefore in writing filed 
with the principal teacher of the 
school ... 92

The religious instruction program 
was patterned after the Faribault Plan 
of Archbishop Ireland.93 This Plan 
was reluctantly accepted by the Catho­
lic leadership. What was really desired 
was “a more benevolent attitude on 
the part of the government.”94 If the 
leaders had their way they would like 
the religious instructions subsidized 
by the State. Salamanca’s analysis of 
the attitude of the American prelates 
is much near the truth:

The American prelates may in­
deed have been familiar with the 
American system, but they did not 
like it applied to the Philippines: 
tolerant at home, they became al­
most zealots and bigots abroad. If 
they did not openly ask for an 
abandonment of the Faribault Plan, 
perhaps, it was because the plan 
was the “brainchild” of Archbishop 
Ireland, the Catholic prelate of his 
day closest to the Republican Ad­
ministration in the United States 
and to whom they later turned for 
assistance in resolving far greater 
religious issues between the United 
States and the Catholic Church in 
the Philippines — such as the friar 
question and property claims aris­
ing out of the Aglipayan Schism.95

Concession to the Catholic Hierar­
chy. The militant objection of the 
Catholic clergy to the religious poli­
cies in the Philippines brought about 
certain concessions from the Adminis­
tration, especially during the term of 
Theodore Roosevelt. Catholic admi­
nistrators were appointed to top posi­
tions in the Department of Public Ins­

truction, among whom were Elmer 
Bryan to take the place of Atkinson 
who was a Protestant; G.A.O. Reilly 
as superintendent of city schools in 
Manila. James Smith took the place 
of Moses in the Philippine Commis­
sion. In a special arrangement with 
President Roosevelt, 200 Catholic 
American teachers were appointed in 
1902 to Philippine positions. So spe­
cial was the arrangement that:

With the cooperation of the Civil 
Service Board and the Philippine 
Superintendent of Education all of 
the teachers recommended by the 
Archbishop (Ireland) would be giv­
en Pass examination and would be 
sent directly to assignments in the 
Islands.96

In a letter to Cardinal Gibbons 
Archbishop Ireland expressed fear 
that the arrangement could be politi- 
tically dangerous to the President and 
suggested that no publicity should be 
made in the press.97

In a cable to Secretary Root, Gover­
nor-General Luke Wright reported:

About 2700 native teachers em­
ployed in the islands, all of whom 
are Catholics ... 2 American teach­
ers in Manila alone.98

In addition to the special favors 
granted to the Catholic group, a very 
special concession was also extended: 
12 religious feast days as school holi­
days.

The Pensionado Program. Act No. 
854 of the Philippine Commission es­
tablished the Pensionado Program. 
Through this Program Filipino scho­
lars, both boys and girls of senior 
high school grade, were sent to the 
United States for training and higher 
education, and upon their return they 
would be working with the govern­
ment. The Program was the “brain­
child” of William A. Sutherland, 
whom Governor Taft asked to be the 
Superintendent of the Filipino stu­
dents. Sutherland was a former Ame-
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rican chaplain who later served as 
Taft’s Spanish interpreter.99

The Pensionado Program went on 
smoothly until the Catholic leaders 
called the attention of Governor Taft 
and President Roosevelt to the “reli­
gious bias” of Sutherland in the place­
ment of the scholars in sectarian and 
state colleges and universities in the 
United States. Archbishop Harty, in 
a letter to a priest in the United States, 
denounced Sutherland:

Mr. Sutherland’s plan of placing 
many of the Filipino students in 
sectarian colleges has lessened the 
regard of the people for the Ameri­
can Government. I have met much 
dissatisfaction on this point in the 
provinces recently. The Government 
is blamed and not Mr. Sutherland 
to whom the blame really belongs.

When you see Mr. Roosevelt, 
bring this matter to his attention. 
The attitude of Mr. Taft in ruling 
on this matter was excellent but the 
retention of Mr. Sutherland and 
wife in that service is a blunder. 
The matter has been brought before 
me in a score of letters from all 
parts of the Islands. 100

As a consequence of this communi­
cation, President Roosevelt advised 
Edwards of the Bureau of Insular 
Affairs to “enjoin Superintendent of 
Schools to place pensionados in the 
same ‘moral and religious surround­
ings’ that they had in the islands.”101 
The President also instructed Taft to 
meet Sutherland about the problem, 
suggesting the transfer of the Super­
intendent to something else. He even 
remarked that “Harty has been a good 
fellow and a good friend of ours.”102

This interference of the Roman 
Catholic dignitaries was not unknown 
to the Protestant groups, causing 
them to denounce the Roosevelt ad­
ministration as pro-Catholic. But they 
were not as militant as their counter­
part. However, a consolation for the 
Protestants was expressed by the first

American Protestant missionary in 
the Philippines, James B. Rodgers:

In regard to unfair treatment of 
Protestants in the matter of public 
office, we have no complaint. In 
spite of the fact that though we are 
less than half a million, including 
adherents and minors, high positions 
are and have been held by members 
of the evangelical churches.103

RELIGIOUS MATTERS

The United States did not have a 
religious policy similar to that of Spain. 
The two cardinal principles of “reli­
gious freedom” and “separation of 
Church and State” have been ingrained 
in her traditions so that any detour is 
subject to criticism. President McKin­
ley instructed the Taft Commission

To keep the separation of Church 
and State real, entire, and absolute.

(That) no law shall be made res­
pecting an establishment of religion 
or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof and that free exercise and 
enjoyment of religious profession 
shall be allowed.104

This was the basic policy of the 
United States in religious matters. 
It was a policy of neutrality between 
religious groups whose doctrines and 
practices have to be propagated in the 
free “market of ideas” in open compe­
tition.

However, the policy to enforce im­
partially the two basic religious prin­
ciples in the Philippines:

... led directly to the introduction 
of Protestantism and contributed to 
the early successes of the Agli- 
pay Movement. The presence of 
Protestants and Aglipayans in turn, 
complicated the controversy over 
the educational policy (and other 
policies with religious color) of the 
United States. 105
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Catholic opposition to Protestant 
endeavors. The opposition of the 
Catholic leaders to the coming of Pro­
testant missions was understandable 
in view of the historical background. 
Traditionally, the Catholic Church is 
opposed to religious freedom and se­
paration of Church and State, espec­
ially when it is in the majority and/or 
in union with the political power of 
the State.

In an article in the Catholic World, 
A.P. Doyle wrote:

Were I in authority I would per­
suade every Protestant minister to 
stay away from Manila. I would 
select the most thorough Americans 
among the Catholic priests of the 
country and establish an entente 
cordiale between them and the civil 
authorities.106

Immediately after the conclusion of 
the Spanish-American War, a group 
of prominent men went to the White 
House to urge President McKinley 
that the freedom of religion be es­
tablished in the Islands (Philippines) 
especially in view of Archbishop Ire­
land’s plea to the contrary.107

The Protestant mission in the Philip­
pines progressed snail-paced primarily 
because of the opposition of the Cath­
olic clergy, whose influence on the 
people was still significant. Cases were 
reported of violence committed on 
Protestant groups due to the influence 
of Catholic priests. 108

In an answer to Mrs. Maria Long- 
worth Storer, a close Catholic friend 
of Roosevelt, the President said: ‘‘I 
cannot stop and I cannot urge the 
stopping of missionaries going any­
where they chose.”109

A typical example of the attitude 
of Catholic authorities on Protestant 
work or related endeavors is expres­
sed by Leo A. Cullum:

The doctrine of 1920 is still the 
fundamental statement of the Catho­

lic Church’s position with regard to 
the YMCA and is the basis of the 
uniform disapproval of the Y by 
Catholic authorities all over the 
world . . . the Y is a Protestant or­
ganization.

YMCA, founded in London in 
1844 by George Williams for the 
promotion of evangelical Christiani­
ty. Central doctrine: The YMCA 
seeks to unite those young men 
who (regard) Jesus Christ as their 
God and Saviour according to the 
Scriptures, etc. . .. 110

An appraisal of the American priests 
who came to the Philippines to help 
protect the interests of the Catholic 
Church against religious competitors 
is aptly given by Salamanca: “tolerant 
at home, they became almost zealots 
and bigots abroad . . .”111

In defense of the religious policy 
of the State. Commissioner James 
Smith, the Catholic nominee to the 
Philippine Commission, defended the 
policy of neutrality of the government, 
that is, leaving the different religious 
organizations to carry on their activi­
ties unmolested—a policy of being a 
protector and an arbiter.

The Philippine Government has 
endeavored, by every means in its 
power, to secure to the ministry of 
the Catholic Church the rights, po­
wers, and liberties enjoyed by 
other citizens. The statement that 
the friars have been refused permis­
sion to return to the parishes is as 
false as the statement that they 
have been denied the protection of 
the law.112

It would seem unbelievable that 
“history repeated itself” in the early 
years of the American rule, when the 
American prelates who had taken 
over the leadership of the Catholic 
Church in the Philippines would rest­
rict religious freedom to other religious 
groups, principally the Protestants, and 
obtain concessions to favor the Catho­
lics. They “interfered” in the affairs of
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the State in a manner similar to the 
interference of the Church during the 
Spanish rule.

The Friar Problem. One of the 
ticklish problems that the American 
government had in its hands was how 
to resolve the friar controversy—ex­
pulsion of the friars and the owner­
ship of friar lands. The gravity of the 
issue was analyzed by Reuter:

The friar question had perplexed 
the American government for over 
four years. For the administration 
it stood as the principal stumbling 
block to a peaceful assimilation of 
the Philippines. With the removal 
of the friars and the purchase of 
their lands other lesser problems 
might be settled through negotia­
tion or by a firmer administration 
of government policies. 113

At the close of the Philippine Revo­
lution against Spain and before the 
conclusion of the Treaty of Paris, 
Aguinaldo’s government had reco­
vered most parts of the Philippines 
from Spanish control and had as pri­
soners friars and nuns singled out as 
oppressors.114 Church properties and 
those owned by the religious orders 
were automatically taken over by the 
revolutionary forces.

Although the Treaty of Paris recog­
nized the legitimate rights of the 
Church to its properties, the United 
States government could not enforce 
the provisions without incurring the 
hatred of the Filipino elite whom the 
Americans would like to court for 
their support to the new colonial rule.

As early as 1901 the plan to buy 
the friar lands by the American govern­
ment was decided by the Roosevelt 
Administration. Governor Taft was 
chosen to head the “mission” to 
Rome. Roosevelt did not call it a dip­
lomatic mission but

It is simply that the governor of 
the Philippines will stop at Rome on 
his way to the Philippines in order 

to go straight to the headquarters 
of the business corporations with 
which he has got to deal in acquir­
ing that business corporations’ 
property.115

The American proposal to Pope 
Leo XIII consisted mainly of (1) to 
buy all agricultural lands owned by 
the religious orders, (2) withdrawal 
of the Dominican, Augustinian, Fran­
ciscan, and Recollect friars, and (3) 
compromise on charitable trusts.116 
These proposals were rejected by the 
Vatican on three counts:

Measure would be contrary to 
positive rights guaranteed by the 
Treaty of Paris and would conse­
quently put the Holy See to conflict 
with Spain which would have every 
reason to protest much more.

Such a measure would be, in the 
eyes of the Filipinos and the entire 
Catholic Fold, the explicit confir­
mation of all the accusations brought 
against the said religious by their 
enemies, accusations of which the 
falsity or at least the evident exag­
geration cannot be disputed.

Finally, if the American Govern­
ment, respecting as it does individ­
ual rights, does not dare interdict 
the Philippine soil to the Spanish 
religious of the four orders above 
named, how could the Pope do it, 
the common father of all, the sup­
porter and born defender of the reli­
gious?117

The Vatican, nevertheless, did not 
discount the possibility of the sale of 
the friar lands, but the negotiation 
must be in Manila. On the withdrawal 
of the friars the Pope could not agree 
because the friars comprised two-thirds 
of the clergy and as of the present, 
there were no replacements, either 
Filipinos or Americans.

The final negotiation for the pur­
chase of the friar lands was done in 
Manila on December 22, 1903 when 
the contract was signed. However, 
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after the lands were surveyed in 1905 
the final amount paid for over 400,000 
acres was ₱6,934,433.66.118 Further 
sales were made under the Common­
wealth Government and the Philippine 
Republic.

The withdrawal of the friars from 
the Philippines was resolved quietly. 
A reorganization of the Catholic 
Church was made, giving the manag­
ement of the affairs in the Philippines 
to the American prelates. Meanwhile, 
Spanish friars quietly left the country, 
so that by 1903 their number was 
only 246 from 1,013 in 1898.

The Aglipayan Schism. Another 
thorny problem of the government 
was the Aglipayan-Catholic conflict. 
It began as the Philippine Revolution 
was about to end Spanish rule in the 
country. As the parishes were left va­
cant by the fleeing Spanish friars, the 
Filipino rebels took control and gave 
them to Filipino priests who were in 
sympathy with the establishment of a 
“national” church under Rome.

To prevent the impending break of 
a big segment of the Filipinos from 
the Catholic Church, the Vatican sent 
Archbishop Chapelle to settle the con­
troversy. Unfortunately, Chapelle was 
too pro-friar in his attitude and actua­
tions, so that his bungling of the 
highly sensitive issue brought about 
the final phase of the Aglipayan 
Schism.119

The confiscation of church proper­
ties by the Aglipayans was the core of 
the complaints of American prelates 
in their correspondence with fellow 
dignitaries in the United States and 
American authorities. Governor Taft 
had suggested to Catholic authorities 
to take their cases to the courts, but 
the latter had no faith in the courts 
because the judges were former revo­
lutionaries, hence, anti-Catholic; or 
the judges were Aglipayans, and 
therefore, would be biased in their 
decisions.

Meanwhile, the Philippine Gov­
ernment tried to be as impartial 

as possible in the conflict and acted 
as protector and/or arbiter when­
ever rights were violated. Taft, on 
January 10, 1903, issued an Execu­
tive Proclamation providing for 
“Peaceful Possession” until the 
issue could be settled by the courts. 
The Philippine Commission enacted 
Act 1376 on July 24, 1905 providing 
for the speedy disposition of cont­
roversies as to the right of adminis­
tration, or possession of churches, 
convents, cemeteries, and other 
church properties as to ownership 
and title.120 The law empowered the 
Supreme Court to decide the issue. 
Thus, in 1906 the Supreme Court 
sustained the decision of Court of 
First Instance upholding the owner­
ship of the churches by Rome.121 
Catholic ownership of the proper­
ties in question was again sustained 
in a decision made on the so-called 
Insular Cases. At last the Aglipa­
yan-Catholic controversy had been 
resolved.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The study has fairly examined 
the role of the three religious groups, 
namely, — the Roman Catholic 
Church, the Protestant missions, 
and the Aglipayan Church — in the 
formulation and/or implementation 
of American policies in the Philip­
pines from 1898 to 1916. The 
events leading to, during, and after 
the Spanish-American War attested 
to the inevitability of the religious 
influence. The historical and cultu­
ral orientations of both Americans 
and Filipinos provided a fertile 
setting of the developments that 
transpired during the inclusive 
period.

The Catholic Influence. Of the 
three groups, the Roman Catholic 
Church exerted the greatest degree 
of influence in terms of scope and 
intensity. This is logically under­
standable for “The stakes were 
high for the Catholic Church . . . so 
that the religious issues inherent
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in the American occupation became 
a primary interest.”122 If the Spanish 
friars were to the Spanish govern­
ment, the American prelates 
were to the new colonial govern­
ment. The analogy specifically re­
fers to the efforts of the Catholic 
dignitaries and the Catholic press 
to verge certain political and social 
policies in favor of the Catholic 
Church. By heeding the advice of 
Archbishop Ireland for the Church 
“to deal directly with the Ameri­
cans as never before, ” Rome reaped 
an abundant harvest although not 
to the full satisfaction of the Cath­
olic segment. For the Church to 
fight for its legitimate rights is 
natural and justifiable, but when 
illegal and immoral methods123 are 
(were) resported to to wring privi­
leges. then a condemnation is equal­
ly justifiable.

The change of political control 
over the Islands brought some 
doubts and fears among Catholic 
circles on the future of Catholicism 
in the country in the face of a pos­
sible Protestant evangelization. 
However, when the smoke of battle 
cleared the Church had the upper­
hand in influencing American poli­
cies. The Treaty of Paris protected 
Church’s property rights. Continuous 
and vigorous representation with 
the American authorities caused 
changes in policies and structure in 
the colonial government. Internal 
reforms were introduced, the Phil- 
lippine Church was reorganized 
placing the supervision and control 
under the leadership of American 
prelates. The new blood infused 
brought about new vigor and vita­
lity to cope with the problems the 
Church was forced to face.

The Roman Catholic Church tri­
umphed because the “gates of hell” 
had not “prevailed” against it!124

The Protestant influence. The 
Spanish-American War, otherwise 
called by the Catholic press as the 
Protestant “Crusade” was indeed 
a God-given opportunity for the 

Protestant foreign missions to 
spread evangelical Christianity. 
The difficulties encountered by the 
Philippine missions were not new 
to the American missionaries, know­
ing fully well that Catholicism was 
deeply rooted among the people. 
The missionaries stood for religious 
freedom and the separation of 
Church and State as they knew and 
practiced in the United States. They 
did not ask for special privileges 
for themselves and their adherents 
but for the impartial implementa­
tion of these two basic principles. 
For only in the free market of 
ideas could they spread the Protes­
tant interpretation of the Christ­
ian message. All they asked was 
the chance to be heard and they 
were heard.

The Protestant influence on Ame­
rican policies might not be great 
as that of the Catholic, but it should 
be remembered that it was the 
Protestant motive “to educate, 
civilized, and Christianize” the 
Filipinos that clinched McKinnley’s 
decision to take the Philippines. 
The greater part of the Protestant 
participation in the colonial govern­
ment was in helping lay the found­
ations of the Anglo-American civi­
lization as a new layer of the cul­
ture of the Filipino people.

To the Protestant missionaries 
and their followers are attributed 
the training of the youth in leader­
ship through the YMCA, which 
Governor Taft complimented, “No 
single non-governmental and non­
sectarian institution at present is 
doing much for the Filipino youth 
as the YMCA. ”125 To them is also 
credited the introduction of scout­
ing, athletics, modern medical and 
nursing services, and various forms 
of social work. 126

Yes, theirs was not so much in 
influencing the formulation of go­
vernment policies to their favor but 
rather in lending a hand in attain-
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ing the gradual assimilation of the 
Filipinos into the American experi­
ment of western type democracy 
on Philippine soil with both native 
and foreign cultural ingredients. 
Not so much in quantitative 
gains.127 but in the quality leader­
ship and a liberal perspective of 
life as a contribution to the build­
ing of a New Society.

The Aglipayan Influence. The 
Aglipayan Movement began with 
a loud bang but it weakened after 
the Insular Cases were decided in 
favor of the Roman Catholic Church. 
For a time American authorities 
had to delay the implementation of 
the property provisions of the Trea­
ty of Paris for fear of alienating 
the Filipino elite and a significant 
portion of the masses. The govern­
ment avoided to be identified as 
pro-Catholic Church.

There was not any substantial 
Aglipayan influence on the formu­
lation of government policies, ex­
cept those of Taft’s “Peaceful 
Possession Proclamation” and the 
elevation of the issue on church 
ownership to the Supreme Court 
for resolution. The Aglipayans had 
been insistent on letting the courts 
decide the conflict, but the Catho­
lic leaders were at first antagonis­

tic to the idea, having some mis­
givings about the courts. Any visi­
ble influence was in the local com­
munities where the Aglipayans 
were in the majority and/or the 
town officials were Aglipayans or 
in sympathy with them.

Had the United States recognized 
Philippine Independence after the 
Spanish-American War, the Phil- 
lippine Independence Church (the 
official name of the Aglipayan 
Communion) would have had the up­
perhand in the religious life of the 
country. However, despite its draw­
back it has proved the thesis that 
the Filipino clergy is more than 
capable to manage its own religious 
matters without any foreign sup­
port!

If the Christian faith is believed 
to be the “salt” and the “light” 
of society, then its influence On 
the government is certain and ine­
vitable. While standing squarely 
on religious liberty and the separa­
tion of Church and State, the go­
vernment should take the churches 
as partners in nation building. 
And the guideline for such a rela­
tionship should be the admonition 
of Jesus Christ: “Render therefore 
unto Caesar the things which are 
Caesar’s and unto God the things 
that are God’s.”128
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