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Abstract
This article examines the series of debates concerning the status of the Roman Catholic
Church in the revolutionary Philippines and in doing so demonstrates the contested legacies
of the Patronato at the end of Spanish colonial rule. The government of Emilio Aguinaldo
in 1898, which in 1899 was inaugurated as a republic, sought to exercise the prerogatives of
ecclesiastical patronage as it had been under Spain. By formally regulating and controlling
ecclesiastical appointments, the Philippine state addressed the long-standing issue of
ecclesiastical secularization (the transfer of parishes from the regular clergy to the secular
clergy) that pitted Spanish friars against Filipino diocesan priests, spurring the nationalist
movement in themid-nineteenth century. In effect, the Aguinaldo government assumed the
functions of patronage to ensure the fulfillment of nationalist aspirations. Nevertheless, the
status of Catholicism in the new nation-state was debated by Filipino laity and clergy even
beyond the center of the revolution. Filipino clergy, for their part, almost unanimously
rejected government oversight of ecclesiastical affairs despite demanding church-state
union and continued government support. Ecclesiastical affairs in this period were in a
constant state of flux, negotiation, and dialogue, underscoring the complex and contested
legacy of patronage after Spanish rule.

Keywords: church and state; Patronato; Spanish empire; Philippines; Philippine Revolution; Roman
Catholic Church; Pontifical diplomacy

I. Introduction

The Philippine Revolution, one of the keymoments in Philippine history, is interpreted in
historiography as the complete abandonment of the Spanish Catholic past. Whereas
under Spanish rule, church and state were united in the system known as Royal Patronage
(Patronato Real or Patronato Regio), the revolution, with its supposed trappings of
liberality and tolerance, purportedly marked the disintegration of church-state union.
Such an assertion, however, collapses when the preponderance of ecclesiastical affairs in
the policies of the Aguinaldo government (1898–1900) is seriously considered. Recurring
conflicts between church and state in this period, as it was under Spanish rule, were
primarily jurisdictional: the state desired to control the church, but the church asserted its
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independence from state intrusion. Indeed, in the evocative words of the Jesuit historian
Horacio de la Costa, church and state were “two essentially autonomous societies…to
bring them together is to project powerful forces not only of attraction but repulsion.”1

Although referring to the early modern Spanish Philippines, Costa’s description could
very well be applied to the late nineteenth century, at the fall of Spanish rule and the rise of
the Philippine nation-state, the latter inheriting the legacies of a system that had been in
place for three centuries.

This article examines the series of debates concerning the status of the RomanCatholic
Church in the revolutionary Philippines and in doing so demonstrates the contested
legacies of the Patronato at the end of Spanish colonial rule. The government of Emilio
Aguinaldo in 1898, which in 1899 was inaugurated as a republic, sought to exercise the
prerogatives of ecclesiastical patronage as it had been under Spain. By formally regulating
and controlling ecclesiastical appointments, the Philippine state addressed the long-
standing issue of ecclesiastical secularization (the transfer of parishes from the regular
clergy to the secular clergy) that pitted Spanish friars against Filipino diocesan priests,
spurring the nationalist movement in the mid-nineteenth century. In effect, the Agui-
naldo government assumed the functions of patronage to ensure the fulfillment of
nationalist aspirations. Nevertheless, the status of Catholicism in the new nation-state
was debated by Filipino laity and clergy even beyond the center of the revolution. Filipino
clergy, for their part, almost unanimously rejected government oversight of ecclesiastical
affairs despite demanding church-state union and continued government support. Eccle-
siastical affairs in this period were in a constant state of flux, negotiation, and dialogue,
underscoring the complex and contested legacy of patronage after Spanish rule.

In forwarding this argument, I highlight the centrality of the Patronato as a framework
to understand the conflicts that arose between church and state in the Philippine
Revolution against Spain. It is worth noting that the issue of whether ecclesiastical
patronage subsisted in political sovereignty or was a Papal concession was debated in
post-revolutionary Latin American nation-states.2 The Spanish Patronato, just as Spain
became a global empire, gradually developed from the sixteenth to the eighteenth
centuries in a series of concordats with the Holy See and laws that were later compiled
in the Recopilación de los Leyes de los Reinos de las Indias (Compilation of the Laws of the
Kingdoms of the Indies). The Recopilación (Tomo I, Libro I, Título 6: De Patronazgo Real
de Indias) defined the powers of the monarch or his delegates (governors and adminis-
trators) vis-à-vis the church,most important of whichwere the presentation of candidates
for ecclesiastical positions and oversight of church revenues and properties.3 Similarly,
concordats between the new Latin American republics and the Holy See in the nineteenth
century formalized ecclesiastical patronage, with the Pope granting to the president of
each republic a special privilege to present candidates for bishoprics and other major

1Horacio Luís de la Costa SJ, “Jurisdictional Conflicts in the Philippines during the XVI and XVII
Centuries” (PhD diss., Harvard University, 1951), 6.

2The historiography is vast, but see, e.g., Hubert J. Miller, “Conservative and Liberal Concordats in
Nineteenth Century Guatemala: Who Won?” Journal of Church and State 33, no. 1 (1991): 115–130; Carlos
Salinas Araneda, “The Efforts to Sign a Concordat between Chile and the Holy See in 1928,” The Catholic
Historical Review 101, no. 1 (2015): 100–121, at 102–103, 113; Lucrecia Raquel Enríquez, “El Patronato de la
Monarquía Católica a la República Católica Chilena, (1810–1833),” in Normatividades e Instituciones
Eclesiásticas en el Virrenato del Perú, Siglos XVI–XIX, ed. Otto Danwerth et al. (Frankfurt am Main: Max
Planck Institute, 2019), 223–243; Lucrecia Raquel Enríquez, “¿Reserva Pontificia o Atributo Soberano? La
Concepción del Patronato en Disputa: Chile y la Santa Sede (1810–1841),”Historia Crítica 52 (2014): 21–45.

3Recopilación de Leyes de los Reynos de las Indias, 4th ed. (Madrid: Viuda de D. Joaquín Ibarra, 1791).
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ecclesiastical positions. In exchange, the republics were to provide recognition and
protection of the Roman Catholic Church as the established church.4 The Aguinaldo
government in the late nineteenth century, the product of the last revolution against
imperial Spain, faced these same questions and dilemmas like its Latin American pre-
decessors, and for a short while even exercising control of church appointments and
properties within the very framework of what it called Patronato Eclesiástico (Ecclesias-
tical Patronage).5

Ecclesiastical patronage is situated in this article within the broader concept of
secularism to mean “the set of cultural and political systems that demarcate and govern
religion—or, in other words, the systematic ordering of knowledge and power that puts
religion in its place.”6 This definition, of course, does not disprove the common concep-
tion of secularism as a separation of the religious and the profane that is aimed towards a
more tolerant society.7 However, it is crucially important to see secularism as first and
foremost a normative regime of state power over religion.8 Secularism induces questions,
debates, and controversies over the nature of what is (or is not) religion and the extent
which the spheres of the religious and the secular could occupy. In this sense, I argue that
the Patronato was an archaic form of secularism since it essentially gave the state power to
determine religious policy. Political scientist David Buckley uses the “stalemate” in the
Malolos Congress (discussed below) and the subsequent imposition of church-state
separation under Filipino and American rule as a foil to his theory of “benevolent
secularism,” noting that Filipino revolutionaries in 1898 were mostly anticlerical and
therefore the kind of secularism that emerged in the transimperial period was “hostile.”
This was supposedly not the case in the 1935 Commonwealth Constitution when
anticlerical tendencies were not decisive in enshrining church-state separation.9 Passing
over a greatmany historical conditions and imposing a rather rigid differentiation of what
was true or untrue secularism, Buckley misses the crucial point that secularism was a
function of state power, a power that was present in all periods of Philippine history.

To push this idea even further, especially in the context of the Philippine Revolution,
secularism qua statist power intersected with secularization, that is, the ecclesiastical
process of turning over parishes from the regular clergy (belonging to religious orders) to

4Paolo Valvo, “Santa Sede e America Latina all’inizio del Novecento: Problemi Politici e Sfide Pastorali,” in
Roberto Regoli and Paolo Valvo, Tra Pio X e Benedetto XV: La Diplomazia Pontificia in Europa e America
Latina nel 1914 (Roma: Studium Edizioni, 2018), 41–68; Roland Minnerath, L’Église Catholique Face aux
états. Deux Siècles de Pratique Concordataire 1801–2010 (Paris: Cerf, 2012).

5For the use of the term, see National Library of the Philippines (hereafter NLP), Philippine Insurgent
Records (hereafter PIR) Selected Documents Folder (hereafter SD) 167.1.

6Tisa Wenger and Sylvester Johnson, eds., Religion and US Empire: Critical New Histories (New York:
New York University Press, 2022), 11.

7e.g., Joya Chatterjee, “Secularization and Constitutive Moments: Insights from Partition Diplomacy in
South Asia,” in Tolerance, Secularization and Democratic Politics in South Asia, ed. Humeira Iqtidar and
Tanika Sarkar (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018), 108–133; Nandini Chatterjee, TheMaking of
Indian Secularism: Empire, Law andChristianity, 1830–1960 (Hampshire: PalgraveMacMillan, 2011); Partha
Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histories (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1993), 3–13.

8SabaMahmood,Religious Difference in a Secular Age: AMinority Report (Princeton: PrincetonUniversity
Press, 2016); Hussein Ali Agrama,Questioning Secularism: Islam, Sovereignty, and the Rule of Law inModern
Egypt (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2012); Jolyon Baraka Thomas, Faking Liberties: Religious
Freedom in American-Occupied (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2019).

9David T. Buckley, Faithful to Secularism: The Religious Politics of Democracy in Ireland, Senegal, and the
Philippines (New York: Columbia University Press, 2016), 3–4, 133–154.
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the secular clergy (priests who primarily belonged to a diocese or any defined ecclesiastical
territory). Ecclesiastical secularization was the main concern of the Spanish colonial
church in the Philippines in the mid-nineteenth century, related to the indigenization of
the church by encouraging the formation of the native clergy. However, colonial policy
did not give creole and native secular priests equal rights to parishes in an effort to
diminish insurgency and sedition as it had happened in Mexico, where the criollo priest
Miguel Hidalgo instigated the revolution in the 1810s. Peninsular members of the friar
orders (Dominicans, Augustinians, Augustinian Recollects, and Franciscans) were pre-
ferred by the government to be at the helm of the parishes; no natives were admitted to
these orders. The policy became a source of bitter resentment on the part of the secular
clergy, climaxing in the execution of three secular priests in 1872, the event that laid the
foundation of the nationalist movement in the late nineteenth century.10 The anti-friar
tendency which permeated the Philippine Revolution was the result of this ferment.11

What should be clear at this point is that ecclesiastical secularization was curtailed, and at
times even mandated, by the state in the context of the Patronato.12 Ecclesiastical
secularization, in other words, was the function of secularism. As will be demonstrated
in the following sections, the Aguinaldo government in the late nineteenth century
exercised its power to regulate and control ecclesiastical appointments, a power that
was contested by the very people that such a policy sought to placate.

Given all these ideas, this article disputes the lingering assumption in Philippine
historiography that the revolution completely evacuated Catholicism from state affairs.
The divisive debate on church-state separation in the Malolos Congress, for instance, has
been considered by historians like Teodoro Agoncillo and Onofre Corpuz as proof that
the revolution sought a complete disentanglement of church and state.13 This assertion

10María Dolores Elizalde, “Gobierno Colonial yÓrdenes Religiosas en Filipinas en las Últimas Décadas del
Siglo XIX: ‘Cuando la religión se convierte en un instrumento político,’” in Gobernar Colonias, Administrar
Almas: Poder Colonial y Órdenes Religiosas en los Imperios Ibéricos, 1808–1930, ed. Xavier Huetz de Lemps,
Gonzalo Álvarez Chillida, and María Dolores Elizalde (Madrid: Casa de Velázquez, 2018), 115–148; John N.
Schumacher SJ, “Historical Introduction,” in Father José Burgos: Priest and Nationalist (Quezon City: Ateneo
de Manila University Press, 1972), 1–44; John N. Schumacher SJ, “The Burgos Manifiesto: The Authentic
Text and its Genuine Author,” Philippine Studies 54, no. 2 (2006): 153–304; JohnN. Schumacher SJ, Readings
in Philippine Church History, 2nd ed. (Quezon City: Loyola School of Theology, 1987), 115–140; John N.
Schumacher SJ,Revolutionary Clergy: The Filipino Clergy and the NationalistMovement, 1850–1903 (Quezon
City: Ateneo de Manila University Press, 1981), 1–12; John D. Blanco, Frontier Constitutions: Christianity
and Colonial Empire in the Nineteenth-Century Philippines (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
2009), 64–94; John D. Blanco, Counter-Hispanization in the Colonial Philippines: Literature, Law, Religion,
and Native Custom (Amsterdam: AmsterdamUniversity Press, 2023), 21–23, and especially 79–102; Roberto
Blanco Andrés, Entre Frailes y Clérigos: Las Claves de la Cuestión Clerical en Filipinas, 1776–1872 (Madrid:
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, 2012); Roberto Blanco, “Pedro Peláez: Leader of the Filipino
Clergy,” trans. Renán Prado and Filomeno V. Aguilar Jr., Philippine Studies 58, no. 1–2 (2010): 3–43; Antolin
Uy SVD, The State of the Church in the Philippines, 1850–1875: The Correspondence Between the Bishops in
the Philippines and the Nuncio in Madrid (Tagaytay: Divine Word Seminary, 1984).

11John N. Schumacher SJ, The Propaganda Movement: The Creation of a Filipino Consciousness, The
Making of a Nation, rev. ed. (Quezon City: Ateneo deManila University Press, 1997), 83–104; 125–127; 301–
306.

12cf. Luciano P. R. Santiago, “The Filipino Clergy and the Secularization Decree of 1813,” Philippine
Studies 36, no. 1 (1988): 54–67.

13e.g., Teodoro Agoncillo, Malolos: The Crisis of the Republic, new ed. (Quezon City: University of the
Philippines Press, 1997); Onofre D. Corpuz, Saga and Triumph (Quezon City: University of the Philippines
Press, 2002), 273–285; Nicole CuUnjieng Aboitiz, Asian Place, Filipino Nation: A Global Intellectual History
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conveniently assumes that that which was forged in the crucible of revolution inherently
and automatically assumed the trappings of the modern, secular nation-state. However,
this assertion is ahistorical, since evidence from the Philippine Insurgent Records (PIR) to
which Agoncillo himself had access, completely showing the opposite trend: instead of a
supposed “secular” state that did not want to have anything to do with religion, the
documents reveal the constant desire of the Aguinaldo government to control ecclesias-
tical affairs.Most recently, the Southeast Asianist John T. Sidel turns to the “CultureWar”
of European anticlericalism and Freemasonry pitted against Ultramontane Catholicism
to explain the cosmopolitan origins of the Philippine Revolution.14 Despite mentioning
the Patronato, Sidel’s analysis fails to see patronage as being part of the very fabric of the
revolution he attempts to explain anew, even ignoring the issues raised by John Schu-
macher inRevolutionary Clergy (1981), which Sidel strangely cites only once.Worse, Sidel
does not even consider the development of the idea of secularism in Europe, a secularism
that subsumed the church within the sphere of the state, and the response of the
“Ultramontane” church to such development, that is, disavowing state intrusion into
the church.15 Ultimately, the connection between the revolution and its supposed
“background” which Sidel attempts to establish is very superficial.

Inversely, historians like John Schumacher and Cesar Majul have studied the religious
policies of the Aguinaldo government, but they set aside the framework of patronage,
arguing instead that such policies were mere expedient measures rather than actions that
could be understood systematically. In his impressive study of the Filipino nationalist
clergy, Schumacher surfaced the religious policies of the Aguinaldo government and
demonstrated the fraught relations between revolutionary leaders and Filipino clerics,
notably conflicts regarding church property, finances, and appointments. He is most
successful in showing the “crises of conscience” that confronted the clergy, especially as
the clergy realized that, contravening church teaching, the Philippine state desired to put
the church under its control.16 However, Schumacher’s interpretation becomes indeter-
minate because of his insistence on revolutionary expediency as the sole impetus for state
policies, rather than a deeply entrenched political tradition that Filipino revolutionists
have come to arrogate for themselves. To be fair, Schumachermentioned the Patronato in
his studies of the religious policies of the revolution, but he did not use this concept to
systematically frame his evidence.17 Furthermore, he reified the position of the Filipino
clergy as an undisputed theological claim that completely disavowed state intrusion into
ecclesiastical affairs (which was the norm under the Patronato), not mentioning nor
problematizing that such a position was a recent development in Papal teaching first
found in Pius IX’s “Syllabus of Errors” (1864). This assumption likewise undergirds the
interpretation of the two Jesuit biographers of Gregorio Aglipay—Pedro de Achútegui

of the Philippine Revolution, 1887–1912 (New York: Columbia University Press, 2020), 44–46, 82, 108;
Filomeno V. Aguilar, Jr., “Church-State Relations in the 1899 Malolos Constitution: Filipinization and
Visions of National Community,” Southeast Asian Studies 4, no. 2 (2015): 279–311.

14John T. Sidel, Republicanism, Communism, Islam: Cosmopolitan Origins of Revolution in Southeast Asia
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2021), 31–44, 46–49, 62.

15The best analysis comparing American and European secularisms is still John CourtneyMurray SJ, “Leo
XIII: Separation of Church and State,” Theological Studies 14, no. 2 (1953): 145–214.

16Schumacher, Revolutionary Clergy, 112–123; Schumacher, Readings in Philippine Church History, 278–
291.

17Schumacher, Readings in Philippine Church History, 280; Schumacher, Revolutionary Clergy, 91–93;
Schumacher, “Church and State in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries,” in Church and State, The
Philippine Experience, Loyola Papers No. 3 (Quezon City: Loyola Papers Board of Editors, 1978), 25–34.

Church History 5

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000964072500085X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000964072500085X


andMiguel Bernad.18 TisaWenger reinterprets the religious issues of the revolution in an
attempt to argue for the fluctuating rhetoric of religious freedom.19 However, the focus on
religious freedom clouds the much more important and central issue of patronage, or
what she labels in her work as religious establishment.

Majul, for his part, argued that the Aguinaldo government took concrete steps to
establish a “national church” that addressed the desire to dismantle the influence and
control of the Spanish clergy in the leadership of the Church, consequently putting
Filipinos at the helm of church leadership.20 He added that “the formation of a Filipino
Church was…a tool to further the aims of the Revolution” that “prevent[ed] an abrupt
departure from the past.”21 The idea of a “national church” has been recently rehashed by
Peter Ben-Smit.22 For comparison, Charles Keith uses the term “national church” to
loosely describe the Catholic Church in Vietnam emerging from the colonial (imperial)
and missionary period.23 However, the use of the term “national church” to explain the
collective religious policies of the revolution is rather inaccurate since national churches
are entities independent of Rome, similar to the Church of England.24 In some cases, these
were churches related to ethnicities, such as the schismatic Polish National Catholic
Church.25 The Catholic Church in Vietnam, in Keith’s own description, maintained
allegiance to Rome. In the Philippines, revolutionists did not envision a schism from
Rome: they all wanted the Holy See to sanction their control of the church through a
concordat that would have established patronage. Majul’s insistence on the concept of a
national church during the revolution was perhaps an anticipation of the layman Isabelo
de los Reyes’s founding of the schismatic Iglesia Filipina Independiente (Philippine
Independent Church [IFI]) in 1902, of which Aglipay became the first supreme bishop
(obispo máximo), but this is an anachronism that pretends to provide a foundation to
what Aglipay did after the revolution.

By focusing on the debates concerning the status of Catholicism in the nascent
Philippine nation-state and the supposed right of the state to control ecclesiastical
appointments, this article ultimately highlights the complex and contested legacies of
church-state relations in the post-imperial Hispanic world.

18Pedro S. de Achútegui SJ and Miguel Bernad SJ, Religious Revolution in the Philippines (Manila: Ateneo
de Manila University, 1960–1972), 1: 36–114 [4 volumes, hereafter RRP].

19Tisa Wenger, Religious Freedom: The Contested History of an American Ideal (Chapel Hill, NC:
University of North Carolina Press, 2017), 56–67.

20Cesar Adib Majul, The Political and Constitutional Ideas of the Philippine Revolution (Quezon City:
University of the Philippines Press, 1966); 157–159; Cesar Adib Majul, “Anticlericalism during the Reform
Movement and the Philippine Revolution,” in Studies in Philippine Church History, ed. Gerald H Anderson
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1969), 152–171; Cesar Adib Majul, Mabini and the Philippine
Revolution, rev. ed. (Quezon City: University of the Philippines Press, 1996), 314–322, 343–361.

21Majul, Political and Constitutional Ideas, 152–159, 195.
22Peter Ben-Smit, Old Catholic and Philippine Independent Ecclesiologies: The Catholic Church in Every

Place (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 108–110, 119–142.
23Charles Keith, Catholic Vietnam: A Church from Empire to Nation (Berkeley, CA: University of

California Press, 2012).
24John Morrow, “The National Church in Coleridge’s Church and State: A Response to Allen,” Journal of

the History of Ideas 47, no. 4 (1986): 640–652.
25Laurence Orzell, “A Minority within a Minority: The Polish National Catholic Church, 1896–1907,”

Polish American Studies 36, no. 1 (1979): 5–32.
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II. Codifying Church and Nation-State

The status of Catholicism in the emergent nation-state was the subject of intense debate,
especially in the Malolos Congress, inaugurated on 15 September 1898 at Barasoain
church in Malolos, Bulacan that was then serving as the headquarters of the revolution.
Intended as a representative legislative body, the first task of theMalolos Congress was the
drafting of a constitution in which the most contentious provision was church-state
separation. In this debate, Filipinos asked whether Catholicism was the basis of national
unity, and consequently, if there was a need to make the Roman Catholic Church the
established church.26 The debate, however, was just an incident to a much more
important and definite goal: the need to officially establish the Philippine state’s patron-
age of the Catholic Church. Felipe Calderón, the lawyer who drafted the Malolos
Constitution, explained that his adoption of church-state union was a preparation for
the projected concordat with the Holy See that would regulate church-state relations in
the Philippines and expedite the Filipinization of the Catholic hierarchy and the expro-
priation of the estates of the Spanish friars.27 As I have discussed in another article, the
diplomacy of the Aguinaldo government gravitated toward this main goal.28 Apolinario
Mabini, Calderón’s political enemy, had intended the same thing despite his anticleri-
calism and separationism.29 Mabini was a lawyer and philosopher who served as
Aguinaldo’s close adviser, prime minister, foreign minister, and later chief justice; as will
be discussed shortly, he intervened heavily in ecclesiastical affairs.

Felipe Calderón’s draft constitution proposed the establishment of Roman Catholi-
cism as national identity and state religion while simultaneously providing for religious
freedom on the private, individual level (Articles 5, 6, 7).The constitution was patterned
after the constitutions of France, Belgium, Mexico, Brazil, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, and
Guatemala because these nations supposedly shared similar conditions to the Philippines,
with Nicaragua, Costa Rica, and Guatemala establishing Roman Catholicism as the state
church and signing concordats with the Holy See to formalize patronage.30 Almost
immediately, Calderón’s proposal was opposed by some members of Congress who
petitioned for an amendment of the provision on religion: “The state recognises the
liberty and equality of all religions as well as the separation of the Church and State.”31

Preceding Calderón, Apolinario Mabini penned his own draft constitution which,
although declaring the separation of church and state, provided the state with as much
power to regulate religion as if the Patronato had been established. Mabini’s draft was set
aside in favor of Calderón’s. Inspired by republican and secular trends in Europe, Mabini
introduced his vision for a state charter with a “TrueDecalogue” that contained his idea of
a strong, all-encompassing nation-state which purported to be the basis of all human

26Aguilar, “Church-State Relations”; Sidel, Republicanism, Communism, Islam, 62; Agoncillo, Malolos,
223–225; Majul, Political and Constitutional Ideas, 92–130; Majul, Mabini and the Philippine Revolution,
314–322; Wenger, Religious Freedom, 61–65.

27Felipe Calderón,Mis Memorias sobre la Revolución Filipina: Segunda Etapa, 1898 á 1901 (Manila: Imp.
de El Renacimiento, 1907), 243.

28Jethro A. E. A. Calacday, “The Politics of Recognition in US-Philippine-Vatican Relations, 1898–1899,”
Diplomatic History 49, no. 2 (2025): 254–278, https://doi.org/10.1093/dh/dhaf002

29Majul, Political and Constitutional Ideas, 158.
30Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 17, 19–23, 71–72, n. 1. CR denotes the pagination of the appendix

containing the proceedings of the Malolos Congress.
31Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 28–29.
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existence.32 Mabini emphasized that the nation must be loved, second only to God and
one’s honor, because it was solely through the nation that “you have life, love, and
possessions; you achieve comfort, honor, and God.” For Mabini, individual lives, desires,
bodily comforts, needs, and even religion were subsumed within the nation-state.33 Thus,
whenMabini wrote that onewas free to choose and practice a religion on the basis of one’s
conscience, he was not making such statement as an ode to an individual choice to believe
in God, for even conscience and religion were subject to the interests of the nation-state.

Mabini’s proposed religious policy in his draft constitution articulated the overreach-
ing power of the nation-state as the basis of all human existence and endeavor, especially
in the practice of religion. Article 12 declared that the Philippine Republic, as a society
(Katipunan) of individual persons, did not profess any religion but that individual
conscience should be the basis of one’s religious choice. But having privatized religion,
the article further provided that “no public manifestation of religion shall be permitted
without the express permission of the authorities.”34While private reason and conscience
were the domains of religion, the public exercise of that conscience and reason, according
to the logic of Mabini’s proposal, was under the sovereign power of the state. Article
14, the projected Bill of Rights, went so far as to proscribe the existence and residence in
the Philippines of religious orders that had superiors in Rome, leaving only in the
archipelago those priests who directly answered to the local bishop. This provision not
only localized the hierarchy but had inexorably presumed that ecclesiastical authority was
subject to the authority of government.35 As a true secularist, therefore, Mabini envi-
sioned not the disappearance of religion from public life but the state’s total and complete
control of it. In this sense, Mabini was not different from Calderón.

The debate on church-state separation in the Malolos Constitution, which began
on 22 November 1898, heavily focused on the utility of a Catholic nation-state in unifying
the country in a time of revolution.36 On the one hand, although affirming that Chris-
tianity was the best among all the religions of the world, opponents of church-state union
made their case with the argument from the history of religious intolerance and perse-
cution.37 Separationists argued that within the structure of religious unity, the power of
the Papacy was ingested (se ingiere) within civil power, making it thus vulnerable to state
intrusion. They claimed that paradoxically, Catholicism was flourishing in the secular
United States, unlike Catholic Spain that had the Patronato in place.38 Noting the
presence of the Muslim population in the southern part of the archipelago, separationists
contended that adopting a state religion would inevitably lead to civil war. Roman
Catholicism, they concluded, cannot be the principle of national unity, given that the
kind of Catholicism in the Philippines was a product of “theocratic feudalism”
(feudalismo teocrático).39 On the other hand, Calderón argued for church-state union,

32For Mabini’s idea of collective political power, see Johaina Crisostomo, “‘Self-Reliance, Self-Sacrifice’”:
Translating Ethics across Empires inMaximoM. Kalaw’s The Filipino Rebel (1930),”American Quarterly 73,
no. 3 (2021): 535–556.

33Apolinario Mabini, Panukala sa Pagkakana nang Repúblika nang Pilipinas (Kavite: Limbagan sa
Kapamahalaan ni M. Z. Fajardo, 1898).

34Mabini, Panukala sa Pagkakana, 20–21.
35Mabini, Panukala sa Pagkakana, 22.
36For all these details, see Agoncillo, Malolos, 241–251; Aguilar, “Church-State Relations,” 282–300.
37Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 73, 82, 94.
38Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 80–81.
39Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 75–76, 95.
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arguing emphatically that the dissolution of religious unity was the disintegration of the
nation.40 He defended his draft by arguing that in a country separated by geography and a
multiplicity of tongues, Catholicism was “the only bond which connected the Tagalog
with the Visayan, the Cagayan with the Bicol, was religion.”41 He furthermore argued that
the constitutions of other nations, such as Greece, Prussia, Russia, Guatemala, Denmark,
England, and Costa Rica, proved that church-state union was not a sign of civilizational
regression but was the norm even in the most progressive of nations.42

Nevertheless, while differing in their views on the Catholic Church’s place in public life
and national identity, both sides of the debate implicitly agreed that religionwas the state’s
responsibility. The debate in Malolos was divisive not only because of contending visions
of the national community43 but also because of the contending visions of how the state
was to control the church. On 29November 1899, the delegates of Congress voted in favor
of separation, with a tie broken by amere one vote.44 Article 5 of theMalolos Constitution
formally instituted the separation of church and state.

It was paramount for the advocates of religious unity to sustain the argument that the
basis of national unity was a common Catholicity, an idea known as Integralism.
Integralism assumed that the foundation of political and social ordering was Catholic
doctrine, and therefore, Catholicism could also accommodate nationalism and patriot-
ism, as was the case of tradicionalismo in Spain.45 Filipino priests were able to support
for the Philippine Revolution not because they were liberals but because they were
nationalists.46 Writing for the revolutionary paper La Unión published in Nueva Cáceres
(now Naga City), Padre Flaviano Inciso argued that national progress depended on
aspiring to excel (mag ̃naghig ̃noa nin mag ̃na marahay na pangauégaué) in the service
of God (pagsirve sa Dios), interpersonal relations (pagpaquicapua tauo), and self-care
(pagpag ̃nataman ta satuyá man sana), in addition to excelling in agriculture, industry,
and commerce (sa mag ̃na pananom, sa mag ̃na pag-industria, asin sa mag ̃na pagnego-
cio).47 Padre Mariano Villafuerte, the parish priest of the cathedral of Nueva Cáceres,
argued that sinceGodwas “the Sovereign and Supreme author of Society,”worship of him
ought to be public and therefore protected by the state. In the context of the Philippines,
this was the Catholic religion, which Villafuerte called the “one true religion.”48 In his

40Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 85, 89–91, 94.
41Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 91.
42“La Iglesia y el Estado,” El Católico Filipino, 13, 16, and 21 December 1898. Calderón was probably the

author of this series of essays since he was one of the paper’s editors.
43Aguilar, “Church-State Relations.”
44Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 96.
45For a recent, excellent primer on Catholic Integralism, see Xavier Foccroulle Ménard and Anna Su,

“Liberalism, Catholic Integralism, and theQuestion of Religious Freedom,”BYULawReview 47, no. 4 (2022):
1171–1219. On nineteenth-century Spanish Integrism, see John N. Schumacher SJ, “Integrism: A Study in
Nineteenth-Century Spanish Politico-Religious Thought,” The Catholic Historical Review 48, no. 3 (1962):
343–363.

46cf. Schumacher, “BurgosManifiesto,” 155–165. Liberals used the nationalist angle of the church issue to
forward their aspirations. For a history of liberalism in the nineteenth-century Philippines, see Lisandro
Claudio, José Rizal: Liberalism and the Paradox of Coloniality (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave MacMillan,
2019), especially 10–11.

47Flaviano Inciso, “Consejo a mis paisanos filipinos,” La Unión, 13 February 1899.
48M[ariano] Villafuerte, “Libertad de Cultos,” La Unión, 16 January 1899; M[ariano] Villafuerte, “Más

sobre la Libertad de Cultos,” La Unión, 20 February 1899. The only surviving copy of this newspaper is in the
Library of Congress.
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debut article as El Creyente (The Believer) in the newspaper La República Filipina, Padre
Manuel E. Roxas, the Aguinaldo government’s director of worship, depicted Filipinos as
fervent Catholics and argued that the imposition of religious liberty was inapplicable to
the Philippines.49 One anonymous columnist, for his part, even declared that “without
faith there is no society, because without a common symbol of religious, moral, and
political creeds, neither could unity be possible.”50

Advocates of religious unity also showcased the antiquity of Catholicism as proof of its
durability and intertwining with Filipino identity. In a nation like the Philippines, with a
Catholic majority, commentators encouraged the preservation of the beliefs and maxims
that govern the “Christian customs” (cristianas costumbres) of the Filipino nation, adding
that it was “fair…that this Nation or State should adopt as its own the religion of all
Filipinos.”51 Others appealed directly to antiquity, arguing that Catholicism was the
“legacy of our forebears” ([herencia] de nuestros antepasados).52 In his address to the
delegates of the Malolos Congress, Padre Adriano Garcés of Dagupan insisted that the
Filipinos were “very Catholic[,] which is the emblem of its race” (distintivo de su raza) and
were willing to sacrifice to preserve and defend “that Religion inherited from their
forebears” (esa Religión heredada de sus padres).53 Edited by Felipe Calderón and Padre
Mariano Sevilla, the periodical El Católico Filipino opined that Catholicism, having taken
root in the Philippines, was “the religion of our ancestors, that which made our mothers
honorable and made us and our children dignified citizens.”54 In its protest against
church-state separation, the Filipino clergy collectively reminded Aguinaldo that the
time-tested customs of the Catholic Church were the solid foundations of a lasting unity
for the Filipino Republic: “that which could save a Nation…are the feelings engraved
upon the heart by the passing of time through the influence of strong institutions, by the
antiquity of its habits and customs; it is unity in religious thinking whichmakes the people
one body.55 Catholicism for integralists was not simply an identity to be discarded but an
indelible facet of Filipino national life, an inherited legacy independent from the change of
political regimes. In a society rent by disunity, the church became the constant and
unchanging referent given its “divine and universal”mission for the salvation of souls, a
mission that transcended race and nationality.56

The argument for unity, however, did not convince the laity as it did the clergy.
On 7November 1898, theComité Popular of Quiapo,Manila, passed a resolution arguing
that the state need not protect a particular religion (religión determinada).57 Looking at
examples from other nations, columnists against religious unity pointed out how the
secular United States enabled the flourishing of Roman Catholicism.58 Debating Padre

49“La Fé en Filipinas,” LaRepública Filipina, 23October 1898. See also “LaUnidad Religiosa,” LaRepública
Filipina, 27 October 1898.

50“La Educación Popular,” El Católico Filipino, 21 December 1898.
51“Una Súplica al Sr. Director de la República Filipina,” La República Filipina, 1 December 1898.
52“La Separación del Estado del Iglesia,” La Unión, 16 February 1899.
53Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 117. Calderón mistakenly used the name Mariano for Adriano.
54“Nuestro Nombre,” El Católico Filipino, 13 December 1898. See also Felipe Calderón to Archbishop

Bernardino Nozaleda, undated, NLP, PIR SD 619.18.
55“El Clero filipino angustiado…” 10 December 1898, NLP, PIR SD 619.24.
56“Los Partidos Políticos y la Iglesia,” La República Filipina, 11 December 1898.
57“El Comité Popular de Kiapo…” 7 November 1898, NLP, PIR SD 160.10.
58Calderón, Mis Memorias, CR 80; “La Libertad Religiosa,” La República Filipina, 28 October 1898; “La

Libertad Religiosa II,” La República Filipina, 5 November 1898; “A ‘El Creyente III,’” La República Filipina,
22 November 1898.

10 Jethro A. E. A. Calacday

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000964072500085X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000964072500085X


Villafuerte, the layman Francisco Álvarez wrote in La Unión that prohibiting religious
freedomwas a sign of civilizational regression: if more prosperous countries had religious
freedom, why cannot the Philippines have it?59 In a series of articles, the anonymous
columnist Ambut (Visayan for the expression “Whatever”) refuted the arguments of El
Creyente by asserting that religious liberty was an inherent right that the state ought to
protect; protecting one religion meant bestowing the clergy with immense political
power.60 Ambut argued that “the flourishing of our most holy religion owes itself to
the separation of the Church from public power in the first centuries of Christianity.”61

Declaring himself a Catholic, Ambut attacked the proposition that Catholicism was the
basis of national unity by noting that the kind of Catholicism in the Philippines was a
“contorted admixture of good and bad desires, and a shapeless hodgepodge of dogmas
and superstitions, like the anting-anting and other sorcery.”62 By presenting these
observations, Ambut called into question the authenticity of Filipino Catholicism: for
him, the basis of unity which the clergy wanted to imagine as “good religion,” was not
good at all.63

It must be noted, however, that church-state union for the Filipino clergy did notmean
that the church was subject to the control of the state. Basing their arguments on the
doctrine of “two perfect societies,” Filipino priests maintained that the church ought to be
free to regulate itself without the intrusion of civil officials. In the nineteenth century,
Rome’s teachings on the secular state began to change: faced with the challenges of the
German Kulturkampf, the Italian and Questione Romana, French laïcité, and regalism in
Bourbon Spain, theHoly See emphasized the “two perfect societies” of church and state in
Pope Leo XIII’s encyclical Immortale Dei (1885). Leo argued that the churchwas a societas
perfecta (perfect society) entitled to have a separate corporate, juridical existence and
thereby have the right to possess property and direct its internal policies unencumbered
by the state. The state, also a perfect society, was entitled to the free exercise of its own
prerogatives for the advancement of the common good.64 The doctrinal developments of
the nineteenth-century Catholic Church, therefore, was a repudiation of the Patronato
that gave the state extensive rights over ecclesiastical appointments and properties, indeed
the exercise of the state’s secular power.65 In fact, Pope Pius IX, the Pontiff who preceded
Leo XIII, had already condemned in his Syllabus of Errors the idea that the state had
inherent rights to oversee ecclesiastical appointments through government exequatur,
adding that the idea that the churchwas not entitled to a separate corporate existence with
the concomitant rights to acquire property was downright iniquitous.66

59F[rancisco] Álvarez, “Algo sobre la libertad religiosa,” La Unión, 30 January 1899. Álvarez was a lawyer
who was later, under American rule in 1907, elected as the representative of the third district of Camarines
province in the Philippine Assembly. In 1899, he was the associate editor of La Unión. For these details, see
Anthony R. Tuohy, ed., Album Histórico de la Primera Asamblea Filipina (Manila: n.p., 1908), 19.

60“A ‘El Creyente II,’” La República Filipina, 15 November 1898; “A ‘El Creyente.’” La República Filipina,
8 November 1898.

61“A ‘El Creyente III’” La República Filipina, 22 November 1898.
62“A ‘El Creyente IV’” La República Filipina, 6 December 1898.
63On the idea of “good” religion, see Tisa Wenger, “Making Religion in Michilimackinac: Settler

Secularism andUS Empire,” in Religion andUS Empire: Critical NewHistories, ed. TisaWenger and Sylvester
Johnson (New York: New York University Press, 2022), 41–62.

64Leo XIII, Immortale Dei par. 10, https://www.vatican.va/content/leo-xiii/en/encyclicals/documents/hf_
l-xiii_enc_01111885_immortale-dei.html.

65Murray, “Leo XIII: Separation of Church and State.”
66Pius IX, Syllabus of Errors, sec. V and VI, https://www.papalencyclicals.net/pius09/p9syll.htm.
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Oceans away in the Philippines, this Papal intellectual ferment enabled Filipino priests
to assert the independence of the church from the control of the Aguinaldo government.
Filipino patriot Padre Agustín de la Peña, the Filipino curate of Dumangas, Iloilo and the
appointed ecclesiastical governor of the Diocese of Jaro who later in 1900 died after
enduring torture byUS soldiers, penned a long epistle on church and state as a response to
a decree from the Estado Federal de Bisayas (Federal State of the Visayas) that levied taxes
on the performance of sacraments.67 Peña argued intensely that the church was a “perfect
society” (sociedad perfecta) entitled to the free and independent exercise of its rights
guaranteed by Christ himself. Drawing attention to examples from other “civilized”
nations, Peña argued that Catholic governments had always respected the independence
of the church.68 Echoing Papal teaching, he averred that “civil and ecclesiastical author-
ities should be mutually independent, each in its own sphere, that they may provide
support for each other in the better realization of their specific goals. This harmony is
advantageous to both [authorities], necessary for subjects who are members of each
society.”69 Padre Pablo Singzón, the Filipino ecclesiastical governor of the Diocese of
Cebú who in 1910 became the bishop of Calbayog in Samar, likewise invoked the idea of a
qualified religious unity. In his circular of 17 May 1899 addressed to the priests of Cebú,
Singzón condemned the interpretation of patronage byMalolos officials as “interference”
into ecclesiastical authority. He accused government functionaries of seizing his corre-
spondence and subjecting him to surveillance, thereby impeding him in the exercise of his
duties as a churchman.70 In his admonition of Aguinaldo, Padre Lupo Carpio of Porac,
Pampanga, wrote thus:

We owe obedience to temporal authority, and we have always manifested such
obedience in those concerns which were within its sphere of competence. It is, after
all, a duty of conscience; but it is equally obligatory for us to obey that which our
spiritual chief commands of us, according to his spiritual authority, according to
what ecclesiastical law requires of us, that same law or legislation which I suppose
your government surely does not propose to oppose nor modify.71

Nevertheless, the response of the Aguinaldo government to all these debates and
contentions was to hold on to its power over the church. The Malolos Constitution was
promulgated on 21 January 1899. The Philippine Republic meanwhile was inaugurated
on 23 January with Aguinaldo as its president. Although a separationist, Mabini’s first act
as cabinet president (a position he held until 4 May 1899) was to advise Aguinaldo, citing
the utter divisiveness of the religious question, to postpone the enactment of the
constitution’s fifth article until the independence of the republic had been recognized.72

67Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 21 July 1899, Archdiocesan Archive of Jaro [hereafter AAJ], Libro de
Órdenes Episcopales [hereafter LO], Pavia (Iloilo), 24v–27r. For the Estado Federal de Bisayas, see
Filomeno V. Aguilar, Jr., “The Republic of Negros,” Philippine Studies 48, no. 1 (2000): 26–52, especially
31–32.

68Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 21 July 1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 15v, 17v.
69Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 21 July 1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 20r–v.
70Pablo Singzon, Circular, 17 May 1899, NLP, PIR SD 160.3.
71Lupo Carpio to Aguinaldo, 1 November 1898, NLP, PIR SD 165.1.
72Mabini to Aguinaldo, January 1899, in John R.M. Taylor, The Philippine Insurrection against the United

States: A Compilation of Documents with Notes and Introduction (Pasay: Eugenio López Foundation, 1971),
5:455 [hereafter Taylor, 5 volumes.]/NLP, PIR SD 472.10. See also Mabini to Aguinaldo, 14 January 1899, in

12 Jethro A. E. A. Calacday

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000964072500085X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000964072500085X


Aguinaldo in hismessage of 1 January 1899, drafted byMabini, suspended the separation of
church and state, mandated the continued financial support of parish priests by the
municipality, and ordered the expulsion of all Spanish friars, including the remaining
Spanish bishops.73 These orders found their way in the final form of the constitution,
crystallized in Article 100. By leaving the religious situation in statu quo ante, Mabini and
Aguinaldo set the conditions for the continuity of ecclesiastical patronage in the new
republic.74

III. Controlling Ecclesiastical Appointments

With the Patronato in mind, the Aguinaldo government sought to exercise the right to
present candidates for ecclesiastical positions.75 The Patronato concession that gave civil
authority the power to present candidates for ecclesiastical positions is a quintessential
exercise of secularism, giving the state the right to shape the church’s internal policies.
Nevertheless, as it was under the Spanish Patronato, such state power was highly
contested and debated in the First Philippine Republic. Following Spanish practice, the
government regulated ecclesiastical appointments through the Justice Department
(Ministerio de Gracia y Justicia), whose secretary in 1898 was Gregorio Araneta. Direct
supervision of these appointments, meanwhile, was the duty of the Dirección de Cúltos
(Bureau of Worship), a section within the Justice Department, with Padre Manuel E.
Roxas, a licenciado in canon law, as its director.76 Documentation of this period also
shows that supervision of church matters oscillated between the Justice Department and
the Interior Department whose secretary in 1898 was Leandro Ibarra.

The presentation of candidates as defined by the Recopilación was the defining feature
of Spanish patronage.77 It was the responsibility of the Council of the Indies (later the
Ministerio de Ultramar) to draw up a terna (list of three candidates) for vacant bishoprics,
from which the Sovereign chose one to be presented to the Holy See for canonical
confirmation, consecration, and installation.78 The appointment of parish priests fol-
lowed the same process in the inverse. Once a vacancy arose, candidates were subjected to
a competitive exam called the concursus, at the end of which the bishop created a terna
from which the governor-general, as the vice royal patron, selected one for a canonical

National Heroes Commission,The Letters of ApolinarioMabini (Manila: National Historical Institute, 1999),
91–93.

73Aguinaldo, Message, 1 January 1899, in Taylor 3:455–458/NLP, PIR SD 40.8/Apolinario Mabini, La
Revolución Filipina con Otros Documentos de la Época (Manila: Bureau of Printing, 1931), 1:232–235
[hereafter RF, 2 volumes].

74Constitución Política de Filipinas (Nueva Cáceres: Imprenta ‘La Bicolana’, 1899), 29.
75cf. Andrés Ferrero OAR, Circular, 27 February 1899, transmitted in Agustín de la Peña, Circular,

27 February 1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 7r–8r, especially 7v.
76Schumacher, Revolutionary Clergy, 74–76; “Un Sacerdote Filipino,” La República Filipina, 12 November

1898.
77Recopilación Tomo 1, Libro 1, Título 6.
78Serapio Tamayo OP, Idea General de la Disciplina Eclesiástica en Filipinas durante la Dominación

Española [Discurso leído en la apertura annual de los estudios de laUniversidad Pontificia de Santo Tomás de
Manila, el día 2 de Julio de 1906] (Manila: Estab. Tip. del Colegio de Santo Tomás, 1906), 35–36; Domingo
Abella, “Episcopal Succession in the Philippines,” Philippine Studies 7, no. 4 (1959): 435–447; Pablo
Fernández OP, History of the Church in the Philippines, 1521–1898 (Manila: National Bookstore, 1979),
33–34.
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appointment.79 For parishes run by religious orders, the selection process was usually
undertaken not by the bishop but by the order’s provincial superior, who selected from
among his own confreres candidates for vacancies (thus, disqualifying other candidates,
i.e., the secular clergy). The provincial then presented a terna to the vice royal patron, who
chose one to be presented to the bishop for canonical confirmation.80 This special process
for the religious parish priests made them immune to episcopal authority, one of the
issues that sparked the secularization controversy of the mid-nineteenth century. Parish
priests had tenure (amovilidad) and “owned” the parish or benefice as proprietary curates
(cura proprietario).81

In the late nineteenth century, the Aguinaldo government seized control of this
process. On 20 October 1898, Aguinaldo issued a decree declaring that no Filipino priest
appointed by the Spanish archbishop of Manila, the Dominican friar Bernardino Noza-
leda, could be recognized without having obtained authorization from government.
Aguinaldo cited his suspicions of priests who continued to subject themselves to the
authority of Nozaleda as his primary motivation.82 Aguinaldo firmly reiterated this
injunction in a short circular dated 3 November 1898 in which he vowed to punish
Filipino priests who continued to follow the orders of Nozaleda, considering them guilty
of espionage against the government.83

Aguinaldo’s decree and circular were the foundations of the policy that authorized the
canonical appointments of parish priests, a policy that was defined, refined, executed, and
managed by the Justice Department and the Worship Bureau in 1898. Variably, the term
confirmation (confirmar) was also used in lieu of “authorize,” bearing the same idea that
the government gave approval to an appointment made by an ecclesiastical authority. In
canonical terms, this process was known as exequatur or the regium placet, the mecha-
nism by which civil authority enacted and executed papal bulls, decrees, mandates, and
most especially recognized ecclesiastical appointments. In this policy, the revolutionary
government had very little intervention in the actual process of selecting a candidate,
although hypothetically it could refuse approbation and therefore incapacitate the priest
in the exercise of his duties.84 Nevertheless, as will be remembered, exequatur had already
been condemned by the Pius IX in the Syllabus of Errors.

79cf. Fernández, History of the Church, 37–8; Tamayo, Idea General, 58–59. The entire process is outlined
in Session XXIV, Chapter XVIII of the decrees of reform of the Council of Trent. See also Gregorio Aglipay,
Circular, 7 January 1899, Archdiocesan Archive of Nueva Segovia [hereafter AANS], LO Bantay (Ilocos Sur),
269r; Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 3 June 1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 14r.

80Fernández, History of the Church, 38; Tamayo, La Disciplina Eclesiástica, 66.
81Francisco Gaínza, “Amovilidad de los Curas Regulares de las Yslas Filipinas” [Part 1], Philippiniana

Sacra 47, no. 141 (2012): 761–802; Francisco Gaínza, “Amovilidad de los Curas Regulares de las Yslas
Filipinas” [Part 2], Philippiniana Sacra 47, no. 142 (2012): 1033–1080; Horacio de la Costa SJ, “Episcopal
Jurisdiction in the Philippines during the Spanish Regime,” in Studies in Philippine Church History,
ed. Gerald H. Anderson (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1969), 44–64; Blanco Andrés, Entre Frailes
y Clérigos.

82Aguinaldo, Decree, 20 Oct 1898, NLP, PIR SD 167.1/NLP, PIR SD 160.8–160.9.
83Aguinaldo, 3 November 1898, in Anastasio Cuento Cruz to Aguinaldo, 5 November 1898, NLP, PIR SD

165.8.
84In at least three instances was the term exequatur used explicitly: Leandro Ibarra to Lupo Carpio,

20 November 1898, NLP, PIR SD 165.6; Antonio Padilla to Gregorio Araneta, 21 November 1898,
“Expediente…Antonio Padilla,” NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy”; Ambrosio Flores to Gregorio
Araneta, 23 November 1898, NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy.”
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Secretary Araneta and Padre Roxas implicitly conceded that the Aguinaldo govern-
ment succeeded in the exercise of patronage, but with limited powers unlike the Spanish
vice royal patron. The generic answer to requests for authorization often enjoined the
applicant “to satisfy” (reúnar) the canonical conditions required for the appointment,
showing that Roxas andAraneta relied heavily on the strength of ecclesiastical rather than
civil jurisdiction. In effect, despite their hostility against the friars, the Aguinaldo
government de facto recognized the authority of Archbishop Nozaleda.85 Before the
20October decree, Aguinaldo himself approved requests for authorization, but eventually
a more uniform process within the Justice Department emerged: requests from priests
were received andwere then approved by the Justice Secretary, with the decision endorsed
to local government officials.86 Vicars forane appointed by the Spanish bishops were
recognized by government without difficulty using this system.87 Appointments of
Filipino priests who were delegated (encargado) by Spanish curas propietarios who either
fled or were captured by revolutionary forces were likewise swiftly approved in the same
manner.88

Central and local government, however, diverged in the manner of appointing parish
priests since municipal presidentes (mayors) and the juntas populares (municipal coun-
cils) often intervened in the parishes by asking priests from the government, rather than
the bishops.89 In some instances, Filipino priests themselves colluded with local officials
to acquire important and lucrative parishes abandoned by the Spanish friars.90 Most of
these requests were turned down, with the exception of requests for confirmation sent by
provincial governors on behalf of priests who already possessed canonical appointments

85Francisco Carreón to Emilio Aguinaldo, 17 October 1898; Emilio Aguinaldo, Decree, 25 October 1898–
both in PIR SD 165.7; Papers on Lorenzo Fernández, NLP, PIR SD 208.5. Before his appointment, Fernández
was in San Francisco de Malabon, Cavite; Esteban del Rosario to Aguinaldo, 4 August 1898, NLP, PIR I-26,
f. 2, “Appointment of Priests.”

86For a complete set of documents, see, e.g., “Expediente sobre el nombramiento…Francisco Carreon”
NLP, PIR I-26, f. 2, “Appointment of Priests.”

87Ambrosio Bautista to Aguinaldo, 5 September 1898, NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy”;
Aguinaldo, Decree, 17 September 1898, NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy”; Antonio Padilla to
Gregorio Araneta, 21 November 1898; Araneta, Decree, 7 December 1898; Araneta to Provincial Chief of
Pangasinan, 7 December 1898–“Expediente…Antonio Padilla,” NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy.”
For the decree of Padilla’s appointment, see José Hevia Campomanes, Circular, 23 October 1898, RRP
3:87–88.

88Anselmo Fermo to Gregorio Araneta, 28 November 1898; Araneta, Decree, 29 November 1898; Araneta
to Provincial Chief of Nueva Ecija, 29 November 1898––“Expediente Anselmo Fermo,” NLP, PIR I-26, f. 2,
“Appointment of Priests”; Leonardo Depusoy to Araneta, 8 November 1898; Araneta, Decree, 16 November
1898; Araneta to Provincial Chief of Antipolo, 16 November 1898, “Expediente…Leonardo Depusoy,”NLP,
PIR I-26, f. 2, “Appointment of Priests.”

89President of Pulilan to Aguinaldo, 9 September 1898, NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy”; Manuel
Genuito to Leandro Ibarra, 22 November 1898; Araneta to Provincial Chief of Batangas, 7 December
1898–“Expediente…Ángel Ylagan,” NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Secretaría de Justicia”; Leandro Ibarra to Gregorio
Araneta, 21 December 1898, NLP, PIR I-26, f. 3, “Secretaría de Justicia.”

90Ulpiano Herrero Sampedro OP, Nuestra Prisión en Poder de los Revolucionarios Filipinos (Manila:
Imprenta del Colegio de Sto. Tomás, 1900), 541, 603–604; Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 3 June 1899, AAJ, LO
Pavia (Iloilo), 14r; Gregorio Aglipay, Circular, 7 January 1899, AANS, LO Bantay (Ilocos Sur), 269r/RRP
3:162–163; Schumacher, Revolutionary Clergy, 103.
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from the archbishop.91 The clergy in the province of Nueva Ecija, for instance, was
enjoined by the provincial governor to elect a leader that effectively took the place of the
Spanish bishop, but the said election was only approved by Leandro Ibarra, the Interior
Secretary, on the condition that it did not “touch upon ecclesiastical jurisdiction.”92 Such
“intrusions” of local governments continued under American rule, especially with the
seizure of church buildings by municipalities on behalf of the IFI, consistent as this
pattern of behavior was with the prevailing notion amongst Filipino politicians that civil
authority had the right to regulate ecclesiastical affairs.

The contradiction to the prevailing government ecclesiastical policy was introduced by
no less than Aguinaldo himself. On 20 October 1898, the same day that he issued his
exequatur decree, Aguinaldo appointed Padre Gregorio Aglipay as vicario general cas-
trense (military vicar general). The appointment of Aglipay effectively established a
conflicting ecclesiastical policy within the same government, ordered by the same person,
and handed down on the same day. Aglipay had earlier served as military chaplain
(capellan castrense) of Aguinaldo’s army, interpreting his position as capellan as endow-
ing him “with the full powers to deal with the Filipino clergy.”93 Following this logic, his
appointment as military vicar general was a promotion to greater ecclesiastical authority
and jurisdiction.94 Aguinaldo’s actual decree is scant in detail as to what a military vicar
general exactly was, so Aglipay filled in the lacuna when he issued three manifestos as
military vicar general.95

In his first manifesto dated 21 October 1898, Aglipay noted that the political eman-
cipation of the Filipino people from Spanish authority was their liberation from the
authority of the Spanish bishops. Drafted by Mabini, this first manifesto proposed the
establishment of ecclesiastical patronage in three steps: first, the rejection of the authority
of the Spanish friar bishops; second, the establishment of a provisional authority that
proceeded from Aglipay with the blessing of government; and third, the commencement
of diplomatic relations between the Aguinaldo government and the Holy See.96 These
proposals emboldened Aguinaldo in asserting the powers of patronage through Aglipay’s
ministrations.

Aglipay’s declarations, however, surfaced the lingering dilemma of the Filipino clergy:
to reject the authority of the Spanish bishops was to incur ecclesiastical censure and dally
in schism, while doing the contrary was to incite the suspicion of government.97 In an
editorial, Roxas asked: “what ought the Filipino clergy do in this battle between two
authorities?”98While recapitulating the discrimination harbored against the native clergy
by the Spanish friars, Roxas debunked the idea that in obeying the Spanish bishops,

91Ambrosio Flores to Leandro Ibarra, 23 September 1898; Leandro Ibarra to Ambrosio Flores,
18 November 1898–NLP, PIR SD I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy.” See also “Expediente…Mariano Sarili,”
NLP, PIR SD I-26, f. 3.

92“Expediente sobre elección…del Pbro. Dn. Gonzalo Esquivel,” NLP, PIR I-26, f. 2, “Election of Priests.”
93For the complete treatment of this, see RRP 1:36–64; Schumacher, Revolutionary Clergy, 69–73;William

Henry Scott, Aglipay before Aglipayanism (Quezon City: Aglipayan Resource Center, 1987).
94Gregorio Aglipay, Circular, 4 September 1898, RRP 3:84.
95Epifanio de los Santos, “DonMiguelMorayta,” Philippine Review: Revista Filipina 2, no. 8 (1917): 23–27,

at 25 no. 2/RRP 3:92–93.
96Gregorio Aglipay, “Al Clero Filipino,” 21 October 1898, NLP, PIR SD 245.7/RRP 1:94–96. A more

benign manifesto was issued on the next day, see Gregorio Aglipay, “A mis carísimos hermanos del clero
filipino,” 22 October 1898, RRP 3:98–100. See also RRP 1:56.

97“Los Asuntos Eclesiásticos,” La República Filipina, 12 November 1898.
98“El Clero y las Autoridades,” La República Filipina, 20 December 1898.
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Filipino priests were opposing the revolution.99 Aglipay’s partisans, however, argued that
with the Spanish friars incessantly slandering them, the Filipino clergy must unite under
the “not-well-enough praised…Señor Aglipay” who, in his first manifesto, commanded
the creation of a council to take over the authority of the Spanish bishops. They added that
if the Pope continued to defend the Spanish friars, “we [Filipino Catholics] shall be forced
into an anomalous situation which is consequently against the interests of Catholicism, a
thing which we all ought to prevent by all means possible.”100

The parallel policy instigated byAguinaldo and given shape byAglipay andMabini did
not see full realization until the following year, in October 1899, at the Paniqui Assembly
in Tarlac province. Surprisingly, perhaps to allay the suspicions of his fellow clerics,
Aglipay issued a manifesto dated 28 October 1898 where, contravening his earlier
statements, he warned the government not to interfere with ecclesiastical jurisdiction;
that while cooperation and harmony must exist between ecclesiastical and civil powers,
“all initiative in ecclesiastical mattersmust come not from the PhilippineGovernment but
from the clergy.”101 Aglipay warned that “the Cleric who neither with the consent nor the
mandate of the Holy See subjected himself to civil power, is acting against the sacred
canons and induces ecclesiastical irregularity.”102 Thismanifesto insisted that the Patron-
ato of the Aguinaldo government must be sanctioned by the Holy See, thereby shelving
the Aglipay-Mabini project of rejecting the authority of the Spanish hierarchy and
reorienting Aguinaldo back to the Araneta-Roxas policy of exequatur. An exasperated
Mabini, the mastermind behind Aglipay’s earlier manifesto, complained that “it is true
that our priests recognize the authority of Nozaleda. I have convinced them that they
should demand from the Roman Pontiff that Filipino bishops should be appointed. I do
not know I have convinced them, for they are very stubborn.”103

During this one-year period until the Paniqui Assembly on 23 October 1899, Aglipay
was in Vigan where he put into effect, albeit on a smaller scale, the end goal of his
manifestos in Malolos: being head of the church under the patronage of the Aguinaldo
government. Up in Northern Luzon, away from the center of political power in Malolos,
Aglipay was ecclesiastical governor of Nueva Segovia, a position that he held concurrently
as the government’s military vicar general. A native of Batac, Ilocos Norte, he was
appointed ecclesiastical governor of Nueva Segovia on 15 December 1898 by Fray José
Hevia de Campomanes, the Dominican bishop of the diocese, held hostage by Filipino
revolutionists.104 From the episcopal city of Vigan, Ilocos Sur, Aglipay released patriotic
circulars which oriented the clergy towards the cause of the revolution, encouraging them

99Manuel E. Roxas to Emilio Aguinaldo, 15 November 1898, NLP, PIR SD 208.8.
100“A ‘El Creyente’ de la República Filipina,” La República Filipina, 25 February 1899. See also “El Clero

Filipino,” La República Filipina, 18 March 1899.
101Gregorio Aglipay, “Amis carísimos hermanos del clero,” 28October 1898, RRP 3:101–102, English text

in RRP 3:59.
102Gregorio Aglipay, “A mis carísimos hermanos del clero.”
103Mabini to Apacible, 28 October 1898, RF 1:220–221.
104Calacday, “The Politics of Recognition”; Gregorio Aglipay, Circular, 12 December 1898, AANS, LO

Magsingal (Ilocos Sur), 108v; José Hevia Campomanes, Decree, 15 November 1898, RRP3:127–8. The letters
of Pedro Brillantes and Eustaquio Gallardo, both dated 18 October 1898, are in RRP 3:123–6. For a critical
contemporary account of Aglipay’s activities in Vigan, see Relación de todo lo ocurrido…de Vigan y
Tuguegarao hasta…Manila (Manila: Imprenta del Colegio de Sto. Tomás, 1900).
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to financially contribute to the war effort.105 The significance of Aglipay’s circulars as
ecclesiastical governor of Nueva Segovia, however, lay not in the patriotism but in his
project of concentrating power in himself; although he was loyal to the Aguinaldo
government and its patronage, he insisted on the strict adherence to the ecclesiastical
chain of command with him as its leader. Such was the case when he proscribed priests
from conniving with government officials to secure appointments, encouraged the clergy
to defend stole fees, and even provided an order of succession should he die or be
captured.106

IV. Regional Variations

Since the influence of the revolution was mostly strong in the Tagalog Region and
Northern Luzon, the Aguinaldo government’s exequatur policy mostly dealt with
appointments in the parishes that comprised the Archdiocese of Manila and Aglipay’s
bailiwick, the Diocese of Nueva Segovia. In 1898, the Philippines comprised five dioceses:
the metropolitan Archdiocese of Manila (Tagalog Region and Central Luzon), the
suffragan Dioceses of Nueva Segovia (Northern Luzon and Batanes), Nueva Cáceres
(the Bicol provinces and Tayabas), Cebú (the islands of Cebú, Samar, Leyte, Guam, and a
part of Mindanao), and Jaro (Panay, Negros, and a part of Mindanao). As may be
surmised from the geography and considering the archipelagic variations in the prose-
cution of the revolution, the ecclesiastical policies of the Aguinaldo government were not
observed uniformly across the archipelago.107 In the supposed 1899 general list of parish
priests who sought authorization from the Philippine Republic, for example, a mere
17 provinces and 80 parishes were represented. Of these 17 provinces, 11 belonged to the
Archdiocese of Manila (Bulacan, Laguna, Batangas, Bataan, Marinduque, Zambales,
Manila, Mindoro, Cavite, Morong, Nueva Ecija), three to the Diocese of Nueva Segovia
(Unión, Pangasinan, Tarlac), and three to the Diocese of Nueva Cáceres (Sorsogón,
Tayabas, Ambos Camarines).108

In the Diocese of Jaro, the Augustinian Recollect friar Andrés Ferrero delegated his
powers to Padre Agustín de la Peña who resisted government interference in the affairs of
the church. Ferrero appointed Peña as ecclesiastical governor sede plena since the
outbreak of the revolution impeded him from taking possession of his diocese and leaving
him confined to Manila.109 Ferrero was suspicious of Filipino priests whom he said were

105For a study of these circulars, see Achútegui and Bernad, “Aglipay as Ecclesiastical Governor of Nueva
Segovia: His Circular Letters,” Philippine Studies 7, no. 2 (1959): 135–161. The transcriptions are conve-
niently collected in RRP 3:130–192.

106Gregorio Aglipay, Circular, 10 January 1899, AANS, LO Bantay (Ilocos Sur), 269v–270r. See also
Gregorio Aglipay, Circular, 28 December 1898, RRP 3:162/NLP, PIR SD 245.8; Gregorio Aglipay, Circular,
24 March 1899, RRP 3:177–178; Gregorio Aglipay, Circular, 7 January 1899, AANS, LO Bantay (Ilocos Sur),
269r/RRP 3:162–163.

107For an excellent rethinking of national versus local histories, see Filomeno V. Aguilar Jr., Peripheries:
Histories of Anti-Marginality (Naga City: Ateneo de Naga University Press, 2018), 15–33.

108“Año de 1899: Relación de los Presbíteros,” NLP, PIR SD 165.6. This is the continuation of the
incomplete list in NLP, PIR SD 165.4.

109Andrés Ferrero OAR to Enrique Pérez OAR, 18 November 1898; Ferrero to Pérez, 16 December 1898;
Ferrero to Pérez, 12 June 1899; Ferrero to Pérez, 7 June 1899; Ferrero to Leo XIII, 15 January 1899, Archivio
Generale dell’Ordine degli Agostiniani Recolletti [hereafter AGOAR], caja 60A, leg. 10. See also Schumacher,
Revolutionary Clergy, 181 n. 16.
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“obeying the leaders of the insurrection more than their legitimate bishop.”110 Never-
theless, Ferrero entrusted the care of the diocese to Peña. On 14 January 1899, the Estado
Federal de Bisayas, as with Malolos, required government approval of parish priests, the
payment of the curate’s salaries by the municipality, and the protection of their right to
stole fees.111 In a letter from Manila, Ferrero reminded the clergy of Jaro that the
nomination and installation (institución) of parish priests pertained solely to church
authority, disputing the argument that the Philippine Republic succeeded in ecclesiastical
patronage. Ferrero averred that the Patronato had now been abolished with the fall of
Spain and therefore Filipino civil officials had no right to present candidates for eccle-
siastical benefices.112

Padre Peña accordingly defined his “course of action” (linea de conducta) as such:
“strictly complying with the sacred duties of our holy ministry, without meddling in
political concerns which add nothing to piety.”113 Reiterating Ferrero’s advice, Peña
admonished his fellow priests not to seek assistance from civil authorities in acquiring
lucrative parishes.114 Throughout his tenure as ecclesiastical governor, Peña asserted that
he alone, as the representative of the bishop, was responsible for ecclesiastical appoint-
ments.115 For example, Peña reprimanded the municipal presidente of León, Iloilo for
instigating a petition to remove the town’s Filipino parish priest, Padre Gervacio Gallo-
fín.116 The petition accused Gallofín of engaging in commercial transactions, exacting
excessive stole fees, refusing to hear confessions, keeping a concubine in the rectory, and,
most gravely, raping young girls.117 Peña retaliated against the presidente by suspending
religious services in León. Meanwhile, Demetrio Larena, the presidente of Dumaguete,
requested from Peña the appointment of an interim curate for the town parish. Peña
could not send someone at the time of the request on account of scarcity but asked Larena
for assurances that with the priest having been supplied, his salary and stole fees were to be
assured and protected by themunicipality.118 In 1903, the embattled Gallofín was listed as
the curate of Dumaguete.119

The ecclesiastical situation in the Dioceses of Nueva Cáceres and Cebú, meanwhile,
was far more regular, although such a state was disturbed once anticlerical officials from
the Malolos government took over these areas. The Augustinian bishop Arsenio Campo
Monasterio, before fleeing to Spain sometime in early 1898, had appointed his confrere,
the Spanish Fray Román González, as ecclesiastical governor of Nueva Cáceres.120 The
end of Spanish rule in Albay and Sorsogón provinces was not violent, with the Spanish

110Ferrero to Pérez, 1 November 1898, AGOAR, caja 60A, leg. 10. See also Ferrero to Pérez, 18 November
1898; Ferrero to Pérez, 5 May 1899, AGOAR, caja 60A, leg. 10.

111Schumacher, Revolutionary Clergy, 179; Taylor 5:448.
112Andrés Ferrero, Circular, 27 February 1899, transmitted in Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 27 February

1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 7r–8r, especially 7v.
113Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 10November 1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 25v. See also Agustín de la Peña

to James F. Smith, 10 November 1899, NLP, PIR SD 1120.2/Taylor 2:405–406.
114Agustín de la Peña, Circular, 3 June 1899, AAJ, LO Pavia (Iloilo), 14r.
115Padre Agustín de la Peña’s captured letter book is in NLP, PIR SD 1120.2. His correspondence with

Bishop Ferrero, mostly from 1900, is in NLP, PIR I-26, f. 1.
116Agustín de la Peña, Decree, 3 November 1899, NLP, PIR SD 1120.2.
117Taylor 3:406/NLP, PIR SD 1010.4.
118Agustín de la Peña to Demetrio Larena, 27 October 1899, NLP, PIR SD 1120.2.
119Annual Reports of theWar Department for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1903: Volume 5, Report of the

Philippine Commission (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1903), 321.
120Domingo Abella, Bikol Annals: The See of Nueva Caceres (Manila: The Author, 1954), 187–194.
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colonies of each province simply leaving their locales inconspicuously.121 Leading
Filipino priests in both provinces, such as Victorino Peña in Albay and Jorge Barlín
in Sorsogón, were initially tapped to take the reins of civil government. Peña refused
the offer, while Barlín relinquished his interim role as provincial governor when
Malolos officials took over Sorsogón.122 Barlín was later appointed in 1905 as the first
native Filipino bishop. In the city of Nueva Cáceres in Ambos Camarines, which was
the seat of the diocese, Spanish rule was violently ended by a battle that erupted
on 18 September 1898. The Spanish colony, together with nuns and ecclesiastics,
surrendered on 19 September 1898.123

Generally, there was no anti-friar sentiment in the city of Nueva Cáceres, but the
arrival of Vicente Lucban changed the situation. Lucban was the professed anticleric and
Freemason who assumed the post of military commander of Ambos Camarines.124

Forcefully exercising patronage, Lucban urged Román Gonzalez to relinquish his post
in favor of a Filipino priest, named Rafael Priego, whomLucban had chosen as Gonzaléz’s
replacement. Lucban’s command was immediately refused by González.125 Frustrated in
their initial attempt, Priego and Lucban maneuvered to wrest control of the diocese from
González by sending a telegram to Bishop Campo in Spain: “Present circumstances oblige
to have the Diocese entrusted to Don Rafael Priego and no other.” Receiving no response,
Priego assumed that the bishop had acquiesced to the ruse. However, Priego was aware
that his situation was irregular, so he formed a commission of five priests to confer with
Archbishop Nozaleda in Manila on the issue of the ecclesiastical governor in Nueva
Cáceres. The meeting with Nozaleda was a failure, for the priests were castigated by the
archbishop in their attempt to bypass the authority of González. The priests then sought
recourse (sacar gran partido) inMalolos where they attempted to obtain the appointment
from Aguinaldo. This attempt backfired: they were reportedly received by Aguinaldo (el
honorable) who met them in the waiting room (antesala) and scolded them “for they had
presented themselves first to the archbishop before going to him.” One of the priests
stayed behind in Malolos to confer with Aglipay, who appointed said priest as ecclesias-
tical governor of Nueva Cáceres and handed him one of the manifestos of October
1898.126 This appointment however was renounced by the priest, thus isolating Nueva

121Elías Ataviado, The Philippine Revolution in the Bikol Region: From August 1896 to January 1899, trans.
Juan T. Ataviado (Quezon City: New Day, 1999), 124–127.

122Brian McAllister Linn, The US Army and Counterinsurgency in the Philippines (Chapel Hill, NC: The
University of North Carolina Press, 1989), 109; Ataviado, The Philippine Revolution, 139–140; Abella, Bikol
Annals, 201–210; Remigio Rey, BreveHistoria de la Iglesia de Sorsogon (Manila: Catholic Trade School, 1932),
25–38; [Bruno Sáiz CM], Los Padres Paules y las Hijas de Caridad en Filipinas (Manila: Imprenta de Santos y
Bernal, 1912), 90–92, 377–381; “De Sorsogón,” Libertas, 10 March 1900; “El P. Barlín,” La Estrella de
Antipolo, 31 January 1903.

123Ataviado, The Philippine Revolution, 116–118; Apolinar Pastrana Riol OFM, ed., A Friar’s Account of
the Philippine Revolution: An Unpublished Manuscript of Fr. Marcos Gomez, O.F.M., about the Philippine
Revolution of 1898 in Ambos Camarines (Manila: Franciscan Friary of St Gregory the Great, 1980), 188–203;
“Official Act of the surrender of Nueva Cáceres,” Library of Congress Manuscript Division.

124cf., Engracio Peña, letters of 3 and 4 January 1900, RRP 3:72–75.
125Pastrana, A Friar’s Account, 208–209; Rey, “Biografía de Mons. Barlín,” 30.
126“Relación de los sucesos de Nueva Cáceres en la actual Ynsurrección,” Rizal Library, Ateneo de Manila

University, Fm360g. See also Pastrana, A Friar’s Account.
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Cáceres completely from the ecclesiastical policy of Aglipay and the Malolos govern-
ment.127

Although the Spanish colony in Cebú departed on 24 December 1898, the diocese’s
Franciscan bishopMartínGarcía Alcocer chose to stay behind to intercede with incoming
Filipino revolutionists to spare the city from destruction. After a conference with a
delegation of Filipino priests, Filipino troops entered Cebú and maintained amicable
relations with Bishop García.128 However, as Vicente Lucban took over the command
Cebú, he again disturbed the situation by ordering the arrest of the bishop. This prompted
García to escape incognito on 1 February 1899.129 Before doing so, García appointed the
Filipino priest Pablo Singzón as ecclesiastical governor. The clergy of Cebú meanwhile
protested Lucban’s harassment of Bishop García: a commission of four clerics was sent to
Aguinaldo to seek the suspension of the bishop’s arrest. The commission arrived in
Manila on 4 February 1899, but their mission was aborted by the outbreak of the
Philippine-American War.130

Singzón had strenuous relations with Lucban, whom he had denounced bitterly to the
Vatican.131 After his stint in Cebú, Lucban transferred to Samar where he had forced the
clergy to renounce their obedience to Padre Singzón. “With the concurrence of the
provincial chief,” Lucban nominated parish priests and sent a circular to the municipal
presidents ordering them not to recognize parish priests who defied government orders.
As a punitive measure, he converted the rectories of defiant clergymen into coeducational
schoolhouses. Having been forced under duress and threats of “gunpowder, cannons,
guns” to approve these measures, the Filipino priests left Samar as a protest against
Lucban, whom they all regarded as “a despot.”132

These jurisdictional conflicts in the provincial dioceses demonstrate the difficulties
inherent in the system of patronage, a system whose principles and legacies were
contested and debated.133 Further exacerbated by doctrinal developments in the nine-
teenth century which eschewed the Patronato, Filipino clerics were able to protect
themselves from the encroachments of the secular state. As with Nueva Cáceres and
Jaro, Cebú hardly acquiesced to civil officials’ idea of complete control of church
appointments. All ecclesiastical leaders, including Aglipay in his capacity as ecclesiastical
governor of Nueva Segovia, yearned for church-state unity, and presumably were

127Román González, Circular, 22 July 1903, Archdiocesan Archive of Cáceres, LO Camaligan (Camarines
Sur). As late as August 1899, the Malolos government had approved the appointment (made by Fray
González) of Padre Antonio Lacson as parish priest of Lucban, Tayabas. Lacson had requested the approval
from Aguinaldo: “Al Jefe Local de Lucban,” 26 August 1899, Archive of the IFI, OM 18.1, 1899–1946, box
61, f. 142.

128Jesús Ma. Cuenco, Reseña Histórica del Seminario-Colegio de San Carlos de Cebú, 1867–1917 (Manila:
E. E. McCullough & Co., 1917), 85, 135.

129García to CardinalMariano Rampolla, 6March 1899, Archivio Storico della Segretaria di Stato, Sezione
per i Rapporti con gli Stati [hereafter ASRS], Fondo della Sacra Congregazione degli Affari Eclesiastici
Straordinari [hereafter AA.EE.SS.], Leone XIII, Periodo II, Spagna, pos. 904, fasc. 316, 23r–24v; Rampolla to
García, 19 April 1899, ASRS, AA.EE.SS., Leone XIII, Periodo II, Spagna, Pos. 904, fasc. 316, 25r.

130Cuenco, Reseña Histórica, 106, 135–136.
131Singzón to Rampolla, RRP III: 28–9/ASRS, AA.EE.SS, Leone XIII, Periodo II, Spagna, pos. 904, fasc.

316, 21r–22v.
132“Declaraciones y protestas de los DD. Párrocos de Samar contra el proceder del jefe militar D. Vicente

Lucban,” Libertas 1 February 1900; “Una prueba más,” Libertas, 29 January 1900.
133Costa, “Jurisdictional Conflicts,” 4–5, 315–320.
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disposed to the Patronato, but they were not ready to concede complete state control of
the church.

With the suspension of church-state separation in the Malolos Constitution
on 21 January 1899, the exequatur policy of Araneta and Roxas was still presumably
intact, although both did not make it to the new cabinet formed by Mabini after the
inauguration of the new government in January 1899. On 24 January 1899, three days
after the promulgation of the Constitution, the new Interior Secretary Teodoro Sandiko
approved and endorsed Archbishop Nozaleda’s appointment of Padre Francisco Ortíz as
curate of the important parish of Sampaloc, Manila on 20 January 1899.134 In his decree,
Sandiko reminded the municipal council that it was obliged to provide the salary of the
priest.135

V. Final Attempts at a Cohesive Ecclesiastical Policy

The republic’s ecclesiastical policy, however, began to radically change with Aglipay’s
excommunication, marking its final attempts towards a more cohesive ecclesiastical
policy. Having been detailed in Vigan as ecclesiastical governor, Aglipay was summoned
multiple times to the ecclesiastical court ofManila in the first quarter of 1899 to answer for
the charges of usurping ecclesiastical jurisdiction and the publication of manifestos in
October 1898. The court also wanted to question Aglipay regarding an open letter to
Nozaleda where he sardonically advised the archbishop to desist from “teaching” Filipi-
nos about the rudiments of canon law: Nozaleda held a doctorate in canon law.136 Aglipay
ignored the summons and the decree of his excommunication was pronounced by the
Manila ecclesiastical court on 29 April 1899, later promulgated on 4 May 1899.137 The
court, headed by the dean of theManila cathedral chapter (cabildo), Silvino López Tuñón,
condemned Aglipay for usurping ecclesiastical jurisdiction by making ecclesiastical
appointments as a military chaplain; and, as military vicar general, for denying the
legitimacy of ecclesiastical authority, that is, the Spanish bishops. The decree of excom-
munication was printed and distributed widely, that even Padre Singzon down in Cebú
was able to circulate it in full to the priests of his diocese.138 Nozaleda, meanwhile,
informed the priests of Nueva Segovia about the excommunication which eventually led
to Aglipay’s fall from power in those parts, as the clergy, including Bishop Hevia, were up
to that point unaware of Aglipay’s infractions.139

Apolinario Mabini was the author of Aglipay’s defense against the excommunication,
which took the form of a letter, addressed to the clergy and the faithful of the Philippines
that argued for the rationality of Aglipay’s actions. Disputing the charge of jurisdictional

134Francisco Ortíz to Aguinaldo, 23 January 1899, NLP, PIR, I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy.”
135Teodoro Sandiko, Decree, 24 January 1899, NLP, PIR, I-26, f. 3, “Requests for Clergy.”
136Gregorio Aglipay to Bernardino Nozaleda, 26 December 1898, El Heraldo de la Revolución, 15 January

1899.
137Silvino López Tuñón, Sentencia dictada por el tribunal eclesiástico del Arzobispado de Manila en el

expediente instruido contra el presbítero del mismo Gregorio Aglipay por impedir el ejercicio de la jurisdicción
episcopal y otros varios delitos cometidos (Pronounced 29 April 1899; promulgated 4 May 1899), RRP 3:201–
207. See also RRP 1:86–90.

138e.g., Singzón, Circular, 4 July 1899, LO Antequera (Bohol ), 72r–77r.
139Archbishop Bernardino Nozaleda, Circular, 13 September 1899, RRP 3:219–221; Schumacher, Revo-

lutionary Clergy, 105–109; RRP 1:85–103. Priests of Nueva Segovia immediately wrote their recantations and
confirmed their adhesion to Bishop Hevia, see RRP 3:217–218, 234–235, 247–248.
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usurpation, Mabini argued that with the fall of Spain also came the annulment of Spanish
ecclesiastical power. The abnormal circumstances of the revolution had suspended the
normal functioning of canon law, and with the absence of any competent church
authority, Aglipay came in to fill the vacuum. The government, according to Mabini,
did not appoint Aglipay but merely “recognized” him as a military vicar general. And
because the entire nation was up in arms, Aglipay’s jurisdiction as a military vicar general
encompassed the entirety of the Philippines.140 This position was supported by the
government through a circular issued by the new Interior Secretary at the time of the
excommunication, Severino de las Alas.141Mabini argued in the sameway in his refusal to
release the Spanish friars as prisoners of war, as I have discussed elsewhere.142

Mabini andAglipay took things further by consummating the proposals laid out in the
manifesto of 21 October 1898, with the idea of formalizing the ecclesiastical patronage of
the Philippine Republic. Mabini penned a resolution convoking an assembly of the clergy
to take control of the church in the Philippines. Such an assembly was based on the
supposition that there existed no episcopal authority in the Philippines at the fall of Spain,
and that the Filipino clergy, on behalf of government, needed to have direct communi-
cations with the Pope.143 This assembly took place in the rectory of Paniqui, Tarlac,
on 23 October 1899. Attended by a mere 27 Filipino priests, majority of whomwere from
the Diocese of Nueva Segovia with a few from the Archdiocese of Manila, the assembly
approved a provisional constitution of nine canons and three transitory provisions meant
to regulate the Catholic Church in the Philippines during the period of revolution.144

Viewed more critically, however, the Paniqui Constitution was meant as the stepping-
stone in establishing ecclesiastical patronage with the official sanction of Rome. Con-
forming to Aglipay’s 21 October 1898 manifesto and Mabini’s 1899 resolutions, Canon 1
of the Paniqui Constitution declared that the Filipino clergy were to form a provisional
organization meant to regulate the church in the Philippines in the duration of the war.
Styling itself as the legitimate representation of the entire Filipino clergy and faithful, this
organization was mandated to obtain from the Holy See the appointment of Filipino
bishops to the dioceses of the Philippines. The validity of the constitution will be until
such time, presumably after the war, when the Pope will have appointed Filipino bishops
(Canon 6), and, mindful of the union of church and state, a concordat will have been
drawn up between the Philippine Republic and theHoly See (Canon 9) regulating church-
state relations in the new nation-state. A governing council (cabildo) was to be formed
(Canon 2) of which Aglipay, as incumbent military vicar general, was the president,
receiving the title of Superior Ecclesiastical Chief of the Philippines (Canon 7). Among
other things, the council was tasked to be the official liaison between church and state,
especially in the authorization of ecclesiastical appointments.

140Gregorio Aglipay [Apolinario Mabini], “Al Pueblo y Clero Filipinos,” 19 August 1899, NLP, PIR SD
245.3 [original print]; RF 2:39–45; RRP 3:210–16. The same arguments are forwarded in a pamphlet which
defended Aglipay from the indictment of the excommunication: Felisberto Suani [Cecilio Apóstol],
Impugnación de la sentencia dictada por el tribunal eclesiástico del Arzobispado de Manila contra el Vicario
General Castrense del ejercito filipino, Presbítero Sr. Gregorio Aglipay, NLP, PIR SD 245.5, see, especially,
pp. 25–26.

141Severino de las Alas, Circular, 2 September 1899, NLP, PIR SD 245.1; RRP 3:232–233.
142Calacday, “The Politics of Recognition.”
143“Organización del clero filipino,” October 1899, RF 2:114–118.
144“The Constitution of Paniqui,” 23 October 1899, RRP 3:113–117.
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The Paniqui Constitution actualized the manifesto of 21 October 1898 a little more
than a year after its release. Anticipating the signing of a concordat between the Philippine
Republic and the Holy See, the provisional constitution projected the official establish-
ment of the republic’s patronage of the church and not some “national church.” When
Aglipay and Mabini spoke of the Iglesia filipina, they were not referring to a separate
church independent from Rome: they were referring to the Roman, Catholic, Apostolic
Church in the Philippine Islands under the authority of the Pope. However, with the
outbreak of guerrilla warfare in the final months of 1899, the constitution took no effect.
Just like Aglipay’s manifestos in 1898, the constitution was never recognized by the entire
church in the Philippines. In fact, Aguinaldo in March 1900 had to issue a strongly
worded decree ordering Filipino priests to recognize Aglipay as their head.145

VI. Conclusion

The Catholic Church continued under the control of the Philippine Republic, and
whether that control was benevolent or not is beside the point. What is pertinent is that
in crafting policies toward the church, the Aguinaldo government imagined a dispensa-
tion in which the church continued to exist, that ecclesiastical patronage continued as a
fundamental need in an otherwise “secular” republic. Patronage, in this case, was the
exercise of secularism, a legacy from the Spanish colonial past that was arrogated by the
Aguinaldo government to itself but was resisted by the Filipino clergy which it intended to
serve. The Philippine Revolution desired the elimination of all that was Spanish, including
the friars, with the goal of supplanting them with Filipino clerics at the helm of religious
leadership. The revolution was anti-friar, anti-Spanish, and could be considered to a
certain extent, anticlerical, but it cannot be entirely true that it aimed at the total
obliteration of the Catholic Church. The very existence of an ecclesiastical policy proves
that even anticlerical forces within the republic envisioned the continuity of the Catholic
Church within a system of patronage.

The idea of state control of the church later resonated with the American colonial
regime that dismantled Aguinaldo’s republic. As I argue elsewhere, the US colonial state,
even with its tradition of church-state separation, was not immune to the exercise of the
powers of patronage to assert its sovereignty over a defiant population.146 Viewed in this
way, American imperial secularism, as an exercise of state power, was not totally different
from the secularism of Filipinos and Spaniards.
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