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1. THE PHILIPPINE BILINGUAL EDUCATION POLICY 

In March 1973 the National Board of Education declared itself in support of a 
policy of 'developing a bilingual nation able to communicate in Pilipino as well as in 
English' (December 1973). Department of Education and Culture officials and consul· 
tanta explored a number of pOSSl"ble ways of implementing such a policy (Sibayan 1978: 
311·313}, cubninating in the implementing guidelines for a national system of bilingual 
education, issued on 19 June 1974. 

These guidelines provided for a system of bilingual education starting from Grade I 
of the elementary school, in which English is used as the medium of instruction in 
mathematics, science, and English language arts, and Pilipino is the medium of instruc
tion in all other subjecta.2 The scheme was first implemented in the 1974-75 school 
year in the lowest grades of the elementary school, and will have been iniplemented 
at all levels of the elementary and secondary schools by the 1981-82 school year. Mention 
is also made in the regulations of Arabic as a possible medium of instruction 'where 
necessary'. By 1984, university graduates should be able to pass their state b~d exams 
in either English or Pilipino, as required by the examiner (December 1975). At the 
elementary level, local languages may also be used, again 'where necessary', but only 
to explain concepts introduced through the major media, and (according to the guidelines) 
only in grades one and two. The inclusion of Arabic in the list of media of instruction 
seems to have been for cosmetic purposes; it is not supposed to displace either Pilipino 
or English, which are therefore for all practical purposes the sole officially sanctioned 
media of instruction in the schools. 

Erny Pascasio, one of the early advocates of this type of bilingual education, has 
succinctly summarized the overt aims of the policy thus: 

The aim of this bilingual education policy is to define more specifi
cally the roles of the two languages - English for international communi
cation, science and technology; and Pilipino for social and cultural life. 
Furthermore it will accelerate the progressive development and dissemination 
of Pilipino so that it can play its constitutional role as one of the official 
languages and so that it can fully serve its purposes as a unifying force 
and a medium to express the Filipino's national heritage, sentiments, and 
culture (Pascasio 1977b: 333). 

1Reviled text of a paper originally presented at the Annual Convention of the Linguistic 
Society of the Philippines, Manila, 9 May 1980. 

2rhe regulations actually specified the subject areas to be taught in Filipino and left the 
mnainder to English, which meant in fact that only mathematics, science, and English language 
arts were within the English domain. 

3it ia interesting that in thia Departmental Order (No. 50, s. 1975) the language in which 
pzoftciency ia required ia referred to as Filipino, perhaps indicating that it ia likely that by ~ 984 
Pllpfno will have been officially transformed into Filipino (the yet to be developed National 
Language named in the Philippine Constitution) through a change in spelling (cf. Gonzalez 1973). 
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This view of the aims of the scheme was also shared by President Marcos; when he 
stated in 1977 that 'national pride requires a national language for the transmission of 
learning' but cautioned that to use Pilipino alone 'would seriously impair immediately 
the acquisition of learning in our society' (Marcos 1975 : 5, quoted in Sibayan 1978: 
320). The program has been seen by other commentators as a means for equalizing 
opportunity in Philippine society - 'the Philippine version of bilingual education is for 
everyone - the rich and the poor' (Sibayan 1978: 320). 

These aims are not unusual in bilingual education programs - the spreading of na
tional languages and the provision of access to languages of wider communication are 
among the most commonly stated aims of such programs in other parts of the world 
(cf. Ferguson et al. 1977). What makes the current Philippine system almost unique, 
however, is the exclusion of the mother tongues of majority of the country's population 
from any significant role in the formal education of their speakers. 

2. TWO SYSTEMS IN ONE 

Although it appears to be a nationally uniform system, bilingual education in the 
Philippines in fact involves two very different kinds of education for different parts of 
the country. 

In Manila, the Tagalog Provinces, and Tagalog-speaking enclaves, it is a program 
in which a standardized version of the child's mother tongue4 is used for some subjects, 
and a second official language for others. 

In most parts of the country, it is education in two official languages, one of 
which is related to the child's mother tongue but not mutually intelligible with it, and in 
which neither the mother tongue itself nor a standardized variant of it plays any signi
ficant role. 

This in theory and practice gives a big advantage to native speakers of Tagalog 
when it comes to learning to read and in mastering the subjects taught through that 
medium including Pilipino language arts. However it does not seem to have given Tagalog 
speakers outside the Metro-Manila area any great advantage when it comes to mastery of 
English. 5 (Such an advantage might have been expected, as in theory starting school in 
the mother tongue should facilitate learning in all subjects.) 

Furthermore, some concern has been expressed about a dramatic fall in the stan
dards of English since the introduction of the bilingual program, with the Minister of 

4Most writers agree that 'Pilipino' and 'Tagalog' are synonyms for the same languag;, or are 
very closely allied variants of the same linguistic system (cf. Gonzalez 1974, 1977; Llamzon 1977; 
Yabes, interalia). hi recent years the Ministry of Education and Culture's textbooks have moved 
much closer to the Tagalog used in the mass communications media, itself a variant of colloquial 
Manila Tagalog. This is a more 'mixed' language than the ethnic Tagalog spoken in the rural areas 
of the Tagalog region, having borrowed freely from English and, to a lesser extent, from other. 
Philippine languages. In terms of general mutual intelligibility, however, all these Yariants of 
'Tagalog' and 'Pilipino' are much more closely related to each other than they are to other Phil
ippine languages. 

5 According to a survey of attainment in basic subjects at the Grade 6 level conducted in 1976, 
variation in average scores in English reading and language between the various regions (12 and 9 
percentage points respectively) is much less than the variation in average scores in Pilipino reading 
and language (27 and 26 points respectively). In English language the highest regional average was for 
the Tagalog Cities (44.78), followed by Ilocos-Pangasinan (43.25), Southern Tagalog (38.45) and 
Central Visayas (37 .87); national average was 39.87, lowest regional average Southern Mindanao 
(36.48). hi Tagalog language the Tagalog Cities averaged 67 .24, Southern Tagalog 66.65, and Central 
Luzon (mostly Tagalog speaking) 61.85. Bicol (51.77) had the highest average for a non-Tagalog 
region, Western Mindanao (40.9) the lowest ; the national average was 51.01 (DEC 1976: Table 75). 
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Education coming to quite a different conclusion about the democratic virtues of the 
program from that quoted above. In an interview granted shortly after he assumed office. 
the Honorable 0. D. Corpuz stated : 

The policy on the national language will have to be looked into . The 
teaching of English is given less and less importance, thus enabling only 
the rich to have access to the language and consequently land better jobs. 
The poor who do not speak English stand less chances in the job market. The 
bilingual approach essentially has to be reviewed. (Philippine Budget Manage
ment, Vol. 3, No. 3, September 1979: 58) 

3. A HIDDEN AGENDA? 

Thus the perceived effects of the program so far do not fit happily into its stated 
educational and social aims. This is partly because the new program ignores current psy
chological and pedagogic theory on the importance of mother tongue support in the 
acquisition of knowledge through a second language (see e.g. Lambert 1978). But it may 
also stem from a hidden agenda implicit in the program. This hidden agenda, aspects of 
which can be inferred from the remarks of some of the architects and supporters of Pili
pino/English bilingual education (although by no means all of them), would seem to be 
that: 

1. There is to be no place for local languages in education or public 
life; 

2 . Pilipino is to be used in the schools with the aim of encouraging 
people to replace both English and the vernaculars with Pilipino in day-to-day 
communication, including business and intellectual life; 

3. Somehow or other English is to become a well and widely known 
second language for Filipinos, with a greatly reduced role in local political 
cultural and social life . (cf. Soriano 1977: 7-8; LSP 1971 : 3 2-40 and passim'. 
Gonzalez 1977: 287-8). ' 

4. LOCAL AND REGIONAL LANGUAGES 

First of all, let us consider the position of the local and regional languages, which 
had played a major role in the first two years of schooling from 1957 to 1974. There 
seems to have been a systematic attempt to discredit or devalue ethnic languages other 
than Tagalog since the 1930's, which has resulted in a popular misconception that 
Spanish, English and Pilipino/Tagalog are the only languages spoken in the Philippines -
the other ethnic tongues being mere dialects with little intrinsic value. This myth has 
been fostered, perhaps unwittingly, by many scholars, some at least of whom as 
professional linguists should have known better . 

Thus, although, as Bonifacio Sibayan points out {1977-7 8), 'practically all Filipinos 
are bilinguals (many are trilinguals)', and Tagalog (or Pilipino)/English bilingualism is 
only one kind among many in the Philippines, statements such as these provide sholarly 
reinforcement for popular prejudice, which has learned to designate even major langua
ges lib Cebuano and llocano as mere 'dialects': 

It is safe to conclude th.at the Filipino bilingual is equally fluent both in 
English and Tagalog .. .. ·-(Bautista et al . 1977: 82 - speakers of other 
Philippine languages who also speak English or another language but not 
Tagalog are presumably not Filipino bilinguals); 

We are no more free to choose English over Tagalog than we are free 
to choose to be Americans rather than Filipinos (Nebres 1977: 3 - the re
jection of Tagalog is equated ipso facto with rejection of Filipino identity); 
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The mother ton~e serves as a mere bridge to the eventual use of Pili· 
pino a a medium of instruction ((Pascasio 1973:21 - part of the descrip· 
tion of an ideal bilingual education program). 

Other voices present contrary views. One of the most eloquent spokesmen for the 
cause of the vernaculars in education has been Bonifacio Sibayan, who has pointed out 
that 'with intelligent planning . . . the demands of ethnicity, nationalism, and moder· 
ni7.ation can be harmonized. English, Pilipino, and the vernaculars could all contribute 
their share to the advancement of the Filipino' (1975: 129). Ernesto Constantino re
marks that the Filipino program at the University of the Philippines 'emphasizes the 
study and teaching of the national literature .... [it] does not give undue or sole atten
tion to Tagalog language and literature' (1977: 165, 172). Several of the proposals 
which were the immediate forerunners of the present bilingual program provided for the 
retention of the vernaculars as media of instruction in the early grades (Presidential 
Commission 1970, Pascasio 1973, DEC 1973; cf. Sibayan 1978: 311-313). Nor did the 
disappearance of the vernacular from a major role in early formal education go complete
ly unJamented (see e.g. Galang 1977, but cf. Sibayan 1978: 312; 322, fn. 4). 

5. THE STATE AND FATE OF ENGLISH 

The concern over falling standards in English reflected in Minister Corpuz's remarks 
indicates some of the difficulties which the present program is encountering in reaching 
its stated objective of 'developing a bilingual nation able to communicate in Pilipino as 
well as in English', . unJess the National Board of Education resolution is interpreted as 
referring ·onJy to relative ability, with the quality of such ability being irrelevant. 

Such a decline in standards, if in fact it has occurred, is not, however, surprising. 
In the first place, the school is no longer essential for the effective spread of Pilipino, 
at least in the form of Manila Tagalog. The combined effects of communications media 
influence and urbanization have in themselves increased the knowledge and use of Taga
log at a very rapid pace over the last two decades, with comics and movies playing the key 
role in popularizing the language (see Gonzalez 1977; also Pallesen 1977: 304). The 
schools had undoubtedly played a major role in the first post war decades in laying the 
foundation for the acceptance of Tagalog/Pilipino as a language of national significance, 
and prepared the way for the mass media to exploit the greatly increased market created 
by their relative success in teaching the elements of the language (cf. Barcelona 1977). 

These forces have now replaced the school as the primary means for the spread 
of Pilipino and reduced the role of the school to a supporting one. In fact the teaching of 
Pilipino in school is not even essential to the acquisition of literacy in the language; this 
could be acquired just as easily as a by-product of literacy in the vernacular. The school 
is playing a role in the intellectuaJization' of Pilipino, but even here there are dangers 
which may cut across another of the program's aims, at least as interpreted by most 
commentaf4:>rs - that of developing Pilipino as the language symbolizing Philippine 
cultural values and the country's identity. 

It is, in fact, English which is the endangered species among Philippine languages, 
·and its relegation to second class status in the school curriculum - if the guidelines for 
the bilingual program are followed, considerably more time will be spent learning through 
Pilipino than through English - makes it that much more difficult for children to master. 
UnJike Pilipino, English does not have massive external support in those activities of the 
communications media which are directed at the great majority of the population. 

Thus the school is the major source for the acquisition of competence in English 
for most Filipino children. A serious reduction in the opportunities for using the language 
will therefore make it more difficult for these children to master English. The children 
of the elite will not be greatly affected by this development, as their parents already have 
good control of English, and can simply use more English in domestic situations (supple· 
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mented of course by the access which such children have to books, magazines, etc.) to 
compensate for the Jack of pra1 tice which their children receive in school . 

6. RESISTANCE AND REACTION 

Despite its rapid spread as a lingua franca, there is still resistance to the use of 
Pilipino in education and other fonnal domains in certain parts of the country, most 
notably perhaps in the island of Cebu and its linguistic colonies in the Visayas and Min
danao. Such resistance is interpreted by <Jome commentators as 'rabid sectionalism' (cf. 
Soriano 1977: 6) or at best as a confinnation of the enduring trui:h of Rizal's obser
vation that 'the reforms which come from above are annulled below by the vices of all' 
(Noli Me Tangere, ch. 26). 

This resistance is partly the effect of a·JocaJ pride which has not been diminished 
by the intensive campaign to win acceptance for Tagalog as the language for all Filipinos, 
but it may also stem from confusion on the part of the teachers whose own command of 
Pilipino may be minimal and who therefore cannot cope with the linguistic demands of 
the new curriculum. Evidence on how far classroom practice complies with the official 
guidelines is hard to come by, but informal inquiries among teachers and school super
visors outside the Tagalog speaking areas indicate that the guidelines are being circum
vented in many areas. In some parts of Region II (Cagayan Valley and adjacent districts) 
it appears that English is being used for teaching most subjects (cf. Lingan 1980). A more 
common pattern, however, is for the vernacular to replace both English and Pilipino in 
both teacher and pupil discourse, even at the upper grade feveJs. 

Although Cebuano-speaking teachers also have very favorable attitudes towards 
the use of English (cf. Salera 1980), it is probable that Cebuano is displacing both Eng
lish and Pilipino in their classrooms, partly as a result of confusion w~ch has resulted 
from the new language policies. In the Docos, the vernacular is also playing a major role 
in some classrooms. Some fourth and fifth graders whom I encountered on. a beach in 
la Union in January claimed that they did not understand the Pilipino used in their 
school books very welJ , and preferred to speak only Docano. They said their teachers 
often used Ilocano in the classrooms, so that the pupils could understand what they were 
supposed to be learning about. One fifth grader remarked that he liked science best 
because that was taught entirely in Ilocano (the guidelines specify English for this subject). 
A research report by Onofrecia Ibarra (1979) indicates that similar practices, albeit on a 
small scale, may be found in schools in Ilocos Sur. · 

The long term effect of this development will be the further erosion of standards 
of English (because the vernacular is displacing English from its already reduced share of 
classroom time, rather than simply replacing Pilipino). While this unsystematic use of the 
vernacular may in some cases result in better quality elementary education (at least 
children are being taught in a language with which they are thoroughly familiar), it is 
also self-limiting, as no textbooks whatever are available in the JocaJ languages. The end 
result may be a disenchantment with both English and the vernaculars, leaving a vacuum 
to be filled by Pilipino alone. 

7. PILIPINO, ENGLISH, AND THE VERNACULARS 

However, attempts to modernize Pilipino will also make it less of a Philippine 
language, shifting it from a language expressive of group solidarity, in which vagueness, 
ambiguity, circumlocution, and other socially effective but temporally and referentially 
'inefficient' devices are of central importance, to a language expressing 'modern' concerns 
with precision, time, directness, and efficiency which tends to equate people with objects 
(cf. Lewis 1978: xviii-xix). I remember seeing an attitude questionnaire (it may have been 
in a student's term paper) with an item asking for the respondents' reaction to the state· 
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, prefer bearing the National Anthem sung in Pilipino then in English'. 'This is a 
question - even the most 'rabid sectionalist' wouJd, I am sure , feel much 

more emotionally involved in the Pilipino version than in any possible English translation. 
For the fact of the matter is that it is almost impossible to voice such sentiments in 
Modem English and keep a straight face, whereas in Tagalog (or Ilocano, or Maori or any 
Malayo-Polynesian language for that matter), they are part of the naturaJ order of things 
and go straight to the heart. 

So if Pilipino were to be completely modernized, more may be lost than gained. 
The Philippines is very fortunate that it does not have to undergo the schizophrenic 
struggle in developing its national language that the Indonesians are facing (see Alis
jahbana 1974, 1977) -attempting to be Indonesian and modem at the same time, and 
therefore being puJled in two directions through the medium of the same language . 
Filipinos still have the option of retaining two strings in their bow - one for their own 
unique concerns and one for shooting at more distant targets. Thus because English 
cannot be an adequate substitute for an indigenous Philippine language, care shouJd be 
taken to ensure that Pilipino is not transformed into merely a substitute for English. 

English is important to Filipinos not simply because it is the most efficient means 
of access to science and technology or to high paying jobs abroad. Nor is it inherently 
superior to other world languages which the Philippines might conceivably have adopted; 
on cuJtural, historical, and esthetic grounds, and even in its usefulness in intemationaJ 
communication, Spanish might well have been a much better 'language of wider com
munication' for Filipinos to have adopted. English is important now because over four 
generations of Filipinos have learned the language and used it well enough to build up 
a respectable literature, both artistic and scientific, in the language. Hundreds of thou
sands of Filipinos live in English-speaking countries giving a strong personal dimension 
to its use as a means of international communication. And through English a very high 
proportion of the Filipino people (far higher than in any neighboring country) have direct 
access to news and ideas originating in the outside world. The place of English in the 
Philippines is too important to Filipinos individually and as a nation to justify its erosion 
in the name of nationalism, just as the Philippine languages are too important emotionally 
and cuJturally to sacrifice in the name of internationalism. 

The special value of Philippine languages, Pilipino included, is that they are still 
languages of the people. Once they become over-sophisticated, cluttered with the tech
nical jargon which purports to be an academic necessity but which in fact often operates 
as a barrier to the wide diffusion of knowledge , they will lose the advantages they now 
enjoy as means of conveying ideas fresh and vital to anyone willing to learn. At present, 
to teach through Pilipino or any other indigenous Philippine language compels the teacher 
to re-think the subject matter, to the great benefit of both teacher and pupil (cf. Tinio 
1977). Once the academic props are in place, however, this advantage will be lost, and 
speakers of Pilipino will be no more fortunate than are speakers (or hearers) of English. 
Meanwhile, however, there is great potential for the creative use of both Filipino and the 
major regional languages, along with English, up to and including the tertiary level of 
education. 

This brings us back to the question of the vernacular. The pedagogical and psycho
logical importance of a child's mother tongue has already been referred to. When the 
mother tongue is undervalued, and a child's control of it underdeveloped, educational 
progress through a second language is also usually retarded. Thus it makes good educatio
nal sense to give support to the mother tongue in formal education, even when another 
language or languages will become the major medium for learning (cf. Paulston 1978 a, 
1978 b: 247-249). Equally important are philosophical and moral claims which indivi
duals and communities have to education through the mother tongue - one high offi
cial of UNESCO has recently asserted in public that education in the maternal language 
is an inalienable human right (Zachariev 1978:271-2). TI1e idea of linguistic rights is a 
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new one to many policy makers and administrators, but it is one which is now being 
asserted with vigor in many parts of the world. 

8. A BILINGUAL OLIGARCHY? 

One can imagine various possi~le results for the present educational policies. The 
vision of a linguistic change which will transfonn Philippine· society has inspired many 
proponents of the use of the education system to accelerate the spread of Pilipino: 

It is through the Filipino bilingual's competence in Pilipino that we as 
educators can hope to develop in him a deep sense of selfhood, creativity, 
love for work, efficiency in human interpersonal relationships. Only then can 
we expect responsible Filipino leaders and a national citizenry that the 
country can be proud of (Pascasio 1977b: 334). 

Expectations like these perhaps place too great a reliance on the transforming power 
of words in themselves. They do, however, bring out the possibility that education will 
be used to communicate feelings, attitudes, a philosophy of life, rather than mere facts, 
and this in itself would be a giant step forward no matter what linguistic medium were 
used (cf. Galdon 1977). 

At best one can look forward to (or fear) a steady decline in control of English 
among school children in rural areas and in the less affluent sections of the cities. This may 
be accompanied by a growth in inter-ethnic or inter-regional antagonisms as it is realized 
that Tagalogs and Manilefios are favored educationally over the rest of the population -
thus replicating in the Philippines the linguistic problems currently being faced in coun· 
tries like Spain. At the same, time, there may also be an increase in the phenomenon of 
'semi-lingualism' - inadequate _ control over any language - in some non-Tagalog 
areas, with a corresponding increase in the drop-out rate and wastage of potential talent. 
In other areas, partly to counter this, there will undoubtedly be an increase in the illicit 
use of local languages in the classroom at all grade levels. 

Another possibility, and in some ways a more frightening one, is that the next 
decade will see the rise of a new bilingual intellectual elite, with a vested interest in the 
closing off from the masses of avenues whereby they may attain competence in English. 
This elite would have a virtual monopoly on what was learned of and from the outside 
world by the general population, as they would be the sole writers and translators of text
books and the commentators on the passing scene. They would not disturb the old elite_ 
unduly; in fact, the two groups could work profitably together in creating an.efficient 
totalitarian oligarchy. Such a possibility at present is remote, but not increchble. 6 

9. THE HEART OF THE MATTER 

The real linguistic problem for Philippine education has not been faced by the cur-:: 
rent bilingual education policy, and therefore cannot be solved by it. As Sibayan point~~; 
out before the present policies were implemented: 

6Tue Indian sociolinguist L. M. Khubchandani interprets current agitation for the replacement 
of English by major regional languages at the university level in India as part of the struggle between 
the established elite (which favors English as the sole medium of instruction) and a rising regional 
elite who are making use of the language if.sue to align themselves with the masses, but who ~e 
interested in obtaining a greater share of national economic and political power rather than ln 

eduational reform per se. In their actual linguistic behavior, members of this rising elite are 
indistinguishable from their established counterparts (1978:117). While the Philippine situation is 
considerably less complex than the Indian, controversies about language in education in the 
Philippines also have social, economic, and political aspects which at times overshadow the 
pedagogical dimensions of educational policy making and implementation. 
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The big question can be expressed as three smaller ones: (1) how shall 
we learn English so that we may partake of the world's knowledge that is 
available in it; (2) how shall we learn Tagalog (Pilipino) so that we as a people 
will speak one language and identify with it •.. ; and finally (3) how shall 
we preserve the languages of our ancestors in the regions where we come 
from so that our children will understand the treasures they contain 
{1974:221-2; cf. also 1975:129). 

What is needed to answer the three smaller questions, and therefore also the bif 
ooe, is a flexible policy with enforceable guidelines, with guaranteed time for both 
English and the vernacular, and provision for Pilipino to play a role consonant with 
community expectations. A policy which very nearly fulfilled all these conditions was in 
fact announced in 1973 (see DEC 1973, also Soriano 1977). Under Department Order 
No. 9 of that year, the use of the vernacular as the medium of instruction in Grades 1 
and 2 was reiterated, with English and Pilipino to be taught as subjects. English was to 
be the main medium of instruction from Grade 3, with Pilipino as a subject, at least, with 
additional provision for the use of Pilipino as medium of instruction in some other sub
jects on certain conditions. These conditions were that learning would be facilitated by 
the use of Pilipino, that the teacher was competent to teach in the language, that there 
were adequate teaching materials, and there was readiness on the part of the pupils to 
learn in Pilipino. 

Although there was strong evidence that this policy would have been supported by 
most of the general population (cf. Otanes and Sibayan 1969, Sibayan 1978), there was 
strong opposition from certain nationalist quarters within the Department of Education 
and Culture, particularly from the Institute of National Language (see Sibayan 1978: 
311-313). The end was a compromise which resulted in the expulsion of the vernaculars 
and a commitment to teach most subjects in Pilipino in all elementary and secondary 
schools by the end of an eight year period beginning in 197 4-7 5. 

A return to something approaching the 1973 policy, but with a place for the major 
Philippine languages at least as subjects (i.e. language and literature) in the higher grades, 
and for the use of both English and Pilipino in a structured way in some or all of the 
content areas, may still be pOSS11>le. This would help to remove some of the antagonisms 
created by the current policy, and at least help to ensure that access to F.nglish is not 
completely removed from the mass of the population (it may already be too late to re
store this access to the level obtaining in 1974). Existing Pilipino textbooks could be re
tained for courses taught partly in English, and vice versa. A random mixing oflanguages 
is of doubtful value, but a systematic approach to the use of two languages could provide 
valuable experience in translation skills - the translation of experience rather than merely 
of words. In the upper grades the vernacular, in addition to its role as a cultural sub
ject, could also perhaps be used as the medium for teaching a citizenship course. It is cer
tainly ironical that considerably more attention has been given to discussing, and to some 
extent providing, a secure place for Docano in the Hawaiian education system than has 
~n given to any Philippine language in its homeland over the last few years (see Hawaii 
State Department of Education 1975, East West Center 1975, Benton 1979). 

It would be well worth considering the possibility that Pilipino should ped:laps 
be left to spread naturally for a while as spread!if Cerlainli wi!J, , ~ven if it were banished 
from the schools forthwith. The English language in its great formative period - the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries - was not a language for scientists {they spoke in La
tin), but of poets, dramatists, political propagandists, preachers, and story tellers. The 
181lle is true of Spanish and other great European languages. Tagalog/Pilipino should also 
be given this freedom from the depredations of academics and technologim until it is 
strong enough to defend itself against their onslaughts. At the same time, Pilipino will 
benefit greatly, and evolve into a truly national language, by interacting with vigorous 
regional and local languages (cf. Juco 1977, Yabes 1977, Pallesen 1977) . 
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It must also be realized that language change in itself will not effect sociaJ change: 
language is the mirror, not the creator, ofsocial realities (cf. Fishman and Spolaky 1979). 
The bilingual policy will not remake the Filipino in an improved image, although it may 
do much to hinder or to help him in his quest to achieve this end. 

10. STOPPING THE JUGGERNAUT 

In short, the current policy has been formulated by experts (among them econo
mists and administrators as well as linguists and educators) who have assumed that the 
school is a major agent for social change; sociaJ change is best effected by sudden deci
sive action, rather than by gradual reform; the dissemination and use of an indigenous 
national language is essential to national self-fulfillment; and a bilingual education policy 
can be successfully implemented on a national scale, ignoring (for the most part) differen· 
ces in social and linguistic background in the various communities of which the nation is 
composed. 

The first of these assumptions is almost certainJy wrong, even in the Philippines. 
Schools are usually effective promoters of changes already in progress - they are seldom 
successful innovators. 

The third wumption, which stems from the nineteenth century European romantic 
belief that each nation should have its own language (and only one language can really 
'belong' to a nation or people), is one aspect of colonial mentality which even the most 
ardent nationalists seem to embrace wholeheartedly. It is an ideological position which 
ii not capable of either proof or refutation: it will become true if people can be persua· 
ded that it ought to be true, and it may well be an accurate statement of contemporary 
Philippine cultural reality. 

The second assumption is fundamentaJly sound - sudden change is often easier to 
accept than a series of small · (and therefore cumulatively irritating) changes. The only 
difficulty here is that it seems to be English rather than Pilipino that needs the 'big push' 
in contemporary Philipptne education and social life. 

The last assumption, that quantity is more efficient than quality, is likely to be the 
most costly, if not the most dangerous. lntemationaJ research has shown quite convin· 
cingly that bilingual education is a process which is peculiarly sensitive to environmental 
factors (cf. Spolaky 1978, Mackey 1978}- physical, political, social, linguistic, cultural, 
educational, economic, psychological, among others - and a single nationwide system 
which does not intimately involve local languages in a multilingual country, let alone 
take account of other environmental differences, cannot be regarded as being pre-dis
posed to success. 

Large scale enterprises may also suffer much more than small ones because once a 
mistake is made it becomes almost impOSS11>le to correct - once you have printed a mil· 
lion textbooks, you are virtually obligated to use them whether they are suitable or not. 
So the decision to make the 'big push' was also a decision to proceed regardless of what 
the facts might tum out to be. The system will therefore have to make it appear that the 
present bilingual education program is working, no matter what its real benefits or 
failings, at least until such time as the materials produced so far are consumed, or until 
means have been found to use them in new ways. 

Meanwhile, bilingual education seems to have set itself on a course different from 
that originally intended. A social process has been set in motion, eroding the prestige of 
English and therefore the motivation to team the language. At the same time, English 
remains as important as ever to social mobility and full participation in Philippine eco-
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nomJc, cultural and political life. In its present fonn, bilingual education is making it 
more difficult for the ordinary Filipino to obtain an adequate command of English, 
and through this the pos&bility of sharing the benefits for which this linguistic profi
ciency is a pre-requisite. This removes a source of potential competition to the present 
educated elite, thus increasing the privileged position of its members. 

However, if the juggernaut set ir. motion in 1974 can be slowed down, there may 
still be time to make productive use of all the linguistic resources of the Phi1ippines. Mul
tilingualism, with local, regional, and international languages completing rather than com
peting with each other, has been part of Philippine social reality since the Arab traders 
and Spanish conquistadores . reached these islands half a millennium ago. This tradition of 
multilingualism has facilitated the growth of democracy and the adaptation of old social 
forms to new realities, while providing a framework for preserving and developing the 
most important aspects of local and national cultural systems. There is no compelling 
reason why the nation should not take advantage of this state of affairs socially, cultu
rally, and educationally, and retain its multilingual character for the next five hundred 
years. 
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