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ofthenon-Tagalogs)berenamedFilipinoafterithadbeenenrichedwith 
lexicalelementsfromthePhilijJpinelanguagesandfromotherlanguages, 
presumably English, Spanish and possibly Arabic. Filipino, thus, has 
been recognized as the national language. By 1967, however, Spamsh 
no longer received official status but was declared by the Constillltion to 
be voluntary, together with Arabic 

LanguageU5e 

L1fe seldom follows legislation, however, especially on such maners 
as language. While T;~galog was not given constilt!tional legitimation as 
the basis of the national language until the 1987 Co11stitution, it had 
received some form of legitimation by the recognition of IT agalog-based) 
Pilipino as an official language by the 1973 Constitution. Abo, of course, 
the period from 1937 to 1973 saw the rapid spread of Tagalog-based 
PII ipino not only in the school system but through the mass rnedia and the 
migration of people to the cities and to other areas of the country 
(Gonzalez&Postrado,1976). . 

Thus, the nUmber of speakers of Pillpino either as a first language or 
a second language went from 4,064,000or 25.4% of the total population 
of 16 million in the 1939 censusto29,998,000or 77%ofthepopulation 
six years old and over (38,925,000) in the 1980census count (Gonzalez, 
1985: 135-36). Acceptedornotasthebasisofthenationallanguage, 
Tagalog has 5pread throughout the archipelago; has developed a rich 
literature; has been used widely in the domains of inter-ethnic commu
nication andeverydaybusinesstransactions; and hasCOlltinued to be 
taught in school both as a subject and, since 1974, as a medium 9f 
inslruction for specific st.~bjects because of the l!llactmellt of the bilingual 
education policy by the Department of Education in 1974 (Department 
OrderNo.25,series1974). 

Several sUIVeys (Gonzalez & Bautista, 1966) show that Pilipino has 
spreadthroughlheislands(77%ofthepopulationsixyearsoldandover 
in 1980 claimed that they spoke some conversational varietyofPilipino) 
and that by the year 2000, by simple extrapolation, 97.1% of the 
population is expected to speak il (Gonzalez, 1977). Presently, Jt is 
likewise expanding its domains. In Metro Manila and other urban 
centers, Pilipino is rapidly displacing English in inter-off1ce communica
tions, in the informal boilrd meetings (where a code-switching variety, 
between English and Pilipino, is used), the mass media {illcluding 
movies}, print media, and interaction in business offices and commercial 
establishments (except al board meetings and the highest levels of 
management). BecauseoftheinfluenceofandinSlluctioninEnglishfor 
writing purposes, letters were primarily written in English in 1968 
(Otanes & Sibaydn, 1969). But in a more recent survey done by Sibayan 
& Segovia (1962), many more leners as well as informal inter-affice 
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to be even more disadvantaged with the increasing dominance 01 the 
languageofthemajority. 

Moreover,perhapsasacaveattothoseplanningdrasticchangesin 
any system because of the imperatives of nationalism, it must be 
emphasizedthattheutilityofalanguageasalearnillgtool(inthiscase, 
an indigenous one) depends on the state of it< cultivation. Hence, side 
by side with schoollar.guag.,formulation should be a largerwell-planned 
andsystematicallyfunOedprogramoflanguagecultivationfortheentire 
organizations, involving all ministries, government and non-government 
society,learnedsociettes,andtheuniversitiesandtheirscholars. The 
problem, of course, is that the cultivation of a language even for registers 
referring to concrete social realities closer to th"e speakers than the more 
distant abstract realities of science and mathematics, takes about a 
generation to develop. Few countries in the process of nation bcilding 
have the luxury of waiting for a language to develop before using it as a 
medium of instruction. In such a case, one can hope at best that the two 
phases of language development, the expansion of the language as a 
mP.dium of instruction in the system and the cultivation and intellectuali
zationofthelanguageasa languageofscholarlydiscourse, will be in 
tandem; otherwise, tllerewill be a repeat of the Philippine situation and 
itslessthanfelicitousconsequences. 

In countries contemplating a bilingual educatioo scheme, where the 
status and stage of development of the two languages is not the same 
because of a post-colonial situatiun,theexperienceofthePhilippines 
should be carefully weighed lest the same mistakes be commined. 

Natio.1alism alone cannot make up for the intellectual immaturity of 
alangllageintheproces.~ofdevelopllloot. Norisnationalismsufficiently 
strong in some polities to take priority over econolllic needs. To equate 
nationalism and love of country with loyalty to a national language can 

·be a questionable juxtaposition which the majority of the society may not 
accept In other words, languageisonlyoneamongmanyindicators [and 
sometime a weak one) of nationalism. 

Note 

In this paper, for purposes of clarity, FiliPINO, the approved 
nationallanguageofthePhilippinessincetheratificationofthe 
1987 Constitution is defined as T agalog-based Pi lipino enriched 
with lextcal items from other Philippine languages and other 
languages. lnreferringtothelanguages, PILIPINOisusedfor 
I egislation and policy enacted and events which occ11rTed before 
1967 and FILIPINO for those which took place beginning in 
1987. 
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