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Abstract
This paper is premised on the assumption that contemporary Englishes of the world
have a far longer historical ideological trajectory dating back to how they were
imposed on subjugated peoples as part of the broader projects of colonialism. What
we understand now as postcolonial Englishes can be traced back to their colonial
formation as undesirable racialized varieties which prevent their speakers from
becoming full-fledged modern and Westernized people, qualified to march with the
rest of the enlightened world towards modernization and freedom. Thus, this paper
constructs a history of ideas about Filipino English which through the years has
served as a differentiating and identity-making marker for use of English among
some Filipinos by drawing on texts, both official and anecdotal, produced during and
after the Philippine-American War period. More specifically, it is a critical
historiography of Filipino English since it does not merely map the development of
ideas about it but, more importantly, in doing so it seeks to visibilize fundamental
relations of colonial power grounded in the imbrication of language and race or
raciolinguistic politics (Rosa & Flores, 2017).

After leaving the Philippines where he taught English
and journalism for three years, an American teacher
(Scott, 1949) narrated some of his experiences teaching
the language to Filipinos:

An American woman in the Philippines who had
guests for dinner said to her Filipino waiter, a high-
school junior: “Put the pickles here on the plate, Ra-
mon.” The boy stood a moment, perplexed. Presently
he asked, holding the pickle jar politely, “Ma’am, shall
I fut da fickles on da flate?” An f passes as legal ten-
der for a p anywhere in the Philippines (p. 327).

This is true. Among Filipinos, /p/ and /f/ are inter-
changeable because most Philippine languages do not
have the sound /f/ in their phonetic system. In fact, many
Filipinos find it hard to distinguish between the two
sounds when using them with English words, and those
who have indeed “mixed up” the two sounds have histor-
ically been mocked and pathologized as in need of “cor-
rection”. In a more recent study by Guinto (2014), [b],
[p], and [f] have been interchangeably used to approx-
imate the English sound /v/. Such linguistic characteris-
tics in the English speech of Filipinos have taken on ide-
ological and social meanings, but most important of all
these linguistic characteristics and the – negative – values
associated with them have converged around the idea
of Filipino English or, in recent years, Philippine English.
As one ‘Yankee’ English teacher observed of her class-
rooms around the same time Scott (1949) above taught

in the Philippines, “Most of the students really would like
to be able to speak and write good English, American
rather than Filipino English [emphasis added]” (Wakeham,
1951, p. 88). The specific configurations of use of sounds
produced by Filipinos have become part of a linguistic
repertoire of Filipino English which is “something new
and strange” (Wakeham, 1951, p. 88), and which has con-
sequently been a source of different forms of linguistic
prejudice against different groups of Filipinos such as for-
eign domestic workers (Lorente, 2017), call center work-
ers (Salonga, 2010), teachers (Perez-Amurao & Sunanta,
2020) and immigrants in foreign countries (De Castro et
al., 2008).

At the tail end of formal American colonial rule in
the Philippines, American teachers Scott and Wakeham
above articulated their views of Filipino English as not
just different but undesirable, and these views were con-
stituted of a racially-induced body of knowledge about
Filipinos and their English which circulated throughout
the American colonial period. Such body of knowledge,
we will soon find out below, began to take place during
the Philippine-American War of 1899-1901. During this
period, amidst the brutalities of war and the armed re-
sistance against the new foreign aggressors, American
soldiers were tasked to build classrooms and teach Eng-
lish in their assigned localities, colonial policies (at the
heart of which was how to ‘educate’ Filipinos through
the English language) were put in place, and the first
batch of American teachers – popularly known as the
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‘Thomasites’, named after the ship they took to travel to
the Philippines – arrived as part of the grand project of
‘benevolent assimilation’.

Scott and Wakeham, therefore, espoused ideas about
Filipinos and their English which could be traced back to
these important generators of social transformation in
the Philippines, especially because both the educational
policies (which mandated the use of English as the sole
medium of instruction) and the Thomasites (who went
on not just to teach in most parts of the country but
also to take on leadership roles in the provinces) com-
bined to operationalize universal or free basic education
for Filipino pupils. In ethnographic accounts of Thoma-
site teachers in the early years of American colonial rule,
Fee (1910, 1913), who taught during the first decade of
American colonial rule, demonstrated how the teachers
themselves were not simply engaged in benevolent neu-
tral work of teaching but were, in fact, doing so while also
forming their own colonial impressions of Filipinos and
of their own pupils specifically. In short, they were part
of what has been referred to as the American “pedagogic
invasion” (Roma-Sianturi, 2009, p. 5) of the Philippines.
There have been attempts to understand the role of the
Thomasites and the education system they were made to
lead (see Racelis & Ick, 2001) through a postcolonial lens
which resists a totalizing view of colonialism. However,
such framing inadvertently de-emphasizes the enduring
structures of colonialism which shape, if not dictate, how
we live our lives (Pineda-Tinio, 2002, p. 581).

In this paper, I argue that ideas about so-called Eng-
lishes of the world, which have for at least four decades
now been recuperated as instantiations of postcolonial
resistance and agency, have a far longer historical ideo-
logical trajectory dating back to how they were imposed
on subjugated peoples as part of the broader projects of
colonialism. ‘Scientific’ descriptions of localized Englishes
have correctly demonstrated the grammatical system-
aticity, and semantic and pragmatic legitimacy, of these
Englishes, thus resulting in evidence-based arguments
against the ‘sacred cows’ of the English teaching pro-
fession (Kachru, 1988), such as the superiority of Stan-
dard English and the native speaker. However, despite
decades of raising awareness of and campaigning
against harmful practices in the field, these sacred cows
endure and continue to frame both popular discourses
and language-in-education policies and practices (Ku-
maravadivelu, 2016; Tupas, 2003). This paper contends
that the durability of such practices and ideologies is due
to the fact that they remain embedded in the coloniality
of today’s global and local matrices of power.

Thus, this paper constructs a history of ideas about Fil-
ipino English which through the years has served as a dif-
ferentiating and identity-making marker for use of Eng-
lish among some Filipinos by drawing upon what Rafael
(1995) refers to as “a larger archive of colonial knowl-
edge” (p. 644) from texts, both official and anecdotal, pro-
duced during and after the Philippine-American War pe-
riod. More specifically, it is a critical historiography of
Filipino English since it does not merely map the devel-

opment of ideas about it but, more importantly, in doing
so it seeks to visibilize fundamental relations of colonial
power grounded in the imbrication of language and race
or raciolinguistic politics (Rosa & Flores, 2017).

In a sense, this paper engages in a critical conversation
on work on the pluralization and localization of English
around the world (see, for example, Thirusanku & Yunus,
2012, on Malaysian English; Sharma, 2012, on Indian Eng-
lish; Baumgardner, 1990, on Pakistani English), by aiming
to incorporate a critical historiography of these sociolin-
guistic processes (read: of English becoming ‘Englishes’)
in order to understand ‘world Englishes’ as colonial con-
structs which underpin their use and their study even
today. The idea of a ‘localised English’ pre-dates the es-
tablishment of World Englishes, but this is rarely ac-
knowledged formally in studies in this area even if the
pluralization/localization/indigenization of English has
been traditionally framed as acts of postcolonial resis-
tance and creativity. By tearing down traditional (for ex-
ample, citational) boundaries in the study of the Eng-
lishes of the world, we shall be able to trace historically
the ideological constitution of these Englishes, thus hop-
ing to understand more clearly why ‘Philippine English’,
‘Malaysian English’, and ‘Indian English’, to name a few,
continue to take on indexicalities of coloniality.

The usual starting point of such work on the Philip-
pines would be the influential Monroe educational sur-
vey of 1925. Substantial work has been done to unpack
the political and ideological underpinnings of such im-
portant work which endorsed the use of English as
medium of instruction, except in character development
classes where the local ‘dialects’ would be used (Magno,
2010), and recommended ways to solve Filipinos’ English
language “handicap” (Monroe, 1925, p. 127). One of the
survey’s main theses was that the local languages inter-
fered with the learning of English, thus English itself “cre-
ated a kind of disability” (Rafael, 1994, p. 290). Rafael has
detailed the survey’s ideologized view of Filipinos’ Eng-
lish as centrally concerned with the negative impact of
local languages on the teaching and learning of English
which “remained foreign and external to students, while
the vernaculars refused to keep to their place” (p. 292).

To explicate my argument that ‘Philippine English’ now
has a longer racialized historical trajectory than is con-
ceived within the postcolonial paradigm of World Eng-
lishes (Kachru, 1988, 1996), I also go back to other texts
such as official colonial documents, newspaper articles,
teacher stories and academic publications of American
scholars of language and education to trace the ideolog-
ical configurations of current beliefs about it. This is also
to contend that racialized and pathologized views of Fil-
ipino users of English were distributed across official and
unofficial textual spaces – also in the everyday and not
just in key or major policy texts. This means mapping the
racial construction of Filipino English during the Philip-
pine-American War of 1899-1901 – then already “one of
the bitterest wars in history” (Blount, 1912, p. 295). If
one views “racial construction” through the lens of colo-
nialism, one would understand the racial construction of
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Filipino English as the constitution of the notion of Fil-
ipinos’ English as the colonized/racialized variety. It is this
racialized mobilization of Filipino English that remains in-
ternalized both individually and collectively by Filipinos,
as evidenced by the still dominant native speakerist ide-
ologies in the country (Bernardo, 2017; Salonga, 2015).
Such an ideological framing of Filipino English has sur-
vived the postcolonial transition of the Philippines such
that despite ‘scientific’ approaches to the study of English
in use, many scholars, education practitioners and the
public in general, remain fundamentally uncommitted to
liberatory and culturally appropriate practices in the use,
teaching and learning of English.

This paper helps explain why ‘Philippine English’,
which is endorsed by scholars and educators as an al-
ternative standard for classroom teaching but which they
also admit is resisted by institutions of power, remains
much less valued than American Standard English
(Bautista, 2000; Bernardo, 2017; Tupas, 2010). Language-
in-education policies, English language education, and
teacher training and education, must contend with his-
torically formed racial underpinnings of beliefs about lan-
guages and language varieties. There has been much
talk recently about decolonizing all aspects of our work
– our theories, methods, curricula, classroom practices –
but there is a need to critically account for the continu-
ing link between past and present ideologies and prac-
tices and move away from the framing of language is-
sues as either colonial or postcolonial, or towards either
a structural/determinist or agentive/resistive orientation
(Paterno, 2018). We must face head on – rather than
deny – the coloniality of epistemologies and practices of
our scholarship and pedagogy if we are to work towards
transforming these forms and appropriations of knowl-
edge in the first place.

From Filipino English to Philippine English

One of the earliest ‘scientific’ attempts at systematiz-
ing World Englishes was undertaken by Filipino linguist
Teodoro Llamzon (1969) on Filipino English. Filipino
scholars, in fact, have been at the forefront of promoting
the legitimacy and liberatory potential of English spoken
and used by Filipinos (Bautista, 1982; Gonzalez, 1976;
Gonzalez & Alberca, 1978), preceding the enthusiastic be-
ginnings of sociolinguistic and postcolonial approaches
to English as a multicultural and multivoiced language.
Yet, despite these laudable efforts, the normative con-
struction of what is now referred to as ‘Philippine English’
points to one consistent variable: it is the ‘educated’ vari-
ety of English in the Philippines. What represents English
in the Philippines is one that is constructed as educated
Philippine English (Berowa, 2024; Berowa & Regala-Flo-
res, 2020; Regala-Flores, 2014).

Ironically, for five decades now scholars and education
practitioners sensitized into the sociocultural nature of
English language, learning and teaching, admit that
school officials, teachers and students, have persistently
refused endorsing this ‘educated’ variety in the class-
room: it represents how Filipinos speak but it should not

be how Filipinos are taught how to speak because there
is a standard of standards and that is American Standard
English (Bautista, 2000). In other words, despite contes-
tations over what it actually means, ‘American Standard
English’ remains the ideal standard for teaching and
learning, while ‘educated’ Philippine English remains so-
ciolinguistically legitimate but devalued (Bautista, 2000;
Berowa & Regala-Flores, 2020; Regala-Flores, 2014). What
this also means is that ‘Philippine English’ is a racially un-
dervalued or delegitimized variety because it is spoken
by so-called non-native speakers of the language (Choe,
2016; Salonga, 2010, 2015). It mobilizes racial inequality,
both locally through an internalized colonial inferiority
complex among Filipinos where they mock or denigrate
their own uses of English, and globally through transna-
tional institutions of power which advance and benefit
from enabling ‘native speaker’ Standard English. Such
overlapping layers of socially- and racially-induced in-
equalities of Englishes and their speakers are traceable
to configurations of ideology and power which produced
the infrastructures of American colonialism in the Philip-
pines in the first place.

English and the Philippine-American War

One of the ideological strategies of colonialism was
imperial forgetting (Jacobson, 1999) – the writing of the
history of the colonized through the lens of the coloniz-
ers such that experiences of subjugation, suffering and
resistance are erased from colonial memory through, for
example, education. One of the concrete examples of
historical erasure is the deletion of the Philippine-Amer-
ican War from 1899-1902 from the narrative of the ‘in-
troduction’ of English and American colonial education in
the country. “Hidden and untouched behind the single
phrase, the U.S. ‘taking’ of the Philippines” (Jacobson,
1999, p. 118), are facts about English being first taught
by “soldier-teachers” (Margold, 1995, p. 375) during the
war who were tasked to build classrooms and teach Eng-
lish in towns while engaged in the war. In history books,
including the works of language and education scholars
and policy-makers, English ‘entered’ the Philippines at a
time when ‘friendly’ US-Philippine relations began after
the war. This discursive construction of English, educa-
tion and American colonial rule for that matter, as having
been ‘introduced’ to the country remains prevalent in
current popular and even scholarly discourse on lan-
guage and education. The Philippine-American War – “the
first war of national liberation in Asia” (Diokno, 2002, p.
75) – was “a ferocious” (Margold, 1995, p. 375) and “bru-
tal” (Jacobson, 1999, p. 119) war, with hundreds of thou-
sands of Filipinos killed in the name of the civilizing mis-
sion of the United States. But for colonial discourse to
serve the racist agenda of American rule in the Philip-
pines, it had to engage in “the erasure of the Filipino
dead” (Rafael, 1994, p. 265). This was the historical con-
text of the ‘introduction’ of the English language, or more
appropriately its imposition on the local population as a
tool of subjugation, where “a feeling of hostility to Amer-
icans and American occupation was practically universal”
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(Wilfley, 1904, p. 731). Such imperial amnesia as regards
the historical context of the emergence of English as the
most powerful language in the country has served to
frame English as a desirable and modern language in lan-
guage-in-education policies, popular discourses and aca-
demic scholarship. Thus, as “Americans liberated Philip-
pines from the Spaniards”, the imposition of English
“seemed reasonable and logical” (Koo, 2008, p. 20).

Preceding the war, Filipinos had pockets of successful
campaigns against the Spanish colonial government
which ruled the country for 333 years (Rodao & Ro-
driguez, 2001). In fact, a Philippine revolutionary govern-
ment was established in 1898, with a constitution of its
own and a system of government, essentially declaring
independence from Spain. However, the United States by
virtue of its massively more powerful military might im-
mediately acted to quell the advances of the indepen-
dence movement in order to impose its first imperialistic
rule in Asia. Thus, in order to trace the ideological con-
tinuities of concepts associated with English and educa-
tion in the Philippines, we must start with – not after –
the Philippine-American War. It was during this war when
English and American colonial education were imposed
and justified, for example through the instruction to the
Second Philippine Commission of President William
McKinley on April 7, 1900, which became “the basis of all
our policies in dealing with the Filipinos” (Shuster, 1910,
p. 67) in the immediate years after the war, as well as
throughout the decades of direct American colonial rule
and the ensuing ‘postcolonial’ period.

English, race and ‘benevolent assimilation’

On the surface level, the English language was im-
posed during the Philippine-American War on grounds
that it was the language of modernization and enlight-
enment. On greater scrutiny, however, English was justi-
fied within the same logics of American colonialism: the
ultimate objective of the occupation was “human free-
dom” (Smith, 1958). That is, Filipinos – a “jumble of savage
tribes” (Roosevelt, 1900 as cited in Blount, 1912. p. 297)
or “niggers” (Anderson, 1900, p. 292) – needed to be
protected or freed from perpetual backwardness. They
belonged to an inferior race, with ‘dialects’ which were
the cause of disunity and discord among the different
ethnolinguistic groups, as well as a culture which repre-
sented “forces which stand for the black chaos of sav-
agery and barbarism” (Kramer, 2006, p. 1). In short, Eng-
lish was justified on racial grounds. We will refer to two
intertwined presidential declarations or instructions dur-
ing the war which would operationalize what Buglass
(2021) refers to as “the continuity of racial preconcep-
tions and administrative techniques - within the Amer-
ican imperial project” (p. 3), by focusing on how such
instructions serve as the ideological matrix of the im-
position of the English language. Buglass configures the
transnational flow of imperialist ideologies, while in this
section we map the discursive circulation of racialized
ideologies emerging from and surrounding the two land-
mark declarations during the Philippine-American War

in order to provide a broader historical and ideological
framework for the understanding of the politics of Eng-
lish in the Philippines.

First of all, the annexation of the Philippines, and the
eventual war that ensued, was justified by then President
McKinley through the Benevolent Assimilation proclama-
tion signed on 21 December 1898 but released on 1 Jan-
uary 1899: “the mission of the United States is one of
benevolent assimilation” (in Blount, 1912, p. 149). This
meant placing the ‘uncivilized’ Filipinos under the ‘pro-
tection’ of the United States whose intentions were al-
legedly pure and benevolent: “we come not as invaders
or conquerors, but as friends to protect the natives in
their homes, in their employments, and in their personal
and religious right” (148). In critiquing the policy, Diokno
(2002) describes it as “colonialism with a heart” (75). It
would, of course, be an extreme irony that the policy of
benevolence “precipitated the war” (147). In fact, ‘benev-
olent assimilation’ was a ferocious assault on the subju-
gated people because despite aiming towards “the great-
est good of the governed” (Blount, 1912, p. 150), the
proclamation concluded with a rhetoric of force and au-
thority: “there must be sedulously maintained the strong
arm of authority, to repress disturbance and to over-
come all obstacles to the bestowal of the blessings of
good and stable government upon the people of the
Philippine Islands under the free flag of the United
States” (150). Indeed, this last statement from the procla-
mation legitimized the brutal war as a benevolent assim-
ilation campaign to simultaneously civilize, discipline and
subjugate the Filipino people.

In a sense the centrality of race in the mobilization of
the colonial logics of power during the Philippine-Amer-
ican War makes the war unexceptional in the histories
of imperial aggression around the world (Kramer, 2006).
In fact, an analysis of the war would be inadequate if
we do not locate it within infrastructures of racialization
– or the process(es) by which subjugated people have
been assigned arbitrary racial categories and meanings
to accomplish the project of subjugation or assimilation.
For example, the tasks of the First Philippine Commission
according to the Benevolent Assimilation proclamation
were to collect information about the Philippines and the
Filipinos – because American authorities knew very lit-
tle about the country and the people at the time of the
war (Ileto, 1999). It must be emphasized, however, that
the commission did not take on the job without bring-
ing with them their own racial prejudices. For example,
Jacob Schurman (1900), the chairperson of the commis-
sion, believed that Filipinos were not developed enough
to rank “with the highest type of civilization in Europe and
America” (p. 216), and that “Filipino people and nation”
were non-existent because “[w]hat you have is an assem-
blage of different peoples and tribes, speaking languages
which are unintelligible to one another” (p. 217). This
was the deployment of the racialised idea of “ethnologi-
cal homogeneity” (Kramer, 2006, p. 2) among Filipinos to
justify subjugation. Thus, when the commission sought
ground observations and reports from American military
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personnel stationed in different towns in the Philippines
concerning education and literacy, safety and order, and
health and hygiene, it ensured the circulation of preva-
lent raciolinguistic ideologies during the war. There was
almost unanimous endorsement of English as the ‘com-
mon’ medium of instruction to replace the ‘dialects’, use-
less in the quest for national unity or homogeneity. A
brigadier general on the ground reported that “[t]here is
such a number of dialects that profound knowledge of
one is of little value even for the purpose of intercommu-
nication” (Smith in War Department, 1901, p. 52). Thus,
on the one hand, “No instruction is desirable in any of
the native dialects” (Brett in War Department, 1901, p.
56). On the other hand, “English is the only language in
which it is desirable to have instruction” (Spurr in War De-
partment, 1901, p. 57); “only English should be taught”
(Sweet, War Department, 1901, p. 58). The first commis-
sion’s tasks were essentially recommendatory in nature,
and its general conclusion after its ‘fact-finding’ mission
was that Filipinos desired independence but were not
ready for it. It recommended the establishment of a colo-
nial civil government which would prepare Filipinos for
self-rule, and a universal primary education which was to
be delivered through the English language as a homog-
enizing tool to civilize and enlighten the Filipinos, a pre-
condition for self-rule.

A year after, the Second Philippine Commission was
formed, this time to take on the massive task of rehabil-
itating the Philippines through civilian rule but building
on the work of the earlier commission. The second com-
mission extended and facilitated the circulation of the
same raciolinguistic ideologies to advance the project of
benevolent assimilation, thus English would continue to
be associated with civilization, and Philippine languages
with disunity, and barbarism or backwardness. For exam-
ple, Tagalog, the language of the political center, Manila,
was “deficient in many qualities which have made Euro-
pean tongues the vehicle of civilization” (MacKinlay, 1901,
p. 214). The main mandate was “to pacify as well as to
administer, with instructions to take over the provinces
from the military as rapidly as practicable, and set up
civil government in them” (Wilfley, 1904, p. 731). Such in-
structions, which also came from President McKinley to
the commission through the Secretary of War, were given
on the assumption that there were “many different de-
grees of civilization and varieties of custom and capac-
ity among the people of the different islands” (McKinley,
1900–1904/1904, p. 8), thus respect must be accorded
to local people such that “measures adopted should be
made to conform to their customs, their habits, and even
their prejudices” (p. 8). However, among those serving
the government in all levels of the civil service, “absolute
and unconditional loyalty to the United States” was re-
quired, and the commission had the “absolute and un-
hampered authority and power to remove and punish
any officer deviating from that standard” (p. 8). In short,
benevolence was premised on unflinching loyalty to the
United States.

Having framed the instruction to the commission as
one of benevolent intentions, it was then made clear that
the duty of the commission was to ensure that the free
system of primary education to be put in place in all is-
lands of the country “shall tend to fit the people for the
duties of citizenship and or the ordinary avocations of
a civilized community” (McKinley, 1900–1904, p. 10). We
see here again how the education of the Filipinos was
premised on the notion that they needed it for the at-
tainment of civilization. However, the conflicted rhetoric
of benevolence concerning English and education could
be seen in the way the ‘true intentions’ of colonial rule
unravelled themselves in relation to English and the local
languages:

This instruction should be given in the first instance
in every part of the islands in the language of the
people. In view of the great number of languages
spoken by the different tribes, it is especially impor-
tant to the prosperity of the islands that a common
medium of communication may be established, and
it is obviously desirable that this medium should be
the English language (p. 10).

There was the declaration of ‘the language of the peo-
ple’ as the language to be used for instruction in schools
but other than the fact that this was the only reference
to it, the succeeding sentence practically invalidated the
premise of the need for ‘the language of the people’.
Note here the several overlapping colonial assumptions
which helped legitimize this pronouncement on English.
First, the local languages were spoken by ‘tribes’, thus
framing the languages as un-modern at the very least.
Second, the existence of different languages – multilin-
gualism in more recent discourses – was undesirable and
a hindrance to progress. And third, there was no other
language which would lead to the prosperity of the is-
lands by serving as a common medium of instruction ex-
cept the English language.

Thus, following the instructions and the work of the
second commission, there had been recurring reference
to the march towards civilization which would be derailed
if Filipinos insisted on speaking in the ‘dialects’ only. W.
Morgan Shuster (1910), who held the position of secre-
tary of public instruction, framed colonial rule in such a
manner that mobilized “white supremacy” (Rafael, 1994,
p. 274):

…if we are to make them into an intelligent, cultured,
self-respecting and capable people, prepared to take
their position in the world’s onward march, that re-
sult can be accomplished only by the systematic, pa-
tient education of all the people (Shuster, 1910, p.
63).

Scholars throughout the entire 20th century Philip-
pines and in the past two decades would frame their
work in fundamentally the same way, thus engendering
particular ways of configuring their views about language
and education in the country: The United States ‘came’
to the Philippines with the best of intentions, but it faced
the challenge of uniting the country because the local
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‘dialects’ proved to be a hindrance to progress and ho-
mogeneity, thus English was ‘introduced’ as the only
medium through which communication between Fil-
ipinos could be accomplished (Bernardo & Madrunio,
2015). This was the precondition for self-rule, and those
Filipinos who misinterpreted the true intentions of the
United States were self-serving and anti-Filipino (see
Tovera, 1975). Consequently, English as the primary
medium of instruction in the country is justified as it is
the language of modernization, enlightenment and unity
(for critical studies on the role of history in the works
of Filipino scholars and educators, see Canieso-Doronila,
1996; Tupas, 2003).

The role of race in the colonial construction of
‘Filipino English’

Therefore, colonial assimilation began not in the en-
suing years of ‘peaceful’ colonial rule but, in fact, during
the Philippine-American War itself when some Filipinos
embraced the racial ideologies of American rule. In 1899,
the first known Filipino political party to have supported
American rule, Federal Party, declared what might be
considered as the “first political support” of English
(Tovera, 1975, p. 11). It stated that as peace had gradually
returned to the archipelago “all the efforts of the party
will be directed toward the Americanization of the Fil-
ipinos and the spread of the English language, so that by
this medium the American spirit may be infused, its prin-
ciples, political usages, and grand civilization adopted,
and the redemption of the Filipino people be radical and
complete” (Report of the Philippine Commission,1900, p.
164). To borrow Rafael’s (1994) words, this was the begin-
ning of the Filipino as an American subject “colonizing it-
self” (p. 268), and English as the language of civilization
and enlightenment was indeed central to the process.
Some of “the thousands of uncivilized people who look
up to us for their first lessons…are already asking for Eng-
lish schools” (Miller, 1901, p. 44). In fact, among the al-
legedly most civilized of the semi-civilized races of the
Philippines, Pierce (1901), Chaplain of the US Army dur-
ing the war, claimed that “[t]he desire of the Tagal chil-
dren for a knowledge of English is one of the most en-
couraging signs” (p. 36). Thus, on the part of the United
States, this would indeed mean early indications of the
success of its assimilationist campaign to “regenerate a
race” (Anderson, 1900, p. 283) as it was now the Filipino
as an American colonial subject who would articulate and
mobilize the ‘true intentions’ of the benevolent colonial
project: “to complete the evolution of civilization, and to
weld a people, to prepare them for suffrage and to lead
them on to the highest of civic attainments – the ability to
govern themselves” (Pierce, 1901, p. 23).

However, as soon as English was deployed as a tool
for benevolent assimilation during the Philippine-Amer-
ican War, Filipinos began to transform it. For the past
five decades at least, work on World Englishes, within
which Philippine English studies join the conversations,
has highlighted the localized realities of (postcolonial)
English language use (Kachru, 1988; T. A. Llamzon, 1969).

However, if we frame such uses as ‘postcolonial’ in nature
(Kachru, 1996; Lok, 2012) – that is, transformations in
English are practices of agency and resistance against
colonialism such that the subjugation of the colonized
was never absolute – we then can argue that the very
first instance of resistance through English occurred at
the time Filipinos began using them, and that would be
during the time of the war. The very first time Filipinos
were taught English by American soldiers – one hour a
day was devoted to teaching English when schools re-
opened in Manila on 3 July 1899 (“School system”, 1899)
– they began resisting it by changing the language. Such
a resistive impulse, of course, could simply be viewed as
sociolinguistic changes since the teaching and learning
of a new language in multilingual contexts would always
occur in language contact zones. However, whether po-
litical or sociolinguistic, the point is that the Philippine-
American War served as the sociocultural context of the
emergence of Filipino English both as a social phenom-
enon and as an idea. The English language had pene-
trated most parts of the Philippines such that “even in
the most remote towns… one is surprised to hear con-
versations among the children in English, or the strains
of ‘America’ or of ‘The Star Spangled Banner’” (Marvin,
1904, p. 65). The question now is: what was “heard” when
children started using English in their conversations or
singing songs in English, and what did the “hearers” say
about what they heard? This is a question worth pursuing
because throughout American colonial rule and, in fact,
after they formally left the country, people did not only
‘hear’ Filipino English but, more importantly, they had
much to say about it. This is where race remained as the
lens through which Filipino English was heard and evalu-
ated.

When official presidential instructions (discussed
above), ground reports from American soldiers, declara-
tions from other colonial government officials, and news-
paper articles (to name some), framed English as the
language which would help Filipinos join the march to-
wards civilization and be equal with other so-called civ-
ilized races and nations, it was not the idea of Filipino
English which would accomplish the task. It was going to
be – or should be – American English. Thus, when teach-
ers and other social commentators began to observe
and codify the way Filipinos spoke and wrote in English
(Yule, 1925), Filipinos using a so-called civilized language
once again fell short of the colonial ideal of an English-
speaking civilized subject (Rafael, 2015). It must be ac-
knowledged that the first few decades of English teach-
ing and learning, and education in general, would be very
challenging (Barrows, 1907; Hewitt, 1905; “Schools in the
Philippines,” 1901; Shuster, 1910; Yule, 1925), thus Fil-
ipino schoolchildren were expected to experience diffi-
culties in their use of English. Nevertheless, what is the
concern here is the way such ‘difficulties’ were framed
by educators and commentators. Phonological, syntactic
and idiomatic characteristics of Filipino English were
ridiculed, negatively assessed and/or measured against
the ideal standard ‘native’ American English. In short,
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prevalent ideas about Filipino English were racialised
ideas which characterized Filipino speakers of English as
inferior speakers of the language. The language which
would make them completely civilized (because the local
languages were ‘deficient’) would be the same language
which would prevent them from becoming so. In the
process, racialization by “educating the little Filipinos”
(“Schools in the Philippines,” 1901, p. 280) through Eng-
lish would successfully help accomplish the project of
benevolent assimilation and legitimize American rule in
the Philippines.

It is not surprising that Filipino English would be heard
through the sounds the Filipino children produced in and
outside of schools. Characterizations of the phonology
would zero in on the inability of the students to distin-
guish between phonemes of American English (sounds
which distinguish meanings, such as the difference in
meaning if one uses /p/ instead of /f/ in ‘pat’) because in-
terchangeable use of the sounds among Filipino users of
English is due to the sounds being not found in Philippine
languages (Struble, 1929). In fact, more than a century of
English language teaching and learning in the Philippines
but scholars continue to provide evidence of the impact
of the phonological systems of Philippine languages on
the sounds of “Filipino English” or “Philippine English”
(Guinto, 2014; T. Llamzon, 1996; T. A. Llamzon, 1969; Paz
et al., 2003; Tayao, 2009). What Yule (1925) assessed as
“hindrances” (p. 118) to approximating American English
speech are identified as distinct Filipino sounds when Fil-
ipinos use English today. For example, “The use p for f
and of b for v are two major errors. Verb becomes berb;
the data are piled not filed (p. 118).”

These phonological realizations of American English
phonemes were part of a constellation of sounds which
caused “confusion in Filipino English, and oftentimes
amusement to English speaking listeners” (Yule, 1925, p.
118). We should highlight here how the production of the
sounds was framed through colonizers as hearers and
evaluators of Filipino speech. “The remedy is obvious; in-
tensive primary drill to limber up and bring into proper
control the muscles involved” (p. 118). However, this rem-
edy, if it aimed to change how Filipinos produce Ameri-
can English sounds, had not worked because for at least
half a century now, Filipino scholars have consistently
identified the same sounds as characterizing the local-
ized use of English such as what Guinto (2014) has found:
“The participants substitute /b/ for /v/, /p/ for /f/, /θ/ for
/t ̪/ and /ð/ for /d ̪/” (p. 74).

Distinct Filipino English uses were not only confined to
the sounds of English. Early accounts of Filipino English
also extended to pronunciation, syntax and idioms, es-
sentially evidencing the reality of English language use
in the Philippines as mediated by Philippine culture and
multilingualism (Fee, 1913; Struble, 1929; Yule, 1925). Its
“peculiarities arise from two sources: the influence of
Spanish and the influence of the Malayan dialects” (Stru-
ble, 1929, p. 278). While it is claimed that there “is nothing
irreverent about this” (Yule, 1925, p. 118), such accounts
were actually embedded deeply within racial prejudice

against Filipino teachers, learners and users of English.
Characterizations of Filipino English were characteriza-
tions of the uncivilized, ignorant or lowly Filipino race.
The years immediately following the Philippine-American
War were extremely challenging to the implementation
of free three-year English-medium basic education be-
cause of lack of American teachers. Thus, good perform-
ing young Filipino learners were needed to teach English
(three years), arithmetic (two years) and geography (one
year). They “were naked little brownies, who could smile
in English, but could not understand a word of it. What
had the new teachers to teach? They did not even know
how to live in the open-sided, stilt-uplifted, nipa houses”
(French, 1905, p. 549). They were, after all, Filipinos, “shal-
low; bright on the surface, quick to catch the superficial,
but beyond that nothing! a blank!” (p. 553). It does not
even matter that these early Filipino teachers were “good
material for assistants” many of whom belonged to the
“aristocratic classes…already fairly educated well in Span-
ish” (Fee, 1913, p. 541). The “problem of anglicizing the
speech of a people” (541) was ultimately a racial problem
as it implicated speakers and bodies who were not ideal
speakers of the language but who needed to undergo
“Americanization” (Marvin, 1904, p. 65):

The American child whose vocabulary is fairly well
formed before he enters school has acquired his vo-
cabulary by practical experience; and the only way
to give a corresponding development to the Filipino
child’s mind is to study the habits of speech as found
in the American child before he is affected by the
reading work (Fee, 1913, pp. 541–542).

If educating the Filipino child was going to be success-
ful, this would mean leading one’s “charges from dark-
ness to light, from 400 years of Spanish implanted igno-
rance to that knowledge of the truth which alone makes
men free” (p. 65). Such education would only be through
an English medium, thus the school’s “first task is always
to break the bad English habits already formed” (Struble,
1929, p. 278) and correct “mispronunciation” (p. 279) be-
cause they “are distorting” the English language (p. 279).

Such so-called distortions gradually became a source
of worry or anxiety among educators which crossed over
into popular discourse during the colonial period. “Wor-
ried educators”, the New York Times claimed, “have fi-
nally confirmed the rumoured existence of another mon-
grel offshoot of the Anglo Saxon language” (Darrach,
1930, p. A9). It was no longer just Filipino English as “the
[emphasis added] English of Filipinos” (Struble, 1929, p.
279), but “queer sounds drifting across the China Sea
from Manila” (Darrach, 1930, p. A9). Notice the subtle
perpetuation of the superiority of American English with
the claim that core aspects of Filipino English were ac-
tually “diverting departures from linguistic regularity” (p.
A9), but in the same breath such so-called irregularity of
Filipino English is now framed in avowedly racialised dis-
course. Revealing Americans’ anxiety over such a mon-
grel, they being “custodians of the lingual heritage in the
Philippines” (p. A9), those who observed classrooms:
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…have been bringing home collections of these weird
specimens of bamboo English. When repeated by the
returning traveller, they were laughed over as amus-
ing and considered no more deplorable as an assault
on the king’s English than the usual school boy blun-
ders. (p. A9)

The expectation from 1900 was for English to serve
as the common language of the country, but according
to one exasperated American educator, it was no longer
“the English that we know” (Barry, 1927, p. 14) because
the “tutelage of the little brown brothers” (p. 14) was
placed “in the hands of native pedagogues” because
“[n]one of the primary or intermediate teachers are
white, and of the high school instructors, but a dwindling
minority” (p. 14). For the pioneer teachers especially, “the
language evolution which has taken place in our Far East
possession has fallen far short of the expectations of
those who, a quarter of a century ago, inaugurated the
plan to educate the Filipinos along our standardized
lines” (Darrach, 1930, p. A9).

In the end, political, educational and popular ideas
about Filipino English converged to construct a colonial
racialised ideology which served as the discursive matrix
upon and through which the English of Filipinos was go-
ing to be evaluated in pejorative or damaging ways. As
a racialised use of English, Filipino English was inferior,
undesirable and useless, and its “little brown” speakers,
lowly and incapable of self-rule. The lines were drawn:
the colonizers owned the country – “our [emphasis
added] own Philippines” (Barry, 1927, p. 14) – but dis-
owned Filipinos’ English – “their [emphasis added] Eng-
lish” (Scott, 1949, p. 327).

Conclusion

Much of “postcolonial” ideas about language and colo-
nialism (not just of American or British type) have cen-
tered around the political dynamics between colonial lan-
guages (English, French, Spanish, etc.) and local
languages, including the need for national languages as
a response to continuing conditions of coloniality and
racism (Sercombe & Tupas, 2014). Much less is known
about the role of colonialism and race when the colonial
languages began to undergo linguistic and sociolinguistic
transformations [read: localization, indigenization and
pluralization] as they took root in the lives of the sub-
jugated, and how the emergence of particular configu-
rations of discourses continue to embed language talk
today. Postcolonial language politics, in fact, usually re-
moves or glosses over this historical aspect of language
and, instead, focuses on the ‘new face’ of the colonial
language(s): colonial then, resistance to colonialism now
(Kachru, 1996; Sibayan & Gonzalez, 1996). In the case of
the global spread of English, the Englishes of the world
have been framed in this manner. They are expressions
of resistance and manifestations of agency such that
colonial subjugation, after all, was never absolute and
complete.

Such a framing is not untrue and is, in fact, a much
needed political and theoretical corrective to under-

standings of the imposition of English as if the subju-
gated users were completely powerless and devoiced.
However, what is problematic is their lack of nuance to
accounting for the politics of localization and pluraliza-
tion of English. Yes, the colonized began to transform the
language but such transformation was also received with
trepidation and mockery to do for the most part with
the speakers’ racialised colonial subjection. As the paper
has hopefully shown, this was certainly the case with Fil-
ipino English. If we are to critically understand why Fil-
ipinos continue to publicly humiliate fellow Filipinos who
‘fall short’ of the standard English ideal, and why many
Filipino language scholars still stop short of endorsing
it as a standard for teaching and learning, we need to
stretch our trajectory further back historically to find the
answers. Popular and scholarly ideas about Filipino Eng-
lish or Philippine English today remain locked into an in-
frastructure of racialised relations and ideologies, except
that they are veiled or masked by the belief that they
no longer exist because colonialism is now a thing of the
past.

One of the earliest “scholarly” accounts of Filipino Eng-
lish was published in American Speech in which the Fil-
ipinos’ English was – correctly – framed as a language
contact phenomenon because of the strong influence of
Spanish and Philippine “dialects”. To illustrate how the
Spanish-dialect influence has shaped the English lan-
guage, Struble (1929) writes:

An Americano said to his muchacho, 'Take that quan
out and put it under the quan and catch me some
quan. After the storm he had a tub full of rain water!
(p. 285).

The Spanish quan is a context-demanding filler which
points to practically anything which the speaker uses to
refer to a particular object or idea which he or she as-
sumes is also understood by the listener. What the writer
projects here is a successful mobilization of Filipino Eng-
lish which he himself appropriates to communicate with
the Filipino speaker. What needs highlighting here, how-
ever, is how he frames the conversation: it is not between
an Americano and a Filipino, but between an Americano
and a Filipino servant. Does he deploy Filipino English
only if he speaks to servants? Does he assume that Fil-
ipino English is necessary only if communicating with ser-
vants? For Struble (1929), the well-meaning illustration
is to gain “a more intelligent understanding of their [Fil-
ipinos’] difficulties” (p. 282), yet given the immediate con-
text of the article which describes Filipino English as dis-
tortion, and the sociopolitical context of Filipinos as
racialised colonized subjects, the illustration above does
visualize the racialised infrastructure of Philippine Eng-
lish. Filipinos themselves internalize this infrastructure
unknowingly. Despite voluminous evidence of the sys-
tematicity of Philippine English, when it comes to using
English in today’s world, we refuse to believe that it is
an inferior variety but we remain subservient to speakers
who we deem to be superior speakers of the language.
The transformation of hegemonic English into Englishes
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has been framed as postcolonial resistance – or a linguis-
tic case of the empire writing back – but this remains
overly celebratory if we do not change our perceptions
and internalized stances as inferior non-white, “non-na-
tive” speakers.

Positionality Statement

My work of more than two decades has spanned is-
sues concerning ‘inequalities of multilingualism’, and
dedicated to helping demolish infrastructures which per-
petuate such inequalities. I come from the Philippines,
colonized by Spain, United States and Japan, and thus

went through an education system which taught us Fil-
ipinos that our languages are of lesser value than the
colonial languages, even internalizing the belief that their
languages are mere ‘dialects’ representing the backward
cultures of the past. Harmful practices continue to per-
vade the schools today, with huge support from the en-
tire population for English-Only policies, native speak-
erism, and anti-multilingual ideologies. As a deeply
racialized scholar of language, my advocacy-driven re-
search is dedicated to unravelling and transforming
structures and practices of inequalities of multilingual-
ism.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International Li-
cense (CCBY-SA-4.0). View this license’s legal deed at https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0 and legal code
at https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/legalcode for more information.

‘Something New and Strange’: The Philippine-American War and the Making of F…

Journal of Critical Study of Communication and Disability 54



References

Anderson, T. M. (1900). Our rule in the Philippines.
The North American Review, 170(519), 272–283.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/25104955.pdf

Barrows, D. P. (1907). Education and social progress
in the Philippines. The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 30(1), 69–82.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620703000108

Barry, J. B. (1927). A little brown language. American
Speech, 3(1), 14–20. https://doi.org/10.2307/451390

Baumgardner, R. J. (1990). The indigenization of
English in Pakistan. English Today, 6(1), 59–65.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0266078400004545

Bautista, M. L. S. (1982). Yaya English. Philippine
Studies, 30(3), 377–394. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/42632617

Bautista, M. L. S. (2000). Defining standard Philippine
English: Its status and grammatical features. De La
Salle University Press.

Bernardo, A. B. (2017). Philippine English in the ESL
classroom: A much closer look. Philippine ESL
Journal, 19(2), 117–144.
https://www.elejournals.com/peslj/philippine-esl-
journal-volume-19-july-2017/

Bernardo, A. B., & Madrunio, M. R. (2015). A
framework for designing a Philippine-English-based
pedagogic model for teaching English grammar.
Asian Journal of English Language Studies, 3, 42–71.
https://ajels.ust.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/2022/
07/3-A-framework-for-designing-a-Philippine-
English-based-pedagogic-model-for-teaching-
English-grammar.pdf

Berowa, A. M. C. (2024). Unequal sounds: An inclusive
mother-tongue approach to Philippine English
phonology. In R. Tupas (Ed.), Investigating Unequal
Englishes: Understanding, researching and analysing
inequalities of the Englishes of the world (pp.
153–167). Routledge.

Berowa, A. M. C., & Regala-Flores, E. (2020). Toward
an inclusive description of the segmental
phonology of Philippine English. The Asian ESP
Journal, 16(4), 211–232.
https://www.elejournals.com/asian-esp-journal/
volume-16-issue-4-july-2020/

Blount, J. J. (1912). The American Occupation of the
Philippines 1898-1912. J. P. Putnam’s Sons.

Buglass, D. C. S. (2021). Colonial education as a mode
of governance in the Philippines under U.S. rule,
1900-1916 [MA Thesis]. The University of Western
Ontario.

Canieso-Doronila, M. L. (1996). Landscapes of literacy:
An ethnographic study of functional literacy in
marginal Philippine communities. UNESCO.
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED434986.pdf

Choe, H. (2016). Identity formation of Filipino ESL
teachers teaching Korean students in the
Philippines: How negative and positive identities
shape ELT in the Outer Circle. English Today, 32(1),
5–11. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078415000553

Darrach, B. L. (1930). English as spoken in the
Philippines. The Hartford Courant, A9.

De Castro, A. B., Gee, G. C., & Takeuchi, D. T. (2008).
Workplace discrimination and health among
Filipinos in the United States. American Journal of
Public Health, 98(3), 520–526. https://doi.org/
10.2105/AJPH.2007.110163

Diokno, M. S. I. (2002). ‘Benevolent Assimilation’ and
Filipino responses. In H. M. McFerson (Ed.), Mixed
blessing: The impact of the American colonial
experience on politics and society in the Philippines
(pp. 75–88). Greenwood Press.

Fee, M. H. (1910). A woman’s impressions of the
Philippines. A.C. McClurg & Co. https://doi.org/
10.2307/199642

Fee, M. H. (1913). Teaching English to Filipinos. The
English Journal, 2(9), 539–545. https://doi.org/
10.2307/801020

French, W. (1905). The public-school system in the
Philippines. The North American Review, 180(581),
546–556. https://www.jstor.org/stable/25105384

Gonzalez, A. (1976). Content in English language
materials in the Philippines: A case study of cultural
and linguistic emancipation. Philippine Studies,
24(4), 443–454. http://www.jstor.org/stable/
42632346

Gonzalez, A., & Alberca, W. (1978). Philippine English of
the mass media. De La Salle University.

Guinto, N. (2014). Segmental features of English
modeled by selected professors in a state
university in the Philippines: Implications in
teaching English. International Journal of Research
Studies in Language Learning, 3(1), 67–80.
https://consortiacademia.org/
10-5861ijrsll-2013-475/

Hewitt, E. L. (1905). Ethnic factors for education.
American Anthropologist, 7(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/
10.1525/aa.1905.7.1.02a00020

Ileto, R. C. (1999). Knowing America’s colony—A
hundred years from the Philippine War. Center for
Philippine Studies, Occasional Papers 13. University
of Hawai’i.

Jacobson, M. F. (1999). Imperial amnesia: Teddy
Roosevelt, the Philippines, and the modern art of
forgetting. Radical History Review, 73, 117–127.
https://doi.org/10.1215/01636545-1999-73-117

Kachru, B. B. (1988). The sacred cows of English.
English Today, 4(4), 3–8. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0266078400000973

Kachru, B. B. (1996). World Englishes: Agony and
ecstasy. Journal of Aesthetic Education, 30(2),
135–155. https://doi.org/10.2307/3333196

Koo, G. S. (2008). English language in Philippine
education: Themes and variations in policy,
practice, pedagogy and research. The Asia-Pacific
Journal of Research in Early Childhood Education,
2(1), 19–33. https://www.pecerajournal.com/detail/
21774

‘Something New and Strange’: The Philippine-American War and the Making of F…

Journal of Critical Study of Communication and Disability 55

https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/25104955.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620703000108
https://doi.org/10.2307/451390
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0266078400004545
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42632617
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42632617
https://www.elejournals.com/peslj/philippine-esl-journal-volume-19-july-2017/
https://www.elejournals.com/peslj/philippine-esl-journal-volume-19-july-2017/
https://ajels.ust.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/3-A-framework-for-designing-a-Philippine-English-based-pedagogic-model-for-teaching-English-grammar.pdf
https://ajels.ust.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/3-A-framework-for-designing-a-Philippine-English-based-pedagogic-model-for-teaching-English-grammar.pdf
https://ajels.ust.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/3-A-framework-for-designing-a-Philippine-English-based-pedagogic-model-for-teaching-English-grammar.pdf
https://ajels.ust.edu.ph/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/3-A-framework-for-designing-a-Philippine-English-based-pedagogic-model-for-teaching-English-grammar.pdf
https://www.elejournals.com/asian-esp-journal/volume-16-issue-4-july-2020/
https://www.elejournals.com/asian-esp-journal/volume-16-issue-4-july-2020/
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED434986.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078415000553
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.110163
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.110163
https://doi.org/10.2307/199642
https://doi.org/10.2307/199642
https://doi.org/10.2307/801020
https://doi.org/10.2307/801020
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25105384
http://www.jstor.org/stable/42632346
http://www.jstor.org/stable/42632346
https://consortiacademia.org/10-5861ijrsll-2013-475/
https://consortiacademia.org/10-5861ijrsll-2013-475/
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1905.7.1.02a00020
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1905.7.1.02a00020
https://doi.org/10.1215/01636545-1999-73-117
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078400000973
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266078400000973
https://doi.org/10.2307/3333196
https://www.pecerajournal.com/detail/21774
https://www.pecerajournal.com/detail/21774


Kramer, P. A. (2006). Race-making and colonial
violence in the U.S. Empire: The Philippine-
American War as race war. The Asia-Pacific Journal,
4(6), 1–34. https://www.jstor.org/stable/24915090

Kumaravadivelu, B. (2016). The decolonial option in
English teaching: Can the Subaltern act? TESOL
Quarterly, 50(1), 66–85. https://doi.org/10.1002/
tesq.202

Llamzon, T. (1996). The phonology of Philippine
English. In M. Bautista (Ed.), English is an Asian
language: The Philippine context (pp. 41–48). The
Macquarie Library.

Llamzon, T. A. (1969). Standard Filipino English. Ateneo
de Manila University Press.

Lok, I. M. C. (2012). World Englishes and
postcolonialism: Reading Kachru and Said. World
Englishes, 31(4), 419–433. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-971X.2012.01771.x

Lorente, B. P. (2017). Scripts of servitude. Multilingual
Matters.

MacKinlay, W. E. W. (1901). Memorandum on the
languages of the Philippines. The Journal of the
Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland,
31(Jan.-Jun), 214–218. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2842797

Magno, C. (2010). A brief history of educational
assessment in the Philippines. Educational
Measurement and Evaluation Review, 1, 140–149.
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=1638490

Margold, J. A. (1995). Egalitarian ideals and
exclusionary practices: US pedagogy in the colonial
Philippines. Journal of Historical Sociology, 8(4),
375–394. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-6443.1995.tb00172.x

Marvin, A. (1904). Educating the Filipino. The Journal of
Education, 60(3), 65. https://www.jstor.org/stable/
44059236

McKinley, W. (1900–1904). Instructions of the
President to the Commission April 7, 1900. In
Reports of the Philippine Commission, The Civil
Governor, and the Heads of the Executive
Departments of the Civil Government of the Philippine
Islands (1900-1903) (pp. 1–11). Government Printing
Office.

Miller, O. C. (1901). The semi-civilized tribes of the
Philippine Islands. The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 8, 43–63.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620101800

Monroe, P. (1925). Survey of the educational system of
the Philippines. Bureau of Printing.

Paterno, M. G. (2018). Anguish as mother tongue:
English in a multilingual context. In I. Martin (Ed.),
Reconceptualizing English education in a multilingual
society (pp. 67–83). Springer. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-981-10-7528-5_5

Paz, C., Hernandez, V., & Peneyra, I. (2003). Intro sa
pag-aaral ng wika. UP Press.

Perez-Amurao, A. L., & Sunanta, S. (2020). They are
‘Asians just like Us.’ SOJOURN: Journal of Social Issues
in Southeast Asia, 35(1), 108–137.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26883617

Pierce, C. (1901). The races of the Philippines -- the
Tagals. The Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 18, 21–39.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620101800102

Pineda-Tinio, T. (2002). Review of Bearers of
Benevolence: The Thomasites and Public Education
in the Philippines. Philippine Studies, 50(4), 581–583.

Racelis, M., & Ick, J. C. (Eds.). (2001). Bearers of
benevolence: The Thomasites and public education in
the Philippines. Anvil Publication Inc.

Rafael, V. L. (1994). White love: Census and
melodrama in the United States colonization of the
Philippines. History and Anthropology, 8(1–4),
265–297.

Rafael, V. L. (1995). Colonial domesticity: White
women and United States rule in the Philippines.
American Literature, 67(4), 639–666. https://doi.org/
10.2307/2927890

Regala-Flores, E. (2014). Phonological features of
basilectal Philippine English: An exploratory study.
International Journal of English and Literature, 5(6),
128–140. https://academicjournals.org/journal/IJEL/
article-full-text-pdf/13202B746106

Rodao, F., & Rodriguez, F. N. (Eds.). (2001). The
Philippine revolution of 1896: Ordinary lives in
extraordinary times. Ateneo de Manila University
Press.

Roma-Sianturi, D. (2009). ‘Pedagogic invasion’: The
Thomasites in Occupied Philippines. Kritika Kultura,
12, 5–26. https://animorepository.dlsu.edu.ph/
faculty_research/2808

Rosa, J., & Flores, N. (2017). Unsettling race and
language: Toward a raciolinguistic perspective.
Language in Society, 46(5), 621–647. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0047404517000562

Salonga, A. O. (2010). Language and situated agency:
An exploration of the dominant linguistic and
communication practices in the Philippine offshore
call centers [PhD Thesis]. National University of
Singapore, Singapore.

Salonga, A. O. (2015). Performing gayness and English
in an offshore call center industry. In R. Tupas (Ed.),
Unequal Englishes: The politics of Englishes today (pp.
130–142). Palgrave Macmillan.

Schools in the Philippines. (1901). The Journal of
Education, 54(17), 280–281. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/44061860

Schurman, J. G. (1900). The Philippines. The Yale Law
Journal, 9(5), 215–222. https://heinonline-
org.libproxy.ucl.ac.uk/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/
ylr9&i=219

Scott, P. T. (1949). Filipinos learn their English. The
English Journal, 38(6), 327–329. https://doi.org/
10.2307/806930

Sercombe, P., & Tupas, R. (Eds.). (2014). Language,
education and nation-building: Assimilation and shift
in Southeast Asia. Springer.

Sharma, D. (2012). Indian English. In B. Kortmann & K.
Lunkenheimer (Eds.), The Mouton World Atlas of
Variation in English (pp. 523–530). De Gruyter.

‘Something New and Strange’: The Philippine-American War and the Making of F…

Journal of Critical Study of Communication and Disability 56

https://www.jstor.org/stable/24915090
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.202
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.202
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2012.01771.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2012.01771.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2842797
https://doi.org/10.2307/2842797
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1638490
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1638490
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6443.1995.tb00172.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6443.1995.tb00172.x
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44059236
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44059236
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620101800
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-7528-5_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-7528-5_5
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26883617
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620101800102
https://doi.org/10.2307/2927890
https://doi.org/10.2307/2927890
https://academicjournals.org/journal/IJEL/article-full-text-pdf/13202B746106
https://academicjournals.org/journal/IJEL/article-full-text-pdf/13202B746106
https://animorepository.dlsu.edu.ph/faculty_research/2808
https://animorepository.dlsu.edu.ph/faculty_research/2808
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404517000562
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404517000562
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44061860
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44061860
https://heinonline-org.libproxy.ucl.ac.uk/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/ylr9&i=219
https://heinonline-org.libproxy.ucl.ac.uk/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/ylr9&i=219
https://heinonline-org.libproxy.ucl.ac.uk/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/ylr9&i=219
https://doi.org/10.2307/806930
https://doi.org/10.2307/806930


Shuster, W. M. (1910). Our Philippine policies and
their results. The Journal of Race Development, 1(1),
58–74. https://doi.org/10.2307/29737847

Sibayan, B. P., & Gonzalez, A. (1996). Post-imperial
English in the Philippines. In A. W. Conrad & A.
Rubal-Lopez (Eds.), Post-imperial English: Status
change in former British and American colonies,
1940-1990 (pp. 139–172). De Gruyter Mouton.

Smith, R. A. (1958). Philippine Freedom, 1946–1958.
Columbia University Press.

Struble, D. D. (1929). Bamboo English. American
Speech, 4(4), 276–285.

Tayao, M. (2009). A lectal description of the
phonological features of Philippine English. In K.
Bolton & M. Bautista (Eds.), Philippine English:
Linguistic and literary perspectives (pp. 157–174).
Hong Kong University Press.

Thirusanku, J., & Yunus, M. M. (2012). The many faces
of Malaysian English. International Scholarly
Research Network, 12, 1–14. https://doi.org/10.5402/
2012/138928

Tovera, D. G. (1975). A history of English teaching in the
Philippines: From unilingualism to bilingualism [PhD
Thesis]. Northwestern University.

Tupas. (2003). History, language planners, and
strategies of forgetting: The problem of
consciousness in the Philippines. Language
Problems and Language Planning, 27(1), 1–25.
https://doi.org/10.1075/lplp.27.1.02tup

Tupas, R. (2010). Which norms in everyday practice:
And why? In A. Kirkpatrick (Ed.), The Routledge
handbook of world Englishes (pp. 589–601).
Routledge.

Wakeham, I. (1951). A Yankee in Manila. The Journal of
Education, March-April, 88–89. https://doi.org/
10.1177/002205745113403-403

War Department. (1901). Education in the Philippine
Islands. Reports to the Senate. United States: War
Department.

Wilfley, L. R. (1904). The new Philippine Judiciary. The
North American Review, 178(570), 730–741.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25119567

Yule, E. S. (1925). The English language in the
Philippines. American Speech, 1(2), 111–120.
https://doi.org/10.2307/452557

‘Something New and Strange’: The Philippine-American War and the Making of F…

Journal of Critical Study of Communication and Disability 57

https://doi.org/10.2307/29737847
https://doi.org/10.5402/2012/138928
https://doi.org/10.5402/2012/138928
https://doi.org/10.1075/lplp.27.1.02tup
https://doi.org/10.1177/002205745113403-403
https://doi.org/10.1177/002205745113403-403
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25119567
https://doi.org/10.2307/452557

	‘Something New and Strange’: The Philippine-American War and the Making of Filipino English
	Article Information
	Abstract
	From Filipino English to Philippine English
	English and the Philippine-American War
	English, race and ‘benevolent assimilation’
	The role of race in the colonial construction of ‘Filipino English’

	Conclusion
	Positionality Statement

	References

