Chapter 26

How MTB-MLE can contribute to the
growth and development of Filipino

R. David Zorc

As multiple Philippine languages are rightfully being employed in primary edu-
cation, we can learn from what each language might contribute to the Philippine
language scene. Tagalog has been the basis of Filipino because of its importance in
the Philippine capital area and its long history of linguistic, religious, and secular
publication. However, as we compare the lexicons and grammars throughout the
Philippines there are many wonderful and magnificent items worthy of adoption
into a truly national language. This paper offers a few choice examples. There are,
of course, multiple opposing views about national language development, and each
side should be open to considering other points of view. Ultimately, the Filipino
people will decide.

1 Purpose and plan

I am so very pleased to have this opportunity to honor Ricky Nolasco, who has
been something of a national hero for MTB MLE.! This system of first-language
education has come a long way from the days in 1965-66 when, as a Peace Corps
volunteer, I sat in first and second grade classrooms in order to be exposed to and
learn Aklanon. After all, it does makes complete sense to start education for chil-
dren in a language they speak and understand. Hopefully, long gone are the days
(1898-1946) when Filipina and Filipino teachers were required to teach all classes
in a language which not all of them controlled, such as English. This predicament
was repeated to some degree when Tagalog became the medium of instruction in

!See https://mlephil. wordpress.com/2009/05/13/mle-profile-in-courage-ricardo-ma-nolasco/.
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the late 1970’s in areas where another Philippine language was commonly used,
and not all teachers were fluent in that new language of instruction. Nowadays,
own-language education programs in each language as they grow and develop
are in a position to be compared and contrasted with Filipino and may hopefully
play an important role in contributing to and enriching the Philippine national
language scene. What does this nation collectively have as a linguistic legacy and
treasure? What could possibly influence and benefit Filipino?

As a Peace Corps volunteer in 1965(-1969) we were trained in Tagalog, even
though we might be sent to another linguistic area. As it was, I was stationed
in Aklan. Although I got to be fluent in Aklanon, Tagalog was still handy for
speaking with visiting Filipinos as well as on trips to Manila for medical consul-
tations or to other areas where the Peace Corps held workshops (e.g., Naga Bikol
, Osamis City, Nasuli Bukidnon). Later, after completing my Ph.D. studies at Cor-
nell and embarking on fieldwork in 1970-1971 for my dissertaton, I conducted all
research in Tagalog, for which there were always some speakers available virtu-
ally everywhere to help translate the words or sentences I was after. This worked
well for all the languages for which I was able to complete questionnaires (see
http://sealang.net/archives/zorc).

I'would like to take this opportunity to create a “report card” for Tagalog. Every
language has its strengths and its weaknesses, some of which are widely known,
many of which remain “secret”, even to its speakers. I am not the first to do
this. McFarland’s (1994) “Defining a Filipino lexicon” was among the first (to my
knowledge) to do this in print. A relook at both the grammar and lexicon of
Tagalog and how it compares with other Philippine languages is in order.

2 Tagalog grammatical differences or losses

2.1 Deictic system

Tagalog shows a partial loss of an original four-part deictic system with a re-
duction to three, except for the ga- [simulative] set, which still tends to be in
common use (see Table 1).

Some Tagalog dialects do retain the original system, and even in Manila one
can hear singko niri ‘five pesos worth of this’, ... niydn ‘of that’. Note that the
reduction of demonstratives as a class is not uncommon. English, for the most
part, has moved from a THREE-PART system to a TWO-PART system, having lost
the distal or distant deictic yon and yonder, leaving only this—that, here—there.
Note also that it is mostly Greater Central Philippine languages (Blust 1991) that
have a FOUR-PART deictic system, which includes a deictic equivalent of the PPH
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Table 1: Tagalog deictic (demonstrative) system

Person TOPIC POSS. LOCATIVE SIMULATIVE MOTION VERB

1 iri* niri*  dini* ganiri pumarini
1&2 itd nité dito ganitod pumarité
2 iyan niyan diyan ganyan pumariyan
3 iyon no’én  do’on gano’on pumar’on

pronoun “kita ‘we inclusive’ [1&2], of which Tag do’6n is now a distal reflex
of PSP *dufan. Most other Philippine languages only have a three-part system
correlating with first, second, and third person pronouns.

2.2 Negative system

The Tagalog negative system is similar to that of other major languages in the
Philippines and relatively limited, having just three basic forms (see Table 2).

Table 2: Tagalog negative system

hindi’  general negator + negative affirmative < PPH *hondi?
huwag negative imperative [UNIQUE]
wald’  negative existential < PGCP *wada? ‘none’ < PMP *wada [exist]
[ACD (Blust & Trussel 2020, Blust et al. 2025), Demp (Dempwolff 1938)]

Other Philippine languages have from two to up to seven monomorphemic
negators’? Tagalog has lost the special functions of PWMP *bakan, and the dis-
tinctions between past (*wada?) and present (*handi?) negators of verbs.

Some expressions require full phrases to cover their meaning. Thus, there are
the Tagalog combinations ‘aydko = ‘dyaw + ko compared with Mangyan lan-
guages dayu’ “Idon’t like (it)” [negative desiderative]. Tagalog has ‘ewan~ aywan
ko ; or even the three word phrase: hindi: ko ‘alam “I don’t know” which often
has one word equivalents, as in Cebuano ‘ambut, Bikol ‘inda South Bisayan and
Mansakan ‘inday, North Bisayan ‘ilam, or Aklanon ta’6h [ignorance discourse
particle].

Philippine languages can broadly have up to a dozen negative uses or func-
tions, many of which do have overlaps or homonyms (see Table 3)

2One prolific system, that of Eastern Tawbuid has 13 altogether (Hannah Flemming, p.c.).
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Table 3: Negative systems among Philippine languages

1 negative affirmative => “no”; Opposite of: “yes” PPH *di?, PPH *handi? -
retained as Tag hindi’.

2 negative cognitive dp - ignorance => “I don’t know” CBs& Ceb ambut, Bikol
inda, NBs-axis *ilam, EMn-axis *inday Tag phrase hindi ko alam

3 negative existential => “none, nothing, there is none” PGCP *wada?. Several
Philippine languages have their own equivalent of this. — retained as Tag wald’

4 negative of desire ~ negative desiderative => “don’t like” Mangyan [dadyu’]
- Tag ayaw ko.

5 negative potential => “cannot, can’t VERB” - overlap with Tag hindi maka
— ~ naka-

6 negative counterfactual => “is not (so)” [NOUN and/or ADJ] PWMP *bakon
- overlaps with Tag hindi’

7 negative temporal => “never, not ever” — Tagalog hindi: ka’ilanman

8 negative temporal dp => “not yet” — Tagalog hindi: pa

9 negative verb imperative => “don’t;’ Bisayan *‘ayaw, Tag huwadg

10 negative verb future construction => “will not VERB” - Tag hindi CV-VERB

11 negative verb past construction => “did not VERB” — Tag hindi V<Cum>ERB

12 negative verb present or progressive construction => “is not VERBing, does
not VERB” — Tag hindi V<Cum>ERB

Of historical interest is PWMP[PPH *boakan “not so” [negative predicative]
which was completely lost in Tagalog and generalized into the [hindi’] negative
forms. If it had been retained, it could be Tagalog *bikin. However, the doublet,
PWMP *buken (Malay bukan) offers the possibility of a Filipino <bukén> which
would match a large number of Bisayan dialects where the assimilation of the
last vowel to the penult vowel occurs.

2.3 Loss of a true imperative conjugation.

Many Philippine languages, Bisayan and Bikol dialects in particular, retain two
Austronesian (PAN) imperative suffixes: Manila Tagalog has lost this, although
Batangas retains it.
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*-a [object focus imperative] Ceb palita, Akl bikea ‘buy it!” Could be Filipino
<bilha>
*-i [local focus imperative] Ceb, Akl bayri ‘pay for it!” Could be Filipino <baydari>

2.4 The pronoun kita

The Tagalog pronoun kitd, although descended from PAN *kita, has a special
function of T [subj] ... you [object]” whereas kitd in the vast majority of Philip-
pine languages is simply the subject (nominative or topic) form for ‘you and I.
To fill the blank left, Tagalog had borrowed katd from Kapampangan for the dual
and PNP *tayu plural. Filipino should rightly allow kitd to be an alternate of
Tagalog kata (which seems to have been falling out of use).

2.5 Loss of definite distinction

The loss of the distinction between an ‘indefinite’ (a banana) and ‘definite’ (the
banana) DIRECT OBJECT. Tagalog marks all such objects with [nang] > ortho-
graphic “ng”. Many of the Central Philippine languages can distinguish definite
vs. indefinite objects such as:

Romblomanon: Nagbakal siya ning saging. ‘He bought a banana.

Romblomanon: Nagbakal siya nang saging. ‘He bought the banana’

See table 17 in Zorc (1977: 85) as well as the discussion and exemplification
on the two previous pages where there is a contrast between *sang ‘definite’
and *sing ‘indefinite’ in Central Bisayan (Masbate, Sorsogon, Gubat, Hiligaynon,
Capiznon, Kawayan, and Bantayanon) as well as in Cebuano (sa vs. ug), Aklanon
(ku vs. it), Kinaray-a, Gimaras, Pandan, Dispohol (kang vs it), Bulalakawnon,
Looknon, and Alcanataranon (tang vs. it). Of course, Tagalog still can handle
this via focus changes:

Tagalog: Bumili siya nang saging. ‘He bought a banana/bananas’

Tagalog: Binili niya ang saging. ‘He bought the banana’

3 The Tagalog lexicon

3.1 Disorientation of body parts and a few other common lexical items

Words that are extremely consistent and widespread throughout the Philippines
have either shifted in orientation or have been replaced or modified in Tagalog.
For example:
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PPH “qabéRa ‘shoulder’ => Tagalog balikat ‘shoulder’ Replacement
PPH *bagbaq ‘mouth’ => Tagalog baba’ ‘chin’ Semantic and accent shift
PPH *bagbaq ‘mouth’ => Tagalog bungdnga’ ‘mouth’ Replacement

PPH *bibiR ‘lips’ => Tagalog bibig ‘mouth’ Semantic shift

PPH *bibiR ’lips‘ => Tagalog labi’ ‘lips’ Replacement

PPH *?ikuR ‘tail’ => Tagalog buntét ‘tail’ Replacement

PPH *hitaq ‘groin, crotch’ => Tagalog hita’ ‘thigh’ Semantic shift

PPH *paqah ‘thigh’ => Tagalog pa’d ‘foot” Semantic and accent shift
PPH *pijah ‘how much? [cost]’ => Tagalog magkano "how much?’ Replacement
PPH *Ramit ‘root’ => Tagalog gamdt ‘medicine’ Semantic shift

PPH *?uRét ‘vein, blood vessel’ => ugat ‘root’ Semantic shift

3.2 Multi-word expressions

Some common lexical items do not have a single word in Tagalog as they have in
most other Philippine languages, the two most striking of which are the words
meaning ‘roe’ and ‘lonely’.

The expression glossed as ‘roe’ in Tagalog is itldg ng isda’ ‘egg of fish’, Bisayan
bihad < PWMP *bihad, Ilk bigi < PPH *buji’. All other known Philippine lan-
guages have a unique word for ‘roe’.

A word glossed as ‘lonely’ is found in several wordlists® and exemplifies why a
National Language is truly needed. While an exact match may be absent in Taga-
log, since ‘being alone’ is not viewed as something negative in my experience
with Tagalog people, words like nag’i’isa ‘alone, unaccompanied’ or ka’isa’isa
‘sole, lone’ do not have the negative connotations of this concept (certainly from
a Western point of view). Tag lungkot ‘sad, unhappy; sorrow’ is sometimes used,
but does not quite catch the sense intended. Another possibility is either nama-
manglaw ‘dejected, forlorn, melancholic’ or mapanglaw ‘desolate, morbid, lone-
some; melancholy’. The glosses throughout the Philippines illustrate a dizzying
diversity rarely matched in cross-linguistic comparison. Very few agreements
occur such as the retentions of PAN *domdom, PWMP*buloy or *pu?paw. A
few tend to be macrogroup innovations such as Proto-Bashiic *mansay or PGCP
*migaw. A large number are simply unique to a given speech variety (see Ta-
ble 4).

*The wordlists referenced in Table 4 are Reid (1971), Zorc (1974), McFarland (1977) (McF-NP), Yap
(1977), McKaughan & Macaraya (1967), Himes (p.c.), Lobel (p.c.). It was Yap (1977) who changed
the gloss to ‘melancholy’.
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Table 4: Words for ‘lonely’ throughout the Philippines

Language Word Wordlist source
Mansaka Zagpi? + ma- Reid #172
Ifugao-Amganad Zahigga + ma- Reid #172
Ifuago-Bayninan famiyan + <um> Reid #172

Cas Dumagat famwaw Reid #172, Yap #285
Gaddang Zanap + na- < *hanap (?) Reid #172

Bontok-G babawi < *bawi? + CV- Reid #172, Yap #285
Kankanay-N baba:wi + mem- < *bawi? + CV-  McF-NP #495
Maranao bolon < PWMP *bulay [ACD] McKaughan, Yap #285
Binukid Manobo billun < PWMP *bulsy [ACD] Reid #172, Yap #285

Western Bukidnon Manobo

Sarangani Manobo
Agta

Aborlan Tagbanwa
Kalinga-G
Cebuano

Tboli

Kelley-I Kallahan
Kalagan

Manabo

Kalamansig-Cotabato

Ilianen-Manobo
Blaan-Koronadal
Botolan

Ilokano
Blaan-Sarangani
Sangil

Kayapa Kallahan
Samal
Ifuagao-Batad
Kapampangan
Sambal

Itneg

Itbayaten

Ivatan
Kankanay-S
Luba

Aklanon
Hiligaynon
Mamanwa
Dibabawon-Manobo

bulun < PWMP *buley [ACD]
dala

damdam + ma- < PAN *domdom
dimdim- < PAN *domdom
dudu?uy + man-

gutul

Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172

MCcF-NP #495

hahu? nawah < Bilic NEG + *nawah Reid #172

Zinlay

kaipin

kas?an + na-

kibukul

kiliminawan < PGCP *minaw
lanag nawa < Bilic NEG + *nawah
liniw + ma- < Sambalic*longow
liday + na-

lidu? + m-

lidu? + ma-

lingayuh + kaman-

linus-linus

lundu

lunkut + ma- < SLz-axis *lugkut
lu: puw + ma- < Sambalic*lonow
malmalday

mansay < Batanic *mansay
mansah < Batanic *mansay
masmasadut

minmammamayu

minaw < PGCP *minaw

minaw < PGCP *minaw

minaw < PGCP *minaw

miniw < PGCP *minaw

Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172

MCcF-NP #495

Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172

Reid #172

MCcF-NP #495

Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285
MCcF-NP #495
MCcF-NP #495
MCcF-NP #495

Reid #172

MCcF-NP #495, Reid #172

MCcF-NP #495
MCcF-NP #495

Zorc & Reyes (1969)
Yap #285

Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172
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Table 4: Words for ‘lonely’ throughout the Philippines (cont.)

Language Word Wordlist source
Tagalog panlaw + ma- < SLz-axis *panlaw McF-NP #495, Yap #285
Hanunoo panlaw < SLz-axis *panlaw Yap #285

Tadyawan panlaw < SLz-axis *panlaw Yap #285
Kapampangan panlo < SLz-axis *panlaw Yap #285
Subanon-Sindangan pindlaw + m- < *panlaw Reid #172
Subanon-Siocon pinlow + om- < *panlaw Reid #172

Tigwa Manobo pinpinawin Reid #172

Malawag pobre < Spanish ‘poor’ MCcF-NP #495
Bikol-Naga pufnaw + ma- < PWMP *pulnaw McF-NP #495, Yap #285
Batak (Palawan) punaw + ma- < PWMP “pu?naw  Reid #172, Yap #285

Kalamian Tagbanwa
Atta

punaw + ma- < PWMP *pu?paw
raddam + ma-- < PAN *domdom

Reid #172, Yap #285
Reid #172, Yap #285

Gaddang reddem + ma- < PAN *domdom  McF-NP #495, Yap #285
Ibanag-N reddem + ma- < PAN *domdom  MCcF-NP #495, Yap #285
Bolinao ra:ra’ + ma- < Sambalic *ro?ra? MCcF-NP #495

Botolan lu:lu? + ma- < Sambalic * ro?ra?  McF-NP #495
Ata-Manobo sampot + ma- Reid #172

Isneg sursofot Reid #172, Yap #285
Ilongot-K sumsu + mi- Reid #172

Malay sunyi MCcF-NP #495

Sangir susa naurn + ma- Reid #172

Kankanay-N tafa + ma- Reid #172

Itawis temmoag + na- MCcF-NP #495
Balangaw tokal Reid #172, Yap #285
Tausug tumtum + ma- Reid #172

Ifugao umif?Zinle MCcF-NP #495
Pangasinan urmon + ma- McF-NP #495

Isinai yonkot + me- < SLz-axis *lupkut =~ McF-NP #495

3.3 Homonyms

There are a few homonyms in Tagalog, but which have distinct words in most
other Philippine languages.

Buté;  ‘bone’ < YGroup *but?ul = PAN *CagelaN > PPH *tuqlan ~*tuqlang
| Could be Filipino télan or tul’an.
Buté, ‘seed’ < YGroup *but?ul = Could be Filipino similiya (Spanish or Tag)

punla
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da’an; ‘path’ < PPH *dalan < PAN *zalan > | Could be Filipino dalan
da’an, ‘hundred’ | PPH *Ratis |Could be Filipino gatds

3.4 Frequent words

Words that are otherwise frequent throughout the Philippines have a unique or
limited form in Tagalog.

almusal ‘breakfast’ (from Spanish almorzar ‘have lunch’) => pamahaw is widespread
throughout the Central Philippines (especially in Bisyan and Bikol)

anghang ‘spicy, “hot” (food) | This may be from a PCP rooT *hap, which has ac-
quired a <Vr> infix in Waray, Masbate, Kamayo, and Naga Bikol harang, Aklanon
haeang, and Cebuano hdlang. Meanwhile, Kinaray-a, Hiligaynon, and Romblo-
manon have kahang, with a *ka- prefix. [ZDS]

balakilan ~ kilo ‘rafter’ => PPH *kasaw, “paRbu in many other languages.
bayihan ‘mortar’ => PMP *losup ~ *lusiiy from Itbayaten through Bontok, Bisayan,
Hanunoo, Maranao, and Manobo.

dali’ ‘easy’ => PPH *daliq ‘quick’ ~ ‘fast’ [see ACD PPH *daliq]

gagamba ‘spider’ => otherwise PPH *lawagq

ginhawa ‘rest; comfort(able)’< PPH *Rahinawa ‘breathe’ => semantic shift from
‘breathe’ in Bashiic, Ilokano, Bisayan, Manobo, Sambal, Mongondow, and Gorontalo.
kalahati’ ‘half’ => otherwise PPH *tongaq | Cf. Tag gitna’ ‘middle’

ka’ilan “‘when?’ | Many Philippine languages differentiate: ‘when (in the past)?’
from ‘when (in the future)?’ such as Cebuano ‘anius-a [future], kanis-a [past] or
Aklanon kan-o [past], hin-uné [future].

kaliwa’ ‘left’ < otherwise PSP *walah; PAN > PNP *wiRi

kidlat ‘lightning’ < mostly PPH “kilat ‘lightning’

lindol ‘earthquake’ < mostly PPH “linuR ‘earthquake’

mali’ ‘wrong, incorrect’ |=> mostly PPH *salaq

tanda’ ‘old (person)’ => mostly *gurang < PAN *Rudapy. | Note, however, *tanda’
= ‘remember; having a good memory’ in several other Phil. languages.

tubig ‘water’ is a coinage within the Greater Central Philippines, but [danim]
‘water’ is used throughout Luzon, in Mindoro, and on Palawan and is inherited
from Proto-Austronesian. It is beautifully paired* with *iniim ‘drink’ so [dantm]
should be THE Filipino word for ‘water’, with a doublet or synonym of tubig.

*Insofar as it may contain a root (PAN *+Num, PMP *+num) proposed by Wolff (1999) and Zorc
(1990b). Since Blust insists on at least four etyma in support of any proposed root, these two
instances would not qualify.
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4 Sound change (phonology)

Sound change (particularly the loss of *1) has yielded a unique Tagalog [bahay]
(with penult length and the shift of *I to [h]) as opposed to generalized Philippine
[balay] (retaining [1] and accent on the final syllable where it was originally).’ If
the national language were really Filipino, using [balay] for "house’ would not
be a laughing matter since it is retained in Atta, Isneg, Ibanag, Ilokano, Remon-
tado, Kinaray-a, Kuyonen, Hiligaynon, Masbate, Waray, Aborlan, Batak, Kalami-
anic, Hanuoo, Alangan, and Iraya. The vast majority of Filipino speakers say it
identically in their native language, but are reluctant to use that instead of an
extremely irregular Tagalog <bahay>. There are quite a few other words which
are pronounced without [1] in Tagalog whereas the [1] is well-established in most
other Philippine speech varieties. Note, in particular, the following three differ-
ent ways that *1 has changed in the history of Tagalog.

41 *1>h

anghit ‘body odor’ < possibly PAN *qangeliC ‘stench of burning substances’; al-
though probably regular < PAN *qang(e)Sit ‘stench, musky odor of an animal’
[ACD, RDZ]

bahaghari’ ‘rainbow’ = king+g-string? [SLz-axis *balag-hadi’ Zorc]

bahay ‘house’ < PPH *balay [CEDOF-x; Lobel Buhi-nan; Wolff two like; Zorc]
bahid ‘stain’ < SLz-axis *baled [Kpm] balad] #081

bihis ‘change clothes’ < PPH *balas [Lobel Buhi-nan; McF-NP; Zorc]

bingih- ‘deaf” < PMP *bangal [Lobel Buhi-non; Wolff; Zorc]

bitho’ ‘bamboo sp. < PAN *buluq [CEDOF-x; Wolff; Zorc]

bithos ‘pour’ < PPH *bulus ‘change’ [Lobel Buhi-nan] < PWMP *bulus ‘current’
[ACD]

damih- (marami) ‘many’ < NBs-axis *damal ‘thick’ [Zorc]

habih- ‘weave’ < *habsl [Dyen-Tag-1; Lobel Buhi-nan; McFarland; Zorc]

hamég ‘dew’ < *lamuR [Zorc] ~ *“dahomuR [Blust-ACD; Zorc disagrees]

hanip ‘chicken flea’ [Lobel Buhi-nan] < *alnap

hirin ‘choke (on food)’ < PCP *dalon (metathesis) [Zorc]

katih- ‘itchy’ < *katal [Lobel Buhi-nan; Wolff; Zorc]

lakih- (malaki) ‘big, large’ < SLz-axis *dakal [Lobel Buhi-nan; Zorc]

SSources referenced in this section are: ACD Blust & Trussel (2020), CEDOF = Core
Etymological Dictonary of Filipino (Zorc 4 fascicles: 1979, 1981, 1982 1985), Charles
(1974), Dyen (1965), RDZ = R. David Zorc personal research, ZDS = Zorc Data Sheets
(https://zorc.net/RDZorc/PHILIPPINE-ETYMA/), Zorc (1974), Wolff (p.c.), Lobel (2018).
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pangah- ‘jaw(bone)’ < *pangal [(Charles 1974); ZDS]

sahig ‘floor’ < *salag [Lobel Buhi-nan; Wolff; Zorc]

sahing ‘resin’ < *salang [Lobel Buhi-nan; Wolff; Zorc]

sahod ‘conduit’ < *saluD [ACD; Zorc]

sthang ‘jaw’ < *salang [Lobel Buhi-nan; Zorc]

sisih- ‘regret < *salsal [ACD, Lobel Buhi-nan ; Wolff; Zorc]

sithay ‘prop’ < PGCP *sulay ‘prop, support’ [ZDS]

tibih- ‘constipation’ < *tabal [Zorc, Lobel]

tthod ‘worm’ < *qulsj [Dyen-Tag-1; Wolff; McFarland; Zorc]

umih- ‘speechlessly smiling due to shyness’ < *umal ‘dumb’ [ACD; Zorc]

4.2 *1 > zero

PAN "1 was lost (= zero), became a semivowel in Bisayan ~ a glottal stop in Taga-
log, or else Tagalog has a long vowel in the penultimate syllable.

@has < *halas ‘snake’ [Lobel Buhi-nan; Zorc] (metathesis of initial h-?)

amag < *alamag ‘mold’ [Lobel 2020.12.03]

araw ‘day; sun’ < *qaljaw [Lobel Buhi-non; Wolff; Zorc]

asim ‘sour’ < *qalsam [Lobel Buhi-nan; Zorc]

atipu’o < PPH *qatipulu ‘breadfruit’ [Blust-ACD]

bagin ~ baging ‘vine’ < PWMP *balaRen [ACD; Zorc]

ba’itang ‘steps’ < *balitang [Zorc] S-L balitang, Kpm, Png balitang

baké’od ‘highland, plateau’ [Zorc < Panganiban 1972: 92] < *bakulud [ZDS] ‘stoney
plateau’

balang ‘locust’ < PWMP *balalang ‘grasshopper ~ locust’ [Blust-ACD]

béanak ‘mullet’ < *balanak [Blust-ACD; Zorc]

banga’ ~ balanga’ < *balanga? [Blust-ACD; Zorc]

bango ‘fragrant’ (mabango) < *banglu [Charles, Zorc, Blust-ACD]

ba’o ‘widow’ < *balu [Wolff; Zorc]

ba’on ‘provisions’ < *balun [CEDOF-x; Zorc]

bawo ‘widow’ < *balu

bi’ik ‘suckling pig’ < Pangasinan balok [OR *baRak > SLz *bayak; ACD; Zorc]
bukas ‘tomorrow’ < SLz+Ivatan *buklas > bulkas (metathesis) > bu:kas

buto ‘bone; seed’ < YGroup *but?ul [ZDS, Lobel]

buwag ‘disbanded, dissolve’ < *bulag ‘separate, break up’

buwan ‘moon’ < *bulan [CEDOF-x; Wolff; Zorc]

buwig ‘bunch, cluster of fruits’ < *buliR [CEDOF-x; Wolff; Zorc]

da’an ‘road, trail’ < *dalan [Bl-AL:607, CEDOF-x; Wollff; Zorc]
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damag ‘all night long’ < PCP *damlag ‘morning’ [Lobel => Zorc]

da’usdos ‘a slide, sliding down an inclined surface’ < PPH “darusdus ‘slide down’
[ACD]

dayap ‘lime tree’ < *dalayap [Blust-ACD]

huli ‘late, last’ < PMP *udahi [ACD; Zorc]

ibayo ‘other side’ < *i- + *balyu < *baliw [Blust-ACD; Zorc]

iyak ‘cry, weep’ | Ceb hilak [Zorc]

kahat “acrid ~ sharp flavor’ < PCP *kaharat, PBS *kadhat [ZDS]

kaliwa’ ‘leftside’ < *kali-walah [Wolff; Zorc]

kamot ‘scratch’ < *kalmut [Zorc < Panganiban-239]

kuwago ‘ow!l’ < *kulaRu [Zorc] [Panganiban: Kpm kulayu]

kuwintas ‘necklace’ PPH or Sp? | Akl, Ceb kulintas [ACD, Zorc]

pt’ ‘unit of ten’ < *puluq [Dyen-Tag-1; McFarland; Zorc]

pu’o’ ‘unit of ten” < “puluq [Dyen-Tag-1]

puwing ‘blinded by dirt in eye’ < *piling [CEDOF-x; Zorc]

sampi’ ‘ten’ < *saN-piluq [Wolff; Paz; Zorc]

sangag ‘fry rice’ < *sanglaR [Charles, Zorc; ACD *sangelaR]

sd’og ‘rivulet; gutter’ < *saluR [Dyen-Tag-1 | Cf: Hil sa’ogan ‘hollow way, chan-
nel’

sd’oy ‘rivulet; gutter’ < *saluR | a Kpm loan? [Dyen-Tag-1]

su’6t < *su?lut ‘wear ~ put on clothes’ [Zorc, ACD]

surot ‘bedbug’ < *suldut [McF-NP#444]

suwi ‘plant shoot, sucker’ < *suli? [ACD, Zorc]

tagihawat ‘pimple, blackhead’ Cf: talihalat ‘black mole of irregular shape’ [Pan-
ganiban: 938,946; Zorc]

tamad ‘lazy’ < PNP *tamlaj [Ilk tamlag, Ibg tammag, Sbl tamlar, Bol, Bot tam-
lad]

ta’inga ~ ténga ‘ear’ < *talinga [Blust 2013:607, CEDOF-x; Wolff; Zorc]

turo’ ‘point; teach’ < *tulduq [Zorc]

tuwid ‘straight’ < *tuqlid [Zorc]

unan ‘pillow’ < *qulunan [ACD; Wolff; Zorc]

u’6d ‘worm, grub, caterpillar’ < *qulsj [Zorc]

uwi’ ‘return home’ < *uliq [CEDOF-x; Wolff; Zorc]

43 *1>y

(Bisayan Y) | *RLD > y-language, probably a Bisayan lect that had also moved
into the southern Luzon area and had some influence on Tagalog.
dighay ~ dighal ‘belch (through the mouth) [Panganiban 1972:372; Lobel]
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stiyod ‘comb for lice’ < *stjud
yungib ‘cave’ < *langib [Lobel 2020.12.03]

4.4 Oxytone stress in VIV sequences

Tagalog words with identical vowels separated by a glottal stop usually have
accent on the final syllable, i.e., they take OXYTONE STRESS.

This insight is drawn from Blust (2013: 178) who noted: “The requirement
that identical vowels separated by glottal stop take oxytone stress appears to
be unique to Tagalog, as this condition is absent even from such closely related
languages as Bikol, Cebuano and Aklanon.”
da’an ‘road, trail’ < *dalan [Bl-AL:607, CEDOF-x; Wolff; Zorc]
di’in ‘downward pressure; syllabic stress’ do’én ‘there (yonder] [DEIC-3-LOC] su’6t
< *su?lut ‘wear ~ put on clothes’ [Zorc] | The loss of glottal stop should have
introduced length, <s#’ot>, but did not. Here, Manila Tagalog followed the shift
to oxytone stress, but other Tagalog dialects do not.
u’6d “worm, grub, caterpillar’ < *qulaj [Zorc]

However, the following is definitely an example of an inherited oxytonality in
most languages:

sa’an ‘where?’ = Final accent on interrogatives, as with Akl si’in, Ceb di’in | Note
also Ilokano sa’an or ha’an ‘no’ = Final accent on most negatives.

5 So how can Filipino be adapted?

Most attempts anywhere in the world at “language engineering” tend to fail. Peo-
ple will speak the way they and their peers speak. I take some comfort from
my previous research on Tagalog Slang (salitang kanté Zorc 1990a, Zorc & San
Miguel 1991). The number of “innovations” broadly introduced within the Philip-
pine nation is quite staggering. If Filipinos can be assured that the introduction
of alternate words and grammatical patterns into their national language is ac-
ceptable, saying balay for ‘house’, butd for ‘blind’, dalan for ‘path; street’, sald’
for ‘wrong’, or gatés for ‘hundred’ could readily take hold. We must bear in mind
that many countries have linguistic “institutes” that define, promulgate, and safe-
guard their national language:® Académie Francaise for French, Die Taalkom-
missie for Afrikaans, Academy of the Arabic Language, Armenian National Academy
of Sciences, Academy of the Asturian Language, State Language Work Com-
mittee for Chinese, Nederlandse Talunie for Dutch. The Philippines originally

®See: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category:Academic_language_institutions.
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had the INL (Institute of National Language, which is now the KWF, Komisyon
sa Wikang Filipino). While the INL was more purist and prescriptive, the KWF
has tried to be more inclusive and descriptive. I have an extremely relevant
anecdote about this from my Peace Corps experiences in the late 1960’s. Hav-
ing been taught Tagalog, we were told to introduce ourselves as “Ako’y ka’anib
nang Pangkat Pangkapayapa’an ng Kisang Lo’6b”. When 1 did so, I got puzzled
faces anywhere I uttered this, even in Manila. When I shifted to: “Ako’y Piys
Kor”” there was instant recognition, smiles, and acceptance! The word for “Peace
Corps” in the Philippines almost instantly became [Piys Kor] throughout the
Philippines from Batanes and Ilocos to Davao and Jolo. No language regulation
was necessary. Another possibility is having synonyms or alternate words for
certain basic vocabulary items where there are major national differences. For
example:

betel chew nganga’ mama’
blood dugd’ daga’
bolo gulok sundang
breakfast almusal < Spanish pamahaw
cockfight sabong bulang
crawl gapang kamang
eel igat kasili
face mukha’ lupa
fence bakod kural < Spanish
flesh laman unud
forget limot lingaw
hand kamay alima
how much? (cost) magkano pila
jackfruit nangka’ langka’
leaf dahon bulong
lie down higa’ higda’
old thing lima’ da’an
paddle, oar ga’od bigsay
pull hila guyod
rib tadyang gusok
sand buhangin balas
span (handspan) dangkal dangaw
thin nipis impis

’Spelled phonetically here as I said it. Many Filipinos would prefer the same spelling as English:
<Peace Corps>.
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This would even up the advantage native Tagalog speakers had with Filipino
vocabulary, and offer widespread recognition to lexical items held in common by
many native language speakers.

In closing, let’s take a look at a suggested counting system in Tagalog versus
Filipino (Table 5). Blust (2013) pointed out that Austronesian (PAN) had two num-

Table 5: Suggested counting system in Tagalog vs. Filipino

Tagalog numerals Filipino numerals Filipino numerals
for things for people
1 isa < *Tosa isa ~ asa
2 dalawa < *daduha duha ~ dalawa
3 tatlé < *tatold tuld ~ tatlo
4 ‘Gpat < *?a-9pat apat ~ apat
5  lima < *lima lima ~ lalima
6 ‘anim < *?a-anom anim ~ anim
7 pitd < "pita pito ~ papité
8  walb < "walu walé ~ wawalo
9  siyam < *siyam siyam ~ sasiyam
10  sampi’ < *sang-piluq sampd’ ~ sampulu’

bering systems, one for things and one for people. The ‘things’ system used the
numerical root, whereas the ‘people system’ used either a CV- reduplication or a
prothetic a- system. Tagalog currently shows a mixture, such that ‘1’, °5°, 7, °8’,
‘9’ are based on numeral roots, whereas ‘2’, ‘3’, ‘4’ and ‘6’ are based on derivations
implying people were involved. Would the Filipino nation wish to re-adapt this
historical system? Given the respect shown to people over things (witness the
ang ~ ng versus si ~ ni system of noun case-marking), this would be a culturally
significant adaptation. Time and language use and development will tell.

Abbreviations

ACD Austronesian Comparative Dictionary
(Blust & Trussel 2020, Blust et al. 2025)

adj adjective

CEDOF Core Etymological Dictonary of Filipino (Zorc (1979) 4 fascicles)
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Ceb Cebuano

CV- Consonant plus Vowel reduplication

Demp Dempwolff (1938)

dp discourse particle

Ik Ilokano

INL Institute of National Language

Kpm Kapampangan

KWF Komisyon sa Wikang Filipino (Commision on the Filipino Language)

MCcF-NP McFarland, Curt.1977. Northern Philippine Linguistic Geography
MTB MLE Mother Tongue-Based Multilingual Education

PAN Proto-Austronesian

PCP Proto-Central-Philippiine (Tagalog, Bisayan, Bikol, Mansakan,
Mamanwa)

PGCP Proto-Greater-Central-Philippine

PMP Proto-Malayo-Polynesian

PNP Proto-Northern-Philippine

PPH Proto-Philippine

PWMP Proto-Western-Malayo-Polynesian

RDZ R. David Zorc personal unpublished research

SLz-axis the Southern Luzon axis (see Zorc & Almarines 2022: 202)

Tag Tagalog

YGroup the “Y Group” = Philippine languages wherein PAN *R > [y] — Ayta,
Bashiic, Kapampangan, North Mangyan, Remontado
(HatangKayi/Sinauna), Sambalic, in Zorc (n.d.)
= Proto-Greater-Central-Luzon.

ZDS Zorc Data Sheets = Philippine Etyma
https://zorc.net/RDZorc/PHILIPPINE-ETYMA/
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