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In 1613 a Franciscan  Friar, Pedro de San Buenaventura, published in Pila, Laguna Province, south of Manila, an extensive dictionary of Tagalog, remarkable for its fullness and clarity of presentation, Vocabulario de Lengua Tagala. Little is known about this person other than what he tells of himself—namely, that he resided in the Philippines for ten years before beginning this work and then within seven years completed a manuscript to be delivered to a printer. The contents are remarkable — it is without question the finest dictionary of any colonial language to be published in pre-modern times, and in some ways superior to any other Tagalog dictionary that has been published since, both in scope and in accuracy of presentation. It is remarkable all the more because it was produced under arduous and primitive conditions in the early years of the Spanish conquest, while the author was serving the spiritual needs of several villages located on the shores of Laguna de Bae, south of Manila. I will talk more about the contents later. 

I this paper I would like to discuss the peculiarity of presentation and what this tells us about the purposes of this dictionary and the author’s conception of what a dictionary is. To do this we need some background about the Spanish conquest of the Philippines, and how the preparation of this work fits into that. The Spanish expeditions were accompanied by missionaries, for there was a dual purpose in Spanish colonization in the orient: (1) to control the spice trade and exploit natural resources and (2) to save the souls of the inhabitants (Phelan 1959, Chapter 3). These two cannot be separated, for both depended on domination of the local population: the Spaniards needed to subjugate the population in order achieve their economic goals, conversion on Spanish terms meant subjugation (Rafael 1988: 18-19).
 The Philippines never fulfilled the hope of enriching the Spanish coffers—in fact the colony operated at a substantial deficit throughout the first century of its existence (Phelan:000) but the Spanish crown took seriously the endeavor to save the souls of the natives and gave full support to the missionary activities throughout the early years of the colony. The missionary brothers risked their lives and volunteered for the dangerous travels and arduous work out of a burning desire to save souls.
 

San Buenaventura arrived in the Philippines in 1594, most likely originating in Spain, as did the vast majority of the missionary brothers sent there, and he most certainly had received a Spanish education. In the Spanish schools of the time, the Diccionario Latin-Castellano of Antonio de Nebrija, published in 1492, and his grammar of Castilian were central to the curriculum. For Nebrija, and generally in humanistic thought of the Renaissance, grammars and dictionaries were made to codify a language. By codification was understood a statement of the grammatical rules and the meanings of forms that provide the correct rendering of the signs and significations created by God. This grammar was thought to be manifested in Latin by the writers of the Golden and Silver Ages. Latin writings of later times were deemed to be corrupt insofar as the authors departed from the forms employed by the Classical Latin authors. The humanists believed grammarians and educators need to clear away the corruption that had afflicted Latin writing after the classical age and restore Latin to its perfect ability of rendering God’s creation. Castilian, in Nebrija’s view, also needed to be codified —that is, cast into the mould of Classical Latin grammar. Once it had been endowed with a grammar, it would become was a language, capable of representing the perfection of Latin. The existence of a grammar for Castilian was thought to prevent decay through common usage (Perona 0000).  (In the hierarchy of perfect languages, Latin, Greek, and Hebrew were at the summit, but Castilian was in a quasi equal position for its capability of rendering Latin once the rules of its grammar had been brought into the order and harmony of Latin.) It was appropriate to codify Castilian in this way, in Nebirja’s view and in the view of the Spanish intellectuals of the Spanish courts, because Castilian was the closest to Latin. 
  Nebrija’s codification consisted of a grammar, the Gramática de la Lengua Castellana, and a Latin-Castilian dictionary, which was entitled Diccionario Latin Castellano. He also produced a Castilian-Latin dictionary, which he called Vocabulario Castellano-Latin.
 Nebrija was also motivated in his linguistic studies by the view that Castilian, because it had been perfected by codification, was the language in which the Empire was to be anchored: where the Castilian language reigned, there reigned the King and Queen of Spain and vice versa. In his dedication to Queen Isabella of his Gramática de la Legua Castellana Nebrija adumbrates the political role of a grammar and dictionary in extending imperial authority.
 Later authorities made this view applicable as well to the Spanish conquests and colonizations. In Nebrija’s view there was a hierarchical relationship among languages. Other languages were subordinate to Castilian, and this subordination was iconic of the political order.

All this implies that Castilian should be the language of subjugation. Subjugation, including Christianization, meant Hispanization. However, in the Philippines, as in the New World, Hispanization and conversion through Castilian turned out to be impossible. The missionary was most often alone among a population speaking other languages vastly different from Spanish. The missionaries had no choice but to try to communicate in the native language. This is the background for the decision taken by the Custodial Chapter of the Franciscan Order in 1580 to produce dictionaries and grammars of Tagalog.
 Linguistic studies were seen as a necessary part of the missionary work. In any case, San Buenaventura’s dictionary was composed in response to it.
 Although at least one other dictionary,
 possibly two, were produced prior to that of San Buenaventura’s, his is the earliest to have survived, and indeed he states in his introductory remarks that his is the first dictionary. It is possible that San Buenaventura never had access to either of these works, if indeed they were ever prepared. He does mention in his introduction (¶2, under his introduction “Notables”) that the morphological analysis that determined the presentation in the dictionary is based on the grammar of the friar Juan de Oliver, which is no longer extant and which is said to have been based on the grammar of Juan de Plasencia.  In short, San Buenaventura was working within a tradition of Tagalog translation and analysis.

As we can read in the Approval (Aprobación), printed as part of the prefatory matter (Taso), Pedro de San Buenaventura eceived the assignment to prepare a dictionary. As one educated on the basis of Nebrija’s writings San Buenaventura brings to his dictionary a conception of Castilian that was able to render Latin perfectly and therefore, render the signs and significations created by God. Having been taught through Nebrija’s dictionaries, San Buenaventura understood a dictionary to be a repository correct language, but not as we understand a dictionary nowadays to be:
 he did not think of a dictionary as a documentation of what people said but rather as a repository that represents divinely created language. Whereas Nebrija’s pedagogical aim was to inculcate correct Latin, the missionary friars had the thought of the grammatical and lexicographical studies as a way of learning how to communicate: inasmuch as it was impossible for the missionaries to bring the natives to this understanding in terms of Castilian, a means had to be found whereby they could bring the perfection of Castilian to the natives by means of Tagalog terms, in the language that the people did understand. In short, the Vocabulario was compiled to teach the missionaries what Tagalog forms thatreplicate the Castilian concepts. 

Before I go on to explain this further, I should take a little excursus to think further about what perfection in a language could have meant to a Spanish missionary friar of the sixteenth or seventeenth centuries. Their writings indicate a belief in the power of language (as God created it, not as corrupted) to invoke God’s intercession that was total, without limit and without scope. They would have seen Latin, as the language of Christian ritual and sacred texts, per se as a language of perfection, but as already mentioned, Castilian had the power to reflect this perfection. 

Now let us return to the notions of the missionaries’ conception of translation. First, they understood that a translation into uncorrupted Castilian, as codified by Nebrija in his grammar and dictionaries, of holy scripture and ritual texts could also have the magic power of Latin in invoking God’s intercession. The decision to devote missionary activities to linguistic research was based on this belief that the natives could and needed to understand God’s created signs and significations through the words of their language, interpreted to them from the Castilian and delivered to them orally. The missionaries could only teach them if they the priests knew the Tagalog forms that can render the Castilian of God’s created language.
 Let us look at what the missionaries themselves said about this matter.

First, we take San Buenaventura, who in fact says little about his motives. He only states that he undertook this arduous work for the sake of God and for the sake of the Blessed Virgin, to whom he writes a lush and fulsome dedication.
  He says nothing about the humans for whose sake he wrote the Vocabulario other than to say that he was moved to compile the Vocabulario  for the sake of souls, and by that he is referring to the souls of the Tagalogs among whom he worked. We have to go to statements from other contemporary missionary grammarians and lexicographers to understand what is behind this brief reference. Perhaps the clearest statement of the purpose of these linguistic studies is found in the opening prayer of Fr. Blancas de San José, published in his grammar of Tagalog, published shortly before San Buenaventura’s work. Blancas puts in his introduction  a  prayer, which I translate as follows:

“Lord our God, jealous lover of souls, in order to save them from the errors of idolatry and give them knowledge of you the true creator and their father, I pray that you fill the hearts of some idiotic men with immediate wisdom, grant them the gift of tongues, so that they may speak words (?)  that they did not know, because in that way they may communicate to all your celestial doctrine and (when they have received it) your love and grace, so that thereafter you may grant them the joy of divine vision. I implore you, my Lord, with as much humility as I am able, may you wish to help your poor ignorant minister and give him the means wherewith he might help the souls of those pitiful people, so that they may come to know and love you. May you dispose of matters such that the ears may receive your healthful
 doctrine, which will make us wise.”

This prayer asks God to help the priest find the forms of Tagalog that can convey the celestial doctrine by which the souls of the parishioners may come to know and love God, receive God’s grace and enjoy the fruits of divine vision (bienaventuranza).

In other words, the purpose of these linguistic works is to expose to the missionary the rendition into Tagalog that corresponds to the Castilian forms that reflect divinely created language and having the magic powers of such language. Blanco’s grammar, as well as Buenaventura’s Vocabulario, are aimed at the priests who teach the population. The priest must have the right language to enable the people to know God and save their souls.

Accuracy and fullness thus become a matter of saving souls. An error could have serious consequences, and San Buenaventura devotes much of his introduction to explaining that his work has errors and why it should be so. He fears the criticism of others and says simply that he is aiming this dictionary at those who know nothing (meaning less than what is in the Vocabulario), who may learn from it, not because of the work itself is perfect. Implied but unstated: that they may have the right language whereby to lead their flock to salvation.

Now let us go on to discuss the contents of this dictionary. The purpose is to show how to render the concepts of Castilian into Tagalog, and appropriately, the dictionary lists Castilian forms first, normally in a citation form and not inflected. This is followed by a Tagalog form that translates it, and if a certain Castilian form has several senses that can be rendered by different words in Tagalog, as is almost always the case, each different Tagalog rendition gets a different entry. The Tagalog root is followed by inflected Tagalog words, used in a sentence and then translated. Often there is a Castilian phrase or sentence containing an inflected form of the Castilian entry or a special way it is used in Castilian followed by the Tagalog rendition. This is given not to illustrate how the Castilian is used, but rather to show how this particular idiom can be rendered by Tagalog. There seems to have been an attempt to give a complete listing of Castilian roots (those created expressing signs created by God, that is), but Tagalog forms are given only insofar as they have the power to render Castilian concepts. I once estimated that the Tagalog root is capable of more than five hundred affixational forms, but the idea that any portion of them should be cited for a given root did not come to mind in the case of the Vocabulario, for this is in fact not a dictionary in any modern sense of a lexicon that expounds a language. If one wishes to know whether this or that affixational form occurs with a given root, the Vocabulario will only provide the information in the event that that particular form happens to translate a certain Castilian concept. If that particular form does not happen to be chosen to translate a Castilian concept, there is no way of knowing from the Vocabulario whether or not it exists. 

This is not to say that the dictionary ignores native concepts that were unknown to the Spaniards. Words for articles are things that are not found in Spain are given in the entry for Spanish things that correspond in some sense. For example, tubá÷  the word for the fermented water from the coconut blossom, is translated as “mosto”, which refers to grape juice that is to become wine. Indeed, tubá÷ can be distilled into hard liquor, but its primary use is as a beverage of daily consumption, as opposed to the Spanish “mosto”. In other words, the Tagalog forms are only an approximation of the Castilian. This is no problem for San Buenaventura, for his aim is to find whatever Tagalog can render the Castilian, not give an accurate representation of Tagalog on its own terms. As Rafael points out (1988:29), for certain of God’s divinely created signs, an appropriate Tagalog rendition was not available (for all candidates had devilish implications).
 These words were left untranslated. The Castilian form reflecting these signs were deemed appropriate to convey Christian concepts to the Tagalogs. Nevertheless, the Vocbulario includes words that impinge on religious beliefs and  superstitions, though the Spaniards believed Tagalog religion to be a form of devil worship. One way to obviate the satanic aspect of Tagalog forms was to ignore some of their religious and spiritual meaning. For example, núno÷ is translated as aguelo “grandparent”, which is indeed a meaning the form had, but in contemporary Tagalog and surely in the Tagalog of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, this word is used only in the context of a revered and feared ancestor with supernatural powers. Another way to handle forms with devilish implications is to list them with a definition, but state up front that the word has a devilish implication. The treatment of bathála÷, the Tagalog word for “god”, is instructive. San Buenaventura states his belief that the word bathala÷ is improper to render the concept of “God” because bathala said to be the greatest of the anitos, a kind of devil.There are two entries for “God”: “Dios” and “Bathala÷”

Dios) Dios (pc) C. señor n.ro a deferençia de sus Dioses, nagpapaDios 5.ac. dejarse a la voluntad de Dios; diniDios.1.P. ser algo tenido por Dios, imp: magpaDios ka, t, palooban mo siya, dejate a D. y a su voluntad, hovag mong Diosin ang ditotoong Dios, no tengas por Dios al q. no lo es.

Dios) Bathala (pp) ansi llamava antes estos a N.S.D. q. auq. adorauan sus Anitos Lichas y Diablillos confesavan auer vn solo Dios y señor de todo, al cual llamauan Bathalang maycapal sa lahat. I. Dios que todo lo hiço , aunq. segun otros, se toma por el mayor de sus Anitos, set non congrue. 

As for the transcription, there is no thought of writing the Tagalog forms in the native syllabary: the Vocabulario is aimed at Spanish missionaries, not at the native population, though they are the humans for whose sake it was composed. The transcription follows that of Oliver’s grammar and documents that had been printed. This is not entirely phonemic. Tagalog at the time (as opposed to currently) had only three vowels, but Spanish linguistic thought at the time, supposed that the five vowels of Spanish and Latin were universal (God given). De Buenaventura simply assumes five vowels and writes u as well as o, choosing one or the other for a particular form, but not on any discernable principles. He transcribes /i/ normally with i, and only in a very small number of cases writes e. Further, Tagalog has long and short vowels, a fact recognized by the dictionary
 and in fact signaled in the parts of the dictionary by the letters “pp” and “pc” written after every citation, which can indicate the length of the root vowels: pp, being long penult and pc, being short penult. This system does not allow for the indication of length on derived or inflected forms, although San Buenaventura notes that long vowels may occur elsewhere in the word as well as in the penult. The Tagalog of San Buenaventura’s time also had glottal stops that occurred freely as any other consonant did, and although Blanco’s grammar recognizes the existence of this sound and endeavors to describe it, San Buenaventura  makes no mention of it, and omits it entirely in his Tagalog entries and citations.
Let me illustrate these points with some further entries. A term I opened at random hechar has no less than 39 entries, and an additional eleven entries for hecharse. Incidentally, many Spanish words beginning with /e/ are listed with initial /h/.Let me illustrate all this with the 44th of the 50 entries for hechar. 

Hecharse Hinay (pp) el viento calmando. Vi. Abonçar) cun baga mahangin pa, y, pahinayin ninio, si haçe a un viento, esperad a que se heche. Vi. Anojar.
) 

Abonançar) Hinay (pp) el tiempo o el viento hungmihinay .1.ac. aboncançar, pinahihinay 7.P.h deaar [sic—i.e. dejar] que abonançe, imp) pahinayia mo mona ang hangin, aguarda que abonançe el viento, hingmihinay na, ya esta abonançible (aunque alguno diga que este vocablo es Bisayo, usase en todas partes generalmente)

[Explanation: “(pp)” means that the accent is on the final syllable —i.e., hináy 

“1.ac, 7.P.h , etc” refer to the verb class as given in Oliver’s (and Blanca’s) grammar.]

From this reference we can get a notion of the detail into which this dictionary goes in an endeavor to present the way the Castilian notion can be rendered into Tagalog. The Castilian is taken to be a known and no effort is made to explain the Castilian forms other than to give the sense of the Tagalog form that renders the Castilian. 

There is a Tagalog-Castilian register. This lists Tagalog forms and Castilian entries under which these forms are found but by no means are all Tagalog forms listed in the entries found in the register. The list is partially by root, but a large number of affixed forms are listed. (The roots of the affixed forms are not necessarily given, however.) There are a number of false references —forms in the register that do not occur in the body of the dictionary, some of which in fact do not even exist nowadays, and probably never did exist.The register is not a reverse dictionary. It often makes reference to Spanish forms that in no way could translate the Tagalog. For example under one of the listings of manuc, which meant “chicken” in San Buenaventura’s time but must have meant “bird” at an earlier time, the reference is to agorar “practice augury”, and indeed a verbal derivative of manuc, at that time meant to practice augury.
To give you an idea of the detail and complexity, I give an example from the Register: the word for ‘fear or be afraid’ tákot. This is listed three times: 

Tacot.pp) Temor o Miedo 

Tacot.pp) Temer.l.Atemoriçar
Tacot.pp) Amenaçar 1.Espantar

This yields six entries under which this root is treated. And in fact this root is also listed a seventh time under “temeroso”. There is a great deal that one can learn about Tagalog and how tákut may be affixed and used in sentences. Let me focus on a couple of points. There are several forms that are pretty much the same, translated into Spanish or English, but in Tagalog they mean something entirely different. The Vocabulario makes an attempt (not invariably successful) to come to grips with the various nuances. However in comparison with other dictionaries completed before modern times, the definitions here are far more precise and understandable than those of later works.

kinatátakútan “be afraid of something” San B.: “ser temido” e.g. (my example), I am afraid of the ghost kinatátakútan ko ang núno÷
ikinatátákot “[so-and-so] fills [genitive] with fear” San B: “causa de temer”. e.g., (my example) What happened frightens me, Ikinatátákot ko ang nangyári San Buenaventura’s example: anong ikinatátákot mo? De que te espantas?
ipinanánákot “[so-and-so] fills [genitive] with great fear” San B: “atemorizado”

katakut-tákot  “frightening” San B: “cosa de temor” katakut-tákut sabihin “It scares me to talk about it” (San B’s example)

itinátákot “used to frighten [direct object] with” San B. . lo con que amenaza, (My translation of San Buenaventura’s example: there was nothing that anyone could frighten me with walang di÷ itinákot sa ákin, San Buneaventura’s translation: amenaçome con mil cosas.
Here are the entries that these examples are taken from:

Temer) Tacot (pp) qualqier cosa, tungmatacot , 1ac temer, natatacot. S. estar con temor, cqinatatacotan 4.P. ser temido, ycqinatatacot 4.a causa de temer, imp) hovag cang matacot, no temas.
(This is followed by 3 other entries of temer giving various Tagalog roots similar in meaning to tacot.)
Miedo) Tacot (pp) q. vno tiene a otro. Vi Temor) ang takot co oy niyong acoy habulin nang castila tube mucho miedo quando vi al español que yba tras mi corriendo.
Temor Tacot (pp) que vno tiene de algo, Catacot-tacot, cosa de temor, catacot-tacot sabihin, es cosa temerosa el deçillo, ano caya ang tacot mo? de que es tu temor? may tacot ka tienes temor?
(This is followed by six other entries for temor that may be rendered by various Tagalog synonyms or other forms that actually translate nuances of temor [e.g. nganib ‘danger’, where the derived form nanganganib can be rendered ‘temer algun peligro’])
Atemoriçar) Tacot (pp) a alguno, nagpapanacot. 5.ac. atimoriçar [sic]
 a alguno con figura o espantajo ipinananacot. 3.P. ser atemoriçado, imp) magpanacot ca sa manga bata Atemoriça a los niños con algun espantajo panacotin mo ang manga bata. Vi. Amenaçar. y. Temer
Amenaçar Tacot (pp) con palabras o fieros, tinatacot i.P. la persona que es amenaçada, ytinatacot.1. lo con que amenaça, walan di ytinacot sa acqin, amenaçome con mil cosas imp) tacotin mo na, amenaçale. Vi Temer.y. Atemoriçar)
Espantar Tacot (pp) de qualquiera manera, tinatacot. i.P. ser vno espantado. Vi Temer) tacotin mo, espantale, anong ycquinatatacot mo, de que te espantas? Vi amenaçar)
(This is followed by 14 other entries for espantar and five entries for espantarse.)
Temoroso Matacotin (pp)
 que de nada teme. Ver 5. de tacot.l.malagimin, de lagim, malagimin kang lubha, muy temeroso eres, magtakot tacotan ka ha? “Haras como q. estas temoroso?”

Summary: The Vocabulario was conceived as a document that explained how Spanish concepts could be expressed in Tagalog. In our contemporary view almost every Tagalog form renders only a portion of the meaning of a given Castilian form, and vice versa almost every given Taglog form requires several Castilian forms to render its range of meanings. San Buenaventura recognizes this implicitly and comes to grips with it, but the fact that Castilian does not expresses the totality of Tagalog is not viewed as an imperfection and no attempt is made to elucidate Tagalog forms entirely. Failure of Tagalog to express the totality of Castilian forms is a proof of its subordinate status, San Buenaventura makes an effort to find a Tagalog way to convey totality of the Castilian meaning. San Buenaventura does this this by multiple entries. But by giving a large number of Tagalog forms for almost every root, the Vocabulario makes reference to a wide range of Tagalog culture at the time, including much unlike anything known in Spain.
 I found more than twenty words referring to witchcraft, sorcery, and healing. There probably are more. Thus the Vocabulario is a treasure trove of invaluable but heretofore largely unexploited information about early Philippine culture, much of which is alive to this day. Further close study of the Vocbulario  can undoubtedly reveal a host of information important for understanding the Philippines.
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� In the Spanish view, a subject of the King of Spain had to be a Christian (cf. the expulsion of the non-coverted Jews in 1492 and the expulsion of the Moriscos in 1609). Thus conversion was a necessary concomitant to conquest.


� Although the Friars also believed that subjugation and resettlement of the population was necessary to conversion, they mostly took the part of the population against the lay Spaniards, whose efforts at gaining wealth led to impoverishment, exploitation, and murder of the natives (cf. Phelan 1967:10)


� Rafael: (1988:25) points out that sixteenth century theologians advocated the use of the vernacular in devotional literature and translations of sacred texts.


� It is not clear how the Spanish grammarians conceived of the the difference between “diccionario” and  “vocabulario”. San Buenavetura calls his work “vocabulario” and not “diccionario”. Length and fullness can have nothing to do with the difference between the two termis, for San Buenaventura’s Vocabulario is a copious work with illustrations far greater than works of the time entitled “Diccionario”. Perhaps the difference has to do with the thought that a work that aimed to elucidate Latin, the most perfect language, merited the appellation “Diccionario” but one that elucidated any other language should be relegated to the term “Vocabulario”.


� Nebrija wrote, “Language is the perfact instrument of empire….One thing I discovered and concluded with certainty is that language was always the companion of empire; therefore it follows that together they begin, grow, and flourish, and together they fall” (quoted by Rafael 1988:13). Rafael summarizes Nebrija’s arguments as follows (1988:26): Castilian grammar could be ordered on the structural rules of Latin —this implies the possibility of subordinating other languages to Castilian thus rendering Castilian suitable as a language of empire.


� Cf. Kamen’s analysis (2003:494): “Castilians assumed that they were superior and insisted that the imposition of order had to be done through their language, which was the only means of communication that they accepted. Kamen argues that the inability of the officials of the Spanish Empire was largely responsible for the many failures that this enterprise encountered in its history.


� Que se escribiese una gramática y un vocabulario de la lengua Tagala (XXX:000).


� This is made clear by the Approval (Aprobación), published as part of the Evaluation (Tasado), published as a forward to the work.


�  The Franciscan Friar, Juan Portocarerro, known as Juan de Plasencia, the author of the first Doctrina Cristiana and of several other Tagalog books, in the publication of the 1580 decision of was specifically charged to produce these documents. In 1585 he wrote to King Philip II that he had competed an Arte de la Lengua Tagala and was compiling a Vocabulario:


En la lenga más general que hay en estas Islas tengo escrito algunas cosas, como es el Arte de la lengua  y declaracion de toda la doctrina xtiana, y agora voy haciendo el Vocabulario. Son cosas muy necesarias para todos los ministros si se imprimiese. Seria particular merced que V.M. nos haría, bacernos merced mandalla imprimir en México a costa de su Real hacienda, y para esto enviarme su C édula, que sería de grandísima utilidad para estas almas”


� As Rafael points out (1988:27) Tagalog grammar was presented in terms of the system of Latin. Latin grammar was deemed the universal grammar created by God, and Tagalog forms were described as having the grammatical properties of the Latin forms that they render.


� Admittedly, in the English-speaking world the dictionary is regarded as the source of information on correct usage, but “correctness” nowadays is seen as based on common usage. Language is seen as something changeable, and correctness is determined by what forms are commonly used. In our view the purpose of a dictionary is to document the language entirely. For Nebrija and the humanists of his time, a the dictionary documented something immutable, already perfect. 


� Rafael (1988: Chapter Three) discusses the connection between translation and Filipino subjugation and how translation fit into the political conceptions of the population.


� ..deterimine prosiguille y sacalle a luz solo por Dios y por vos que segun las adversidades, contrastes y contra dicciones sean atrauesado, sola vos despues de Dios fuera bastante a proseguille yo. Deposito de la graçia de Dios Reçiua V.A. Ilusstrissima esta peq.ña ofrenda, humilde y probre presente deste el mas invtil e indigno sieruo suyo como por algun genero de agradeçimiento a lo mucho que a V.A. deuo.


� Señor Dios nuestro zelotissimo amador de las almas, que para sacallas de los errores de la ydolatria y dalles conocimiento de vos verdadero criador y padre suyo henchistes repentinamente de celestial sabiduria los coraçones de vnos homres ydiotas, y les distes don de lenguas, conque pudiessen hablar todas las q. ellos no sabian; porque assi pudiessen comunicar a todos vuestra dotrina celestial y con ella (recibiendo la ellos) vuestro amor y gracia, para despues dalles tambien vuestra bienauenturança: suplico os Señor mio con quanta humildad yo puedo querays ayudar a este pobre ygnorante ministro vuestro y dale con que el pueda ayudar a estas almas destos pobrecitos, para que os conozcan y amen Vos dispusistes que por el oydo entrase vuestra saludable dotrina que nos ha de hazer sabio.


� With the word saludable “healthful”, Blancas meant to refer to the belief (in Philippine as well as Christian tradition) that certain religious rites have curative powers. Cf. the quotation of Plasencia’s references, given by Rafael (1988:93).


� Solo suplico humilmente se reçiua mi voluntad y deseo del prouecho de las almas q esto me a mouido, y el ver la falta q desta obra auia en esta tierra. No le comunico a los doctos y peritos en Tagalog pues no tienen neçesidad de el, siendo ellos cada vno de por si un copiosisimo vocabulario. Ni tampoco a los curiosos en poner faltas en trabajos ajenos, sino a los pobrecitos q poco sauen, y q. con humildad se quieren sujetar al parecer ajenos, a estos le ofrezco y ruego lean en el que quiça se aprouecharan, no por lo que la obra es sino por su humildad que Dios nuestro señor. Humilibus dat graçiam


� Rafael (1988:29) makes the important point that the notion that certain forms could not be translated into Tagalog was another indication of the superiority of some languages over others in the communication of God’s word,


� Length was not understood to be a contrast of vocalic duration, but a matter of stress (acento).


� The reference to “Anojar” is apparently an error. This Castilian form is not listed and to my knowledge was not a Castilian word.


� The misspelling of i for e illustrates the difficulties Tagalog speakers had distinguishing e and i. The type was set by Tagalogs.


� This is an error on the part of San Buenaventura. (pp) implies a long penult matakútin, but currently and in all probability in San Benuaventura’s time, as based on comparison with other languages, the penult of this form was short matakutín.


� As an example, William Henry Scott (1982:000) studied a large number of forms referring to Filipino technology of the time. On the basis of a meticulous study of the Vocabulario Scott was able to trace methods of agricultural production, hunting and fishing, textile preparation, construction, navigation, and others.





