Chabacano/Spanish and the Philippine linguistic identity

John M. Lipski
The Pennsylvania State University
0. Introduction

In the linguitic profile of the Philippines, one of the most eusive eements to categorize
and acknowledge the Spanish contribution. The amount of Spanish lexicd incursgonsinto the
mgor Philippine language familiesis beyond dispute; lesswel understood is the extent to which
the Spanish language is actively used and understood throughout the nation. Findly, and most
germane to the topic of this symposium, istheinclusion, classification, and gppreciation of a
group of languages known to linguists as Philippine Creole Spanish, and to the speech
communties themsaves as Chabacano. Like many other creole languages, the name Chabacano
itself gems from a derisive Spanish term meaning clumsy, ill-formed, and vulgar. Although
within the PCS/Chabacano- speaking communities thisword has lost the negative connotation
and refers only to the language itsdlf, many enlightened community members avoid theterm
Chabacano and prefer instead the regional designations of Cavitefio, Ternatefio, and especidly
Zamboanguefio. Throughout the history of the Philippines Chabacano in its various
manifestations has remained a the margins of the country's linguistic repertoire, ignored by
many, repudiated by those who aware of its existence (this even includes many speech
community members), anbiguoudy dassified by Philippine language typologigts, and truly
appreciated only by the dlite subset of professond linguists who specidize in creole languages.
Even among this group the creole status of PCSis not undisputed, al of which combines to make
PCS/Chabacano alinguigtic orphan surrounded by patrimonia languages and the unchalenged
carryovers of colonid times?

The reasons for the low profile of Chabacano in the Philippine linguistic consciousness
are many, the mogt sdient of which include:

(1) Generd unawareness of alanguage which nowadays is spoken extengvely only ina
geographicaly remote portion of the country, Zamboanga City and surrounding parts of
Zamboanga del Sur province, aswell asin other pockets in Mindanao and the idands of Basilan
and Jolo. Philippine Creole Spanish dialects were once spoken more extensively in the Ermita
district of Manilaas well asin other enclaves on Manila Bay (Cavite and Ternate), but most nor
speakers of Manila Bay Chabacano who were even aware that some Spanishtderived language
was spoken in their midst assumed that this was some form of Spanish, possibly a broken
second-language variety or pidgin.

(2) Among those Filipinos with sacond- hand knowledge of Chabacano, the notion that
thisisin redity adidect of Spanish, acolonia language increasingly margindized in Philippine
society. In the contermporary Philippines, fluency in Spanish is generdly restricted to asmall
and aging dlite of mixed Philippine- Spanish heritage; the typica fluent Spanish speeker has at
least one parent or grandparent born in Spain, and belongs to wedlthy landowning or empresarial
classes far-removed from the grass-roots level at which Chabacano is spoken. In Zamboanga,
recent reintroductions of Spanish items (Lipski 1986a, 1987f) contribute to the mistaken notion
that Zamboanguefio Chabacano has been Spanish "al dong,” with only occasiond devietions
from standard usage.

(3) The mistaken notion among creolists (beginning with Whinnom 1956) that the largest
Chabacano-gpesking population, that of Zamboanga City, is smdl and moribund, when in fact it
isathriving firg- and second-language speech community of perhaps half amillion speskers.



Frake (1971) was thefirgt to provide more accurate information on Zamboanguefio, but to this
day many scholarsin the Philippines and abroad are unaware of the true strength of the
Zamboanga Chabacano community.

(4) Thefact that in the mgority of surveys of Philippine languages (especialy those
produced within the Philippines, e.g. LIamzon 1978), none of the Chabacano varieties appears
(at times "Spanigh’ is ligted), thus implicitly suggesting that Chabacano is not a "Philippine
language.

(5) The higtoricd confusion, found in literature, travelers accounts, and officid
documents, between Philippine varieties of Spanish, rudimentary Spanishbased pidgins and
trade languages, and Spanish-derived creoles spoken natively by Filipinos.

(6) The smal number of native Spanish speakers in the Philippines has contributed to the
lack of studies of contemporary Philippine Spanish; the mgority of works which lay clamto
such adescription in redity ded with Hipanic lexicd items in native Philippine languages, or
with some aspect of the PCS didects. At times, the latter didects are mistakenly referred to as
"Philippine Spanish,” as though there were no legitimate non- creolized variant of metropolitan
Spanish currently available in the Philippines. One example of this confusion is the Satement
(Diez, Mordes, Sabin 1977:85) that "En la actudidad la Situacion del espafiol es bastante
precaria... @ didecto espafiol que se habla en aguellasidas recibe € nombre de chabacano’
[currently, Spanish isin a precarious Stugtion in the Philippines ... the Spanish didect spokenin
that country is known as Chabacano]. Quilis (1975:34) speaks of ...d espafiol como diadecto
conservado en Cavitey Zamboanga ... este didecto es € que se conoce con € nombre de
chabacano. Su estructura es bastante peculiar: es un espariol con |os recursos gramaticales del
tagalo y del cebuano ... [Spanish as adialect conserved in Cavite and Zamboanga ... thisisthe
diaect known as Chabacano. It hasapeculiar Sructure: it is Spanish with the grammetica
resources of Tagalog and Cebuano]. In later writings Quilis clearly recognized Chabacano as a
creole language and not smply a "mixed didect' of Spanish. A more serious assessment
(Whinnom 1956:2) states that “the modern Spanish of Manila has none of the characterigtics of
the South American or Andalusian Spanish ... the Philippine Spanish of today is the result of the
second stage of the Spanish contact with the Philippines”  Nationa census data representing
both the American adminigtration and the Philippine nationa government provide confusing
information, since PCS or Chabacano diaects are lumped together with modern Spanish, while
there is atendency to overlook potentia Spanish gpeakers who have no formd training in that
language. Asatimely note, the web page provided by the Shangri-La hotelsin the Philippines
gives a description of Zamboanga which states “The diaect spoken there is a corruption of the

Spanish language’
1. The Chabacano presence in the Philippines

The Philippines s the only former Spanish where the Spanish language was never
acquired by the mgority of the native population, and which replaced no native language.
Among the other former colonies, only Equatorid Guinea shows a similar profile, but this colony
was not effectively occupied by Spain until the 1860's (Fernando Poo) or the first decades of the
20th century (Rio Muni), with the total period under Spanish colonid rule being no more than
60-100 years. Even so, the mgority of the population speaks Spanish, dbeit as a second
language with varying levels of ability (Lipski 1985). In the Philippines, avery smdl and
rapidly dwindling population—mostly recent descendents of Spaniards—speaks Spanish
fluently; this group has little or no linguistic impact on the rest of the nationd population. In



addition, several Spanish-derived creoles continue to be spoken natively; the largest community
isfound in Zamboanga City, with expatriate Zamboanguefio enclavesin Cotabato, Jolo, and
Davan. Along ManilaBay, vestigia speskers of Cavite and Ternate Chabacano are ill to be
found, while the once thriving Ermita variety of Manila has now disappeared.

Collectively, dl varieties of Philippine Creole Spanish (PCS) are known as Chabacano,
and three digtinct didects dtill exist, in Ternate, Cavite and Zamboanga. Whinnom postul ated
that Ternatefio (T) was thefirgt to be formed, suggesting that this creole has extraterritoria roots,
descending from alargely Portuguese-based creole formed in the 17th century on the Indonesian
idand of the same name. Comparative work by Molony (1973, 1977a, 1977b) supports the
hypothesisthat T isthe oldest of the Spanish-based creoles in the Philippines while observations
by Batalha (1960) suggest more than casua parales with some Asian Portuguese-based creoles.
Caviterio (C) was alater offshoot of T, one of many stable or fleeting Spanishbased contact
vernaculars that arose in the fortified areas around Manila Bay, and it too can be traced back a
least asfar asthe 18th century. T and C exhibit severa grammatical features that make them
contenders for being descendents or relexifications of earlier Portuguese-based creoles and
pidgins (but cf. Lipski 1988). Both creoles have been influenced by Philippine languages,
particularly Tagaog; thisis evident not only in the preferred VSO word order (at least with
pronominal subjects), but dso in the incorporation of Tagalog particles and other syntactic
dructures. Varieties of PCS are aso spoken on the idand of Mindanao. Thelargest group of
speskersis found in and around Zamboanga City. A small group, now largdly dispersed and
gpeaking centra Philippine languages, previoudy existed in Davao, derived from immigrants
from Zamboanga who arrived & the turn of the 20th century. Another small group isfound in
Cotabato City (Riego de Dios 1976a, 1978). Cotabataterio (Ct) isvirtualy identical to
Zamboanguefio (Z), with the few differences being mostly lexica. Riego de Dios suggedts that
the two didects may have partidly different roots, athough admitting immigration from
Zamboanga to Cotabato as the likely source of most of Ct.

Although unknown to or ignored by most Filipinos, the Chabacano dialects are of
importance to creolists. Philippine Creole Spanish is the only Spanishbased creolein Ada,
fitting in with the Portuguese-based creolesin India, Sri Lanka, Maacca and Macau; indeed,
some (beginning with Whinnom 1956; cf. Lipski 1988 for differing views) assart that Philippine
Creole Spanish isbut ardexification of a panAsian Portuguese-based creole. All other
Spanish-based creoles (Papiamentu, Afro- Colombian Pdenquero, and vestigid enclaves found in
Latin America) result from Afro-Hispanic language contacts, athough some Hispano-
Amerindian creoles may have existed in smal numbers, and the possibility for a Hispano-Arabic
creole as part of Mozarabic language cannot be totally discounted. Philippine creole Spanish is
aso important for theories of creole language typology. It breaks from the usua SVO patterns,
in exhibiting a prototypicaly Austronesan VSO, dbeit with many dternative possibilities. The
verba syntax is both tantdizingly smilar and vadtly different from other Iberian-based creoles,
and many other unique features accrue to PCS. In order to assess the Situation of Chabacano in
the pantheon of Philippine languages, it is necessary to survey the nature and digtribution of non-
creole Spanish in the Philippines, snce the most frequent misidentification respongible for the
margindity of Chabacano awareness is the equation Chabacano = Spanish in the Philippines.

2. The Spanish language in the Philippines

The falure of the Spanish language to establish itsdf in the Philippines has been the
subject of much prior commentary; sufficeit to say thet thislinguidtic Stuation semsfrom a



combination of factors, among which are: the Spanish government's officia and non-officid
policy of usng the vernacular languages, particularly in religious functions, the relatively smdl
number of Spanish natives in comparison with the indigeneous Philippine population; the lack of
sgnificant demographic shifts among native groups in the Philippines which would have
precipitated the necessary use of Spanish asalinguafranca With the exception of the
Chabacano didects, which arose around Spanish military garrisons and spread in multilingua
commercid centers, Spanish never became the native language of any large sector of the
native-born Filipino population, nor even became awiddy used lingua franca outsde of those
(mestizo) groups most closdy aigned with the colonia adminigtration. With the coming of the
American adminigtration and the rgpid and effective implementation of educationd programsin
English, Spanish was pushed ever further into the background, and its status as an obligatory part
of the school curriculum is currently being called into question, as an gpparent anachronism.
Currently, the mgority of Spanishpesking Filipinos belong to mestizo (Euradan) families,
directly descended from Spanish settlers. Moreover, this Spanish parentage is usualy quite
recent, in that nearly all Spanish speskers have at least one grandparent who was born in Spain;
few Spanish speakers are found who cannot claim a Spanighborn relative at least two
generationsin the past. This Spanish-spesking nucleusis strengthened by intermarriage, snce
most Spanish speakers have married other Spanish speakers or have otherwise reinforced their
Spanish language environment, including membership in clubs or in the Casino Espaiiol (in
Manilaand Cebu), tripsto Spain, and choice of resdential area.

It is ds0 possible to find non-mestizo Filipinos who for one reason or another learned
Spanish through contact with previous generations of Spanish speskers, but the number of such
individuasis smal in comparison with the totdity of Philippine Spanish speskers. Spanishis
dill asubject in the university curriculum (despite current pressure to remove the requirement),
and formerly Spanish was widely taught in the public schools. Although the mgority of
Filipinos who have studied Spanish under such circumstances have very little ussful language
ability, many individuals have a degree of passive competence which alows them to grasp the
generad meaning of Spanish phrases and expressions. Naturdly, the high proportion of
Hispanisms in the native Philippine languages ads in the recognition of current Spanish forms,
and older Filipinos may recal the presence of Spanish priests, nuns and lay teachers, particularly
in private schoals, al of whom helped spread an awareness of the Spanish language. Lawyersin
the Philippines have often studied Spanish more carefully, snce much of the legal code was
written in Spanish, and until relatively recently it was possible to use the Spanish language in the
courtroom. Many Filipina nuns studied in convents directed by Spanish priests and nuns, where
Spanish was the language of daily communication, and even today they may recal some aspects
of that language. It thus becomes clear that, while the mgority of true Spanish speakers come
from mestizo families, there is an undetermined but not inconsiderable number of Filipinos with
some knowledge of Spanish, below the levd of native speakers but superior to that of foreign
students.

A concomitant feature of maost Philippine Spanish speskers is their socioeconomic leve,
which isusualy toward the top of the scale. Spanish speskers are frequently members of
Spanish landowning and commercia families, which have managed to retain and even expand
their fortunes throughout the various post-colonia adminigrationsin the Philippines. Naturdly,
not al such families have retained their weelth and social position, and there are other
Spanishrpeeking families which clearly belong to the middle classes, but among the wedthier
Spanish speakers, use of the language is regarded as a source of pride and an unmistakable mark



of arigtocratic authenticity. These Spanish speakers continue to use the language at home,
dthough it is difficult to use Spanish in public, due to generd lack of interlocutors and a certain
resentment among other Filipinos. Despite efforts of Spanish speakers to teach the language to
their children, few true Spanish speakers under the age of about 40 are to be found, and it is
unlikely that the language will survive another generation. Mot Philippine Spanish speskers are
aso proficent in English, but few hold native Philippine languages in high esteem, often
regarding with resentment and scorn the establishment of Tagalog (Pilipino) as a nationa
language. Asaresult of these attitudes and behavior patterns, Philippine Spanish is
characteridticaly refined, arigtocratic, precise, and linguistically conservative, with none of the
popular, regiona and rura forms which are essentid ingredients of the PCS didects, and which
are widespread in the Spanish didects of Latin America. Also of note are the digtinctly Cadtilian
(i.e. centrd and northern Spain) traits of contemporary Philippine Spanish, where virtudly no
hint of Andausian, Gdician, Canary Idand, Catdan, Vadencian, or other regiond features of
vocabulary or pronunciation are found, despite the fact that many of the last wave of Spanish
immigrants to the Philippines came from those regions. The highly precise and Cadtilianized
Philippine Spanish reflects the influence of Spanish teachers, adminigrative personnd and
religious figures, as wdl asliterary and journdistic sandards which were in wide usage until

wdll after World War 11, among the numerous newspapers, magazines and other documents
published in Spanish.

Currently, the largest number of Spanish-speeking Filipinosisfound in metropolitan
Manila, dthough significant smaller groups are located in many provincid capitds, particularly
in those regions characterized by large plantations and estates which have existed since the
Spanish period. Among the latter zones are the sugar-producing regions of Negros (particularly
in Bacolod but aso around Dumaguete) and the fruit-producing regions of Mindanao, especidly
around Cagayan de Oro and Davao. Other nuclel of Spanish speakers are found in the Bikol area
(Legaspi City and Naga), llailo, Tacloban, Cotabato, Vigan, Cebu and Zamboanga, being in the
latter case bilectal Spanisht Chabacano speskers. Although the totality of the regions mentioned
above represents awide sdlection of regiond languages, including Tagdog, locano, Hiligaynon,
Cebuano/Visayan, Waray, etc., there has been virtudly no regiondized influence of these
languages on Philippine Spanigh, in that it isin generd impossible to ditinguish the
geographica origin of a Spanigh gpeaking Filipino through features of spoken Spanish (unlike
the case with spoken English).

The specific linguidtic features of Philippine Spanish are of interest to the present
enterprise only to the extent that they intersect with Chabacano and reflect the integration of both
languages into a pan-Philippine linguistic matrix (Lipski 1987c, 1987d, 1987¢€). Phoneticaly,
Philippine Spanish differs from other natively-spoken varigties in maintaining a uniformly
occlusive pronunciation of intervocdic /b/, /d/, and /g/, which arefricatives in other Spanish
didects. Thisis especidly noticegble in the case of intervocdic /d/, which may even overlgp
with the [r] articulation of /r/ in the Philippines, particularly when /d/ is given an aveolar
articulation ingtead of the more universal dental pronunciation. Few current Philippine Spanish
speakers utilize the fricative pronunciation of intervocalic and word-find /d/; those that do
usudly have at least one parent born in Spain, or have spent consderable time in that country.
This same trait has been carried over to the PCS didects and to Hispanisms borrowed into native
Philippine languages; an identica pronunciation is found among Spanish speskers in Equatoria
Guinea, the only Spanishgpesking region of sub- Saharan Africa, and among bilingua
indigeneous- Spanish speskers in many regions of Latin America. Asan dternativeto an



occludve aticulatioin, intervocdic /d/ is frequently eided, particularly in the verbd affix -ado,
used to form past participles, following the patterns current in peninsular Spanish diadects.
Unlike the didects of Spain, and like those of Africaand bilingud areas of Latin America,
Philippine Spanish intervocalic /d/ never passes through the fricative stage en route to deletion;
the loss of /d/ isan imitation of an origindly phonetically-motivated process, but there is no
active reduction of /d/ among new words introduced into Philippine Spanish, or in other
intervocaic contexts which in other Spanish didects are dso being gradualy affected by the
reduction process.

In other respects, Philippine Spanish retains a strongly resstant syllable-find /9, unlike
the Andalusian dialects that gpparently provided the input to Manila Bay Chabacano didects and
most probably Zamboanguefio as well (Lipski 1986b, 1987a). Word-find /rV receivesa
uniformly aveolar articulation [n] in Philippine Spanish, despite the high frequency of
word-find velar [[J ] among the native Philippine languages, and the strong tendency to velarize
word-fina /r/ in the Spanish didects of Anddusia, Gdiciaand other areas of Spain whence
came many immigrants. Many Philippine Spanish speskers use the pdata laterd phoneme /&,
characterigtic of an ever smdler group of Peninsular Spanish didects, but once prominent among
varieties of Spanish taken to the Philippines. At times, /€ isredized as[ly] among the last
generation of Philippine Spanish speakers, but merger with /y/, as has occurred in most diaects
of Spain and Latin America, is extremey rare, and occurs only as an idiosyncrétic trait. Unlike
any diaect of Latin American Spanish or of PCS, contemporary Philippine Spanish exhibits the
voicdess dentd fricative phoneme /& (written z or, before e and i, as ), used in accordance with
Spanish etymology and the norms of contemporary Castilian speech, dthough occasond
discrepancies are observable.

Another outstanding characteristic of Philippine Spanish isthe frequency of the glotta
gop [q] at the beginning of words which nominaly begin with avowd: e hombre [&-qom-bre]
“theman." Thisis contrary to the norma Spanish phonotactic linking of word-fina consonants
to syllable-initid pogtion if the following word begins with avowd; in other Spanish didects,
the corresponding pronunciation would be [e-lom-bre]. The glotta occlusion [g] isdso heard in
some hiatus combinations, such as maiz [ma-qis] “corn,’ the same pronunciation as is used
among the native Philippine languages. Due to the extraordinary use of [q], the norma
consonanta linking typica of Spanish phonetics does not as frequently occur in Philippine
Spanish, with the result that phonetic boundaries between words are clearly percelvable in the
gpoken chain. Thisfeature, evidently the result of influence from native Philippine languages, is
found in the speech of nearly dl contemporary Philippine Spanish speskers, regardless of their
clamed or actud proficiency in Philippine languages, it is possible, however, thet earlier
generaions of Spanish speskers, many of whom were nearly monolingua, may not have
exhibited thistrait, which is not found in any peninsular Spanish didect.

In the morphosyntactic domain, fluent Philippine Spanish exhibits no deviations from
other natively-spoken dialects. The second person familiar pronoun vosotros is used asin much
of Spain, and le/les are used as direct object dlitics, again following Peninsular usage. Lexicdly,
there are few peculiarities. The number of indigeneous borrowingsinto Philippine Spanishis
quite low, and is limited amogt entirely to the flora and fauna which have no equivadent
expression in Spanish, and to the formation of nicknames viathe suffix -ng: Pedring (Pedro),
Doming (Dominador), Carling (Carlos), Puring (Purificacion), etc. Inafew cases, aTagaog
root is combined with a Spanish morphologicd suffix, asin babaer o/babayero “womart chaser,’
from Tagdog babae "woman." Among the last generation of Philippine Spanish speskers, the



use of the Philippine oo [oqo] instead of or in addition to the Spanish affirmative particle si is
relatively frequent, particularly in unguarded moments of reflection; presumably this did not

occur among earlier generations of essentialy monolingua Spanish speskers. Among the

grictly Spanish dementsin Philippine Spanish, there are a number of Americanisms, most of
which are dearly Mexican in origin. These evidently date from earlier days of

Hispano- Philippine contacts, when the Manila Galleon departed from the port of Acapulco, snce
recent linguistic contacts with Mexico have been amost nonexistent in the Philippines. Among
the most prominent Mexicaniams dill in use amnong current Philippine Spanish speskers are:
Zacate ‘grass, petate "deeping mat,’ changue [tiangue] “market,’ chili “pepper,’ camote "sweet
potato,’ chongo [chango] "monkey,’ palenque "'market,’ sayote[chayote] "atype of vegetable.' In
order to ask for something not quite heard to be repeated, use of ¢mande?isthe rulein Philippine
Spanish, asin Mexico, and the three daily medls are el almuerzo "breakfast,' la comida “lunch'
and “dinner,’ following rurd Mexican usage, and contrasting with more genera Spanish €
desayuno, el almuerzo, and la cena, respectively. Chabacano speakers also use Mexican curses
and obscenities, and such words are not unknown in contemporary Philippine Spanish, dthough
peninsular Spanish curses are more frequent. Curioudly, despite the decidedly aristocretic
character of modern Philippine Spanish, there is comparatively less reluctance to use these forms
in mixed company or anong women, perhaps reflecting lack of contact with contemporary
sociolinguistic norms of Spanish-spesking nations. Other common Spanish words have
undergone semantic shiftsin Philippine Spanish. The word |enguaj e has shifted from “style of
gpeech' to "national language’; también no is used ingtead of tampoco in the sense of "not ether,’
possibly reflecting old Spanish usage; the expression hay que ver “it must be seen' isthe most
frequently used to express surprise or admiration. Also extremey frequent isthe idiomatic
expresson la mar de "alot of, now outmoded in Spain, and the use of gracia for "given name
(asin ¢cual essu gracia? ‘what is your name?) now typicad only of some margind aress of the
Spanishspeaking world. Seguro, meaning “certain, sure' in standard Spanish, means “probably,
maybe in Chabacano and in contemporary Philippine Spanish; “sure is rendered by (a)segurao
“assured.” The mogt griking lexicd innovation in Philippine Spanish is the conjugation of the
word cuidado (pronounced cuidao) “caution, concern' in combination with subject pronouns, the
derived meaning is roughly “whatever ... want(s)' or ... will take charge of it Combinations
indude tu cuidao, usted cuidao, ustedes cuidao, "it's up to you'; yo cuidao "I'll take care of it,’
etc. Thisexpresson reflectsthe syntax of Tagdog bahala in combinations like ako ang
bahala/bahala ko, corresponding to yo cuidao, ikaw ang bahala/bahala ka, equivaent to tl
cuidao, etc., and represents the only widespread case of syntactic transfer from Philippine
languages to non-creole Philippine Spanish

3. Early attestations of Chabacano and Spanish-basad pidginsin the Philippines

Frake (1971: 223-224) isunequivocd in his classfication of Chabacano, including
Zamboanguefio (the main focus of his article):

Philippine Creole Spanish is not amply a Philippine language with unusudly

heavy Spanish lexicd influence, nor isit Spanish with alarge number of

Philippine loan words. It isadiginct language, easly digtinguishable from both

its Romance and its Austronesian progenitors ... Philippine Creole Spanish shares

enough in common with the classic creoles of the Caribbean that no one ... would,

| think, chalenge its assignment to the category “creole language.’



Despite Frake'simpressive range of data and analysis, some of these conclusions are subject to
reinterpretation. In particular, the notion that Chabacano is, or has dways been, “easily
distinguishable from its Philippine language neighbors is not supported by the full range of
available evidence. Moreover, dthough Z is definitively a creole, as are the remaining
Chabacano didects, itsinevitable and undiluted origin in the Manila Bay Chabacano didectsis
not a foregone conclusion.

One of the difficulties in tracing the presence and development of Chabacano in the
Philippines is the common confusion of a coherent creole language with “broken Spanish' or
even fluent Spanish.  Thisistrue not only for the greater Manilaarea, but aso for the
developing Spanish-derived creole of Zamboanga. Early viststo Zamboanga, in 1772 (Sonnerat
1776: 127) and in 1774-6 (Forrest 1780: 374-5) speak only of "Spaniards (in reference to the
garrison troops) and of escaped daves from Jolo (largdy of Visayan origin), without noting any
gpecia contact language that might have beeninuse.  Even the language spoken by the
“Spanish’ troops must be suspect; Sonnerat (1776: 128-9) observed that the fort was guarded by
“des gens bannis des Etats Espagnols, auss préts sans doute ale livrer qu'ale défendre [men
expelled from Spanish colonies, doubtlesdy as willing to surrender the fort asto defend it].
Martinez de Zaiiga (1973: 236-7), describing the Situation in the Philippines at the turn of the
19th century, noted that few Filipinos spoke Spanish.  The exception wasin the San Roque
barrio of Cavite, where “they speak a kind of Spanish which has been corrupted and whose
phraseology is entirely taken from the didect of the country’ (p. 250). Thereferenceisclearly to
Cavitefio Chabacano, so that the author should have recognized Chabacano had he found it
elsawhere. Upon describing Zamboanga, however, Martinez de Zafiiga only mentioned the
Spanish garrison, "5,162 souls composed of natives, Spaniards, soldiers and prisoners,’ with no
indication that anything other than (non-creole) Spanish or Philippine languages were spoken
there.

Some Spanish was gpparently spoken in the Sulu Seaearly in the 19th century. Moor
(1837: 37) mentions Modem Datus on Jolo who spoke Spanish, afact dso noticed by Yvan
(1855: 230), and Saleeby (1980: 164-5). However, vistors to Zamboanga during the same
period gtill note only Spanish (spoken by Spanish troops) or else "Moro' as spoken by Mudims
from Jolo. Thisincludes Keppd (1853: 70f.), St. John (1853: 131-2), Marryat (1848), Mallat
(1846) and many others. In fact the genera lack of knowledge of Spanish among Filipinos was
frequently commented on by visitorsto theidands. Bowring (1859: 28) speaking of the Manila
working class, estimated that not one in a hundred spoke or understood Spanish.  Lannoy (1849:
33) observed that indigenous political leaders were required to speak Spanish, but that this
requirement was not enforced. Of Zamboanga, Lannoy noted that the garrison had roughly 380
men, of which were 11 were officers, 6 were sub-officers, and 24 were corporas. Of the
linguigtic and cultura problems, he noted (pp. 71-2) that “prés de lamoitié des officiers
subalternes dans les régiments sont des indigénes, parlant la langue du soldat et jalousant les
officiers espagnols, que parviennent seuls aux grades supérieurs. Clest laune cause congtante de
mésintdligence et dirritation ..." [more than haf the sub- officers are natives, speaking the
soldiers language and resenting the Spanish officers, who excdusively hold the higher ranks.
Thisis acongtant source of misunderstanding and irritation ...]. MacMicking (1967: 92),
writing in the 1850's, commented that most Filipinos could not speak Spanish, dthough “most of
those in the neighborhood of Manilla can speak it after afashion.” Jagor (1875: 156) stated that
most soldiers spoke no Spanish.



Also ingructive of the existence of Chabacano diadects in Zamboanga and dsewhere, and
of the awareness of such varieties by outsders, are observers lists of languages spoken in each
area of the Philippines. Jagor (1875: 55-6) assigned Spanish and Tagaog in that order to
Cavite; Tagalog, Spanish, and Chinese to Manila; Spanish and Manobo to Cotabato; and
"Mandaya and Spanish to Zamboanga. Escosuraand Cafiamague (1882: xxiii), writing in the
1860's, assign Spanish and Tagalog to Cavite; Tagaog, Spanish, and Chinese to Manila; Spanish
and "Moro' to Basilan; and only Spanish to Zamboanga. Thiswould indicate that Zamboanga
was the most Spanish-peaking area of the Philippinesin the mid 19th century. However, the
same authors (p. 5) lament that native Filipinos speek only espariol de cocina, so that the
designation "Spanish' assigned to Cavite, Manila and Zamboanga could well represent a Spanish
pidgin, if not PCS. The information sfted and andlyzed by Schuchardt (1883) would suggest
that "Mdayo-Spanish’ was more typica of Manilaand Cavite, and that Zamboanga might
actudly be Spanish-spesking.

The paucity of documentation on the language(s) spoken in colonid Zamboanga and the
ambiguity of the existent attestations is surprisng in view of the srategic importance of this port,
the southernmost city in Spanish-controlled Philippines. Zamboanga was a way-<ation for
travellers from every direction, and was congtantly visited by Spaniards and foreigners dike. For
the Spanish government, Zamboanga continued to be an important military defense against
constant raiding by pirates and davers from Jolo and other Modem territories, and dthough the
commercid importance of the city declined, overshadowed by growing urban areas such as
Cotabato, Spain continued to maintain contact with Zamboanga until the end of the colonid
period. It seemslogica to surmise that had a Spanish based creole Sgnificantly different from
received Spanish been spoken in this important garrison town, it would not have escaped the
scrutiny of Spanish authoritiesin Zamboanga. Alternative explanations must be sought, which
take into account the constant Spanish and foreign observation of language and culturein
Zamboanga, from the latter decades of the 18th century until the present time.

It is conceivable that Spaniards and other visitors regarded an evolving Z didect of PCS
as a broken language, the espariol de cocina or “kitchen Spanish' that was used to designate
Spanishbased pidginsin Manila. This hypothes's seems unlikely, since extrapolation backward
from the earliest attestations of Z (last decade of the 19th century) suggeststhat Z had attained its
contemporary grammatica structures a least by the middle of the 19th century. By thistime,
explicit descriptions of what was known as espafiol de cocina were widely availablein 19th
century Philippine Spanish literature, and thislanguage is Hlill recaled by some of the ol dest
resdents of Manila. The latter language, however, was arough pidgin, usualy spoken by
Chinese or other “foreigners,’ and contained few if any of the consistent grammatica Structures
which characterize PCS: detailed TMA particle system, fixed syntax, hybrid Spanish-Philippine
pronomina system, etc. "Kitchen Spanish' as spoken by Chinese sanglays as they were known
in the Philippines is typified by the following example (L6pez 1893: 58): “sigulo, sefidlia ...
como no tiene ahola talabajo; como no tiene capé, y ha de ganalo la vida, sigulo tiene que hace
tabaco' [of course, sir; since {1} do not have ajob now, and since {1} don't have any coffee, and
{1} haveto earn aliving, of course {I} haveto make cigary. Ancther example (Monteroy Vidd
1876: 241) is Mia quiele platicalo' [I want to speak with you]. Feced (1888: 77) gives
exampleslike "guerra, sefiolia, malo negocio ... mia aqui vendelo, ganalo' [war is bad business,
gr; | am here sdling and earning { money}]. Moyay Jmeénez (1883: 334) gives ‘mueno dia
sefiolia ... ¢cosa quiele? miatiene nuevo patila ...' [good day, Sir, what do you want? | have
new merchandisg]. Madlat (1846: 352) gives exampleslike 'si que le compela cosa, cosa
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sifiolita’ [yes, buy many things, miss|, and Saenz de Urraca (1889:142) gives todo balato, balato
[everything {is} chegp]. Riza (1891:121-2) has sifio Smoun, mia pelilo, mia luinalo’ [Mr.
Smon, | logtit, | ruined it]; "Cosa? No tiene biligliensa, mas que mia chino mia siempele genti.
Ah, sigulo no sificla bilaldlo ... [what? Haveyou no shame; dthough I’'m Chinese, I'm lill a
person. Surely {she} isnot atrue lady]; Mia cobalalo? Ah, sigulo suyo no sabe. Cuando pelilo
ne juego nunca pagalo. Mueno suya tiene consu, puele obligd, mia no tiene' [Me collect {the
debt}? Oh, of course you don't know. When {someone} losesin gambling, they never pay.

Y ou have a consulate, you can oblige {them to pay} ; | don't have any]. In addition to the lack of
archetypa Chabacano syntactic patterns, these examplesillustrate at least three features which
were never documented for Chabacano, but which do occur in other Spanish pidgins (aswell as

in Chinese pidgin English): use of mi/mia as subject pronoun, laterdization of intervocaic /r/,

and pleonastic dlitics, asin platicalo.

Authentic “kitchen Spanish’ was used only between native Filipinos and Chinese
merchants, or between these groups and Spaniards, much as the “bamboo Spanish' of Mindanao
came to be used among and with Japanese arrivasin the early 20th century. It was never used
natively, and was never used mutudly by Philippine resdents who spoke a common native
language. In particular, the term “kitchen Spanish’ was never gpplied to true PCS varieties such
asCor T, except in error. For example, Montero y Vidd (1876: 97) offers the following
excerpt from a conversation between a Spaniard recently arrived in the Philippinesand a
compatriot with long resdence in theidands. "---¢Y es0 de que los criados entienden todas las
cosas d reveés? ---Aprendaahablarles en € idiomasui generis, que llamamos aqui espafiol de
cocina, repieiéndoles tres veces lamismacosa. VeraV. cdmo lo entienden' [And what's that
about how the servants get everything backwards? ---Learn to talk to them in that lingo that we
cdl “kitchen Spanish' here, repeeting everything threetimes. 'Y ou will see how well they
understand]. Escosura (1882: 5) lamented that “los indios mismos que se tienen por ingtruidos en
castellano, |o estén tan poco, que es preciso para que comprendan hablarles una especie de
dgarabia que vulgarmente se llama espariol de cocina; y paraentenderlos adlos, estar
habituados d mismo barbaro lenguge [even the Indians who supposedly have learned Spanish
know so little that for them to understand one must speek to them in asort of jargon known as
kitchen Spanish, and to understand them, one must get used to the same horrendous language].
Given the Spaniards strong negative fedings to “kitchen Spanish,' if they had observed that such
alanguage was the predominant tongue of an entire population, whose speakers used it amongst
themsdlves rather than only to foreigners, this would surely have been mentioned.

There are dso many examples of Philippine pidgin Spanish as used by native Filipinos,
with some creoloid characteritics but still representing an imperfectly acquired second
languege:

No puede, ama; aguel matanda Juancho, casado también [it] isn't possible, maam; that

no-good Juancho is adso married
¢Cosavaahacer yas nacio viva? Siguro yo pegueé plojo aquel dia “what can[I] do if
[the baby] was born dive? | must have been wrong that day.’ (Rincon 1897: 22-3)

Pues suya cuidado, pero esatiene novio castilay seguro no ha de querer con suya That's
your business, but that woman has a Spanish boyfriend and she surdly won't have
anything to do with you' (Montero 'y Vidd 1876: 240)

Mira, jablatu con agud tu tata que no sudte d cudtas "Hey, tell your father not to give
out the money' (Lépez 1893: 35)

Camino, sefior bueno “The road [is] good, sir'
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Usted sefior, bgar, y yo apartar animales “You s, will get down [from the carriage]; |
will digperse the animas

Sefior, malo este puente "Sir, this bridge [is] no good' (Feced 1888: 20-1)

Bueno, sefior, aqui comer "Well, sir, here [you can] eat’ (Feced 1888: 24)

Ese pao largo con cordeles atados a su puntay alas puntas de los cordel es anzuel os, cosa
buena, sefior. Cuando se escapa un preso, corro yo tras de @, selo echo encimay
quedacogido. "Sir, that long stick with ropestied to the end and hooks on the ends of
the ropesisagood thing. When a prisoner escapes, | run after him and | throw the
thing over him, and he's caught' (Feced 1888: 34)

No hay ya, sifiol; pudo quedasin d plasa, porque sisante hace tiempo, cuando aguel cosa
dd flata... pero no necesitd "He [doesn't work there] any more, Sir; he lost the job,
he's been out of work for some time, sSince the time of the money affair, but [he)
doesn't need [it] (Rincdn 1896: 16-17)

Siguro haroto aquel rienda, pero en un poco arreglarlo "Those reins have probably
broken, but [1] can fix them in a short time' (Rincon 1896: 27)

Metapisico pa, premature no més! Con que no se concibe, ja? "A metgphysician, eh?

Y ou're premature. So you don't know, eh? (Rizal 1891:98) { mockingly said by a
Spanish professor to a Philippine student}

Usté yano més cuidado con mi viuday mis huérfanos Y ou won't take care of my widow
and my orphan children’ (Rizal 1891:222)

None of these examples was presented as an ingtance of Chabacano; most were proffered as
illugtrations of imperfect acquidition of Spanish by natives of the Philippines, while other
examples were presented without comment as “Philippine Spanish." Nonethdless, the last set of
examples represents neither creolized Spanish nor Chinese Spanish pidgin, but rather awide
gamut of L, gpproximations to European Spanish by Filipinos who had only occasiond
opportunities to learn and speak Spanish. A comparison of Chabacano and Philippine “bamboo
Spanish' shows that the latter shares some of the creoloid features of the former: word order,
gravitation towards the 3 s. verb form, some Philippine and Spanish-derived particles, use of
cosa as interrogative word, and some aorist congructions (derived from the Spanish infinitive)
without TMA particles. However, "bamboo Spanish’ lacks the full range of grammatica
gtructures found in Philippine Creole Spanish, and to the extent that it was based on foreigner-
talk proffered by expatriate Spaniards, makes greater use of the bare infinitive than occursin
actud Philippine Ly Spanish.

Finally, afew attestations of legitimate Chabacano crop up in late 19" century literary texts,
invariably from Cavite or Manila, and never identified explicitly as anything other than “broken
Spanidh':

S vos quiere, yo taempresta con V. cuatro pesos parad fiestgian ddl bautizo “if you
wish, | can lend you four pesos for the baptism celeébration’ (Rincdn 1897:22-3)

Siguro ese aquel que ta manda prendé cunisds "He' s probably the one that had us
arrested’ (L 6pez 1893:35)

¢y acogi bacon Tadeo? 'Did they catch Tadeo yet? (Rizal 1891:220)

No jabla vos pudlte, fiora, bakapa di quedavos complice. Yaquemayo figad libro que
yadde prestau conmigo. Bakapadi riquisay di encontrd. Andavoslisto, fiora
"Don’'t speak so loud, ma am, or you'll be taken for an accomplice. | burned the book
that [he] loaned me. Otherwise they could search and find [it]. Be careful, maam’
(Rizal 1891:220)
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Conmigo no tadebi nada. Y cosadi jasé Paulita? "He doesn’t owe me anything. And
what will Paulitado? (Riza 1891:220)
These examples show the preverbd particle ta, the futurefirredis particle di, the
accusative/dative marker con, and the firgt- person plura pronoun nisds, found in Cavite and
formery in Ermita (the Ternate form is mihotro, while Zamboanga has kamé [exclusive] and kita
[indlusivel.

Despite theinitid improbability, it is concelvable that Philippine residents of Zamboanga
werein fact pesking Spanish at the time the earlier travel accounts were written, at least aclose
enough gpproximation to Spanish which Spaniards and other foreign observers would regard as a
legitimate gpproximation to internationa standards, and not smply “kitchen Spanish.' The
current grammatica structure of Z differs significantly from any variety of Spanish, and the two
languages are to alarge extent mutualy non-intelligible between non-initiated speakers of each
language. Thus the notion that any non-creolized form of Spanish was spoken in Zamboanga by
native Flipinosinitidly seems unlikey; however, additiond evidence deriving from
recongtruction and extrgpolation from current configurations suggests thet this notion may be
largely accurate. Firdt, alarge proportion of outsiders descriptions of the linguistic profile of the
Philippines in the 19th and early 20th centuries are very ambiguous, reflecting a combination of
ingenuousness, ignorance, and undisguised xenophaobic, and many of the descriptions could well
encompass anything from arudimentary pidgin to a close gpproximation to European Spanish,
perhaps with only a segmenta or suprasegmental accent. Consider the following typica
traveller's view of the "Spanish' of the Philippines (Dauncey 1910; 212-3):

| daresay you are surprised a my accounts of these and other conversationsin

Spanish, but the fact i, though | have not tried to learn the patois that obtainsin

the Philippines, | find it impossible not to pick up agood ded ... They spesk

badly, though, and the accent does not sound a bit like what one heard in Spain,

besides which, there are so many native and Chinese words in current use.

Instead of saying andado, they say andao; pasao for pasado; and so on, with dll

the past participles, besdes other variations on the pure Cadtilian tongue. | found

that the Spanish grammars and books | had brought with me were of o little use

for every-day lifethat | gave up trying to learn out of them ...

It is gpparent that Mrs. Dauncey was ignorant of legitimately “Cadtilian’ usage, where among
other featuresthe redization of -ado as -ao isfrequent and socidly accepted. Given her dlence
on more substantive grammeatica matters (despite her claim that grammeatica textbooks were of
no use), we are left with no useful description of Philippine Spanish. Indeed, non-creole Spanish
of the Philippinesis quite close to Peninsular “Cadtilian’ modes, being spoken largdly by

families with recent ancestors from Spain, and differing from the diaects of the latter country
mainly in pronunciation and the occasona dight grammaticd or lexicd difference. Dauncey's
evident inability to understand the "Spanish' of the Philippines condtitutes evidence that PCSis
what she encountered, despite the lack of corroborative evidence that any Spanish-based creole
was ever spoken outside of the ManilaBay enclaves and the previoudy-mentioned cities of
Mindanao. She may dso have encountered the “kitchen Spanish,’ fill dive and well only afew
years after the officid Spanish departure from the Philippines, and which would be offered to a
foreign visitor who apparently did not spesk “proper’ Spanish hersdif.

Other observers of the linguigtic Situation in Zamboanga were less ambiguous. Thus,
Worcester (1898: 130) noted that "On account of the multiplicity of native didects, Spanish
became the medium of communication, but they have long Since converted it into a
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Zamboanguefio patois which is quite unintdligible to one familiar only with pure "Castellano.™
This can only have been avery recent form of Z. Russdl (1907: 172), who visited Zamboanga
in 1900, and who had considerable knowledge of Spanish, referred to “Zamboanganese' as "a
mixture of Cadtilian, Visayan and Mday." She dso refers to Zamboanguefios spesking
“unintdligible Spanish' in moments of excitement. The latter two descriptions are the exception
rather than the rule, however, and the mgority of 19th century descriptions of Zamboanga
mention only “Spanish,” without any suggestion that Peninsular Spanish coexisted with a
Spanish-based creole.

Z continues to be a vigorous living language, whose oldest living speskers were born
towards the end of the 19th century, and who often recal even earlier speech patterns. Thusit is
possible, through a combination of fidldwork and ora history, to at least partialy reconstruct the
linguigtic Stuation of Zamboanga as far back as the middle of the 19th century, with some
measure of certainty. This should alow the ambiguous and confusing travellers accounts to be
confronted with hard data, enabling a more accurate picture to emerge. In practice, despite the
reedy avalability of fidd informants, matters are not dways so smple. In my own fiedwork,
residents of Zamboanga who had been born in the late 1800's were interviewed, aswell as
younger residents who accurately recalled the speech of parents and grandparents born even
earlier, thus pushing back the date as far as the middle of the 19th century for reasonably
trustworthy accounts of Z. In speaking with the oldest residents and in hearing accounts of
earlier dages of Z, the observer isimmediately struck by the much higher smilarity to Spanish.
Most of theinterview subjects were aware of later accretions to their own usage, typica of
contemporary Z, particularly as regards more Philippine lexicd items and syntactic particles.
Many older resdents are fluent in Spanish, and their at times precarious awareness of the
difference between "Spanish’ and "Chabacano’ suggests that the latter term was once gpplied to
Spanish derivatives that were Sgnificantly less creolized than modern Z. On numerous
occasons, dthough by that time | had mastered Z to the point that no patently Spanish items
were dipping in, | was confronted by older “Zamboanguefio” speakers who mixed unadulterated
Spanish forms, including conjugated verbs, gender and number agreement and more Spanish-like
word order, into spontaneous conversations in which the environment gave no indication of
upwardly gtriving language. Such Spanish forms are never used by younger residents of
Zamboanga (except occasondly by a handful of radio announcers), and most are not even
accurately identifiable by younger community members. When asked to describe the Chabacano
speech of older rural residents (known as Chabacano ondo “deegp Chabacano'), younger
informants could often come up with lexicd items, but none explicitly commented on the use of
Spanish morphologica inflection. When | spoke in Spanish, upon request, younger Zamboanga
resdents were often unable to comprehend more than the bare minimum, while some
commented (with dubious accuracy) that their grandparents or greet- grandparents spoke
smilarly. Another indication of the indeterminacy concerning the use of “Spanish’ came when
the present writer inquired for names of Zamboanga natives who could spesk Spanish, in
additionto Z. Virtualy every person consulted could come up with names, most representing
ether middle-aged residents who had studied in private schools run by Spanish rdigious figures,
or old rurd informants. Subsequent interviews with individuas o identified produced awide
range of results. A few were ableto clearly differentiate *Spanish’ and Z, but most individudsin
this category are highly educated with considerable forma training in Spanish. Individuas
identified by others as speaking “Spanish’ but who lacked formd training in the latter language
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were more likely to spesk afluid mixture of indigoutably creole forms common to dl speakers of
Z and inflected Spanish forms not found in Z.

Probing the exigting population of Z speakers, and attempting to push back the time base
for recongtructing the immediate precursor of Z leads back to the same indeterminacy and
gpparent muddle concerning the relationship between “Spanish’ and Z as alegitimately different
form of Chabacano. At the crux of the dilemmais the underlying assumption that the Spanish
based contact languages known collectively as Chabacano are the result of total creolization, i.e.
representing an abrupt break from the patrimonia Spanish which was brought to the Philippines.
According to such abdief, the only possible scenario for the inability to assgn an dement
unambiguoudy to "Spanish’ or "Chabacano' is some type of “post-creole continuum,” in which
decreolization or reintroduction of Spanish resuts in amore "Hispanized' Chabacano. The facts
regarding Z point in the opposite direction, however. Spanish, at any levd of fluency, hasdl but
disappeared from Zamboanga City and its environs (except for some unadulterated Spanish
forms reintroduced by radio broadcasters--cf. Lipski 1986a, 1987f--which, however show no
sgns of spreading to generd usage). A century ago, however, Spanish was more widdy known,
and the further back in time the probe is pushed, the blurrier becomes the “Spanish’/" Chabacano'
digtinction. In other words, contemporary Z is much less like Spanish, and comes closer to
fitting the diagnostics for abrupt creolization, than its predecessors. Clearly, such a configuration
isnot indicative of decreolization or a post-creole continuum, but rather of asgnificantly
different modd of formation, in which creolization in the sense of ageneologica discontinuity
played aminimd role. Thisin turn calsfor areevauation of the theories regarding the
formation of Z and other PCS didects, and the proposing of dternative sources of creoloid
dructuresin the formative stages of Z.

4. Towards atheory of the formation of Zamboanguefio

Most descriptions of PCS have not distinguished between Z and the Manila Bay varieties,
assuming implicitly or explicitly that Z is smply the offspring of an earlier trangplant of Manila
Bay PCS. Whinnom (1956:3) hypothesized that the formation of the PCS didects, including Z,
was the result of linguistic and culturd mesti zaj e between Spanish-speaking garrison troops
(soldiers from the lowest socid classes) and Mday speskers: “only the convivence, and indeed
intermarriage, of Spaniard and Maay can account for the fact that a creolized language emerged
in the brief space of two generations.” More recently, McWhorter (2000:14) dismisses
Chabacano as “having emerged via marriages between Iberian men and Philippine women,’
completely overlooking the origins of Zamboanguefio and even Cavitefio in nearly adl-mde
military garrisons. The garrison troops, whose presence in Zamboanga was the strongest
Spanish influence during the formative period of Z, were drawn from Mexico and from
elsawherein the Philippines, especidly from Luzon and some centra idands. The Philippine
soldiers presumably learned Spanish from the Mexican troops, and from other Spanish speakers
dready in the Philippines.

Frake (1971) implicitly accepts Whinnom's hypothesis of the garrison-troop origin of Z,
but makes the intriguing observation that many of the contemporary Philippine itemsin Z do not
come from the geographicaly contiguous Visayan languages, but from Hiligaynon (Ilongo),
gpoken in the Centrd Philippines. Most of thewordsin question are lexicd itemswith no
particular semantic redtrictions, but anumber of core syntactic items are included. Frake gives
no explanation for the presence of 1longo itemsin Z, except to suggest that many garrison troops
probably came from the Ilongo-spesking area. There may be additiona or dternative routes of
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penetration; for example, Ilailo (the principle city in the llongo region) was one of the main
stopover ports for ships travelling from Manilato Zamboanga (Warren 1981), and it islikely that
llongo speskers were picked up aong theway. Another potentid missing link in the evolution
and spread of the various PCS didects comes from the indirect evidence that when Zamboanga
was rebuilt in 1719, many PCS-spesking families from Cavite emigrated to Zamboanga, with
some remaining in lloilo (Germén 1984). Although PCS never becameimplanted in llailo, if
family ties existed between lloilo and Zamboanga, including the possibility for subsequent
migration of settlers origindly sopping in lloilo, llongo words could have arrived in Zamboanga
by thismeans. Marialsabdita Riego de Dios (personal communication) has adso discovered that
many laborers were recruited from Panay (the main idand where llongo was spoken) during the
time period when Zamboanga and Cotabato were building up their military defenses, and she
suggests that the Ilongo e ements in the PCS didects of both citiesis adirect result of this
immigration.

Much of the failure to separate the formation of Z from the ManilaBay PCS varieties
comes from the status of the latter creoles in theories of Iberian-based creole formation.
Whinnom (1956) was the firgt to hint at a possibility which was later to become afull-fledged
theory, namely that alarge number of Asan-Iberian creoles, from Indiato Indonesia and
incdluding PCS in the Philippines, result from asingle precursor, a Portuguese maritime pidgin
which mixed with local languages as well as with other colonia superdratato yied the variety
of creoles now found in Asaand Oceania. Whinnom (1956), in aremarkable feet of historica
recongtruction, postulated that the seeds of PCS were first sown on the Indonesian idand of
Ternate in the 17th century, where a Portuguese-based creole apparently arose on this important
member of the Spice Idands. When the speakers of this proto- Portuguese creole were expelled
sometime later, these Mardikas or Merdikas as they were known ended up in the Spanish colony
of the Philippines, settling in severa smdl villages dong ManilaBay. The town of Ternate,
wherethe PCS variety T is spoken, appears to have been named after the Indonesian idand, and
ord tradition among the Ternatefios refersto the Mardikas. Since T seemsto be the oldest
aurviving variety of PCS, the chronology is at least correct. Currently al traces of any
Portuguese-based creole have disappeared from Ternate, Indonesia. A few years ago, asultan
from the latter idand visted Ternate, Manilaand found the T variety of Chabacano totaly
incomprehensible, not even recognizing individua words.

Despite Whinnom's pioneering contributions on the origins of the ManilaBay PCS
didects, hisdescription of Z is sketchy, inaccurate, and based on second-hand sources. He
assumed, naturaly enough, that some form of ManilaBay PCS had been carried to the Spanish
garrison & Zamboanga, where it continued to flourish and evolve; any differences between Z and
the Manila Bay PCS diaects were presumably the result of local accretions rather than from a
separate formative process. Subsequent in-depth investigations of Z, such as Frake (1971, 1980)
and Forman (1972) implicitly assume some verson of Whinnom's hypothess. In view of the
ggnificant sructurd smilarities between Z on the one hand and C and T on the other, it is not
feasble to dam totaly independent creolization in Zamboanga. However, additiona evidence
suggedts that Z did not smply grow from a nucleus of transplanted Manila Bay PCS.

The only chalenges to the notion that Z is somehow atrangplanted variety of Manila Bay
PCSwith loca overlays come from non-linguistic accounts, which often err in the direction of
assuming no connection at al between Z and its Manila Bay homologues. The most eaborate
dternative account of the formation of Z is suggested by Warren (1981). From the 17th century
to well into the 19th century, Modem pirates and dave raiders from Jolo and other idandsin the
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Sulu Sea attacked many parts of the Philippines and carried off captives, who were pressed into
davery. Many of the daves held on Jolo managed to escape to Zamboanga. Spanish and
English military vessds dso rescued daves, usualy depositing them at the nearest port under
Spanish control; Zamboanga was a frequent dropoff point. Some freed daves ddivered to
Zamboanga were once more forced to labor by the Spanish military authorities, and thus spent
more time in the vicinity of Fort Rilar than they had origindly intended, long enough, perhaps,
for a Spanish+based contact vernacular to form or be extended by speakers of different Philippine
languages. Warren (1981: 235-6) speculatesthus:

The fugitives established themsdlves with impoverished Chinese and vagrantsin a

community Stuated some distance from the presidio. Originating from different

parts of the Philippine archipelago and lacking a common language, these

degradados devel oped their own Spanish-Creole didect -- Chavacano -- to

communicate. A large percentage of the surrounding rural population |abelled

Zamboangueno at the end of the nineteenth century were descendants of fugitive

daves who had lived on the margins of the presidio as socid outcasts.
Thisideais not new, for Worcester (1898: 129-30), in describing the population of Zamboanga,
stated that:

... certainly avery consderable portion [of the Zamboanguefios] are the offspring

of daves who have contrived to escape from the Moros ... the result has been that

representatives of most of the Philippine coadt-tribes have found their way to

Zamboanga, where their intermarriage has given rise to a people of decidedly

mixed ancestry. On account of the multiplicity of native didects, Spanish became

the medium of communication, but they have long Snce converted it into a

Zamboanguefio patois ...
In alater account, Worcester (1930: 512) noted that “Zamboanga was at the outset populated by
escaped Moro daves who had sought the protection of the Spanish garrison there. Coming
origindly from widely separated parts of the archipelago, these unfortunates had no common
native didect, hence there arose among them a Spanish patois known as Zamboanguefio.'

Other descriptions of Zamboanga aso spesk of the mixed origins of itsresdents. Thus
Vendrel y Eduard (1887:62), in speaking of Zamboanga, observed that “estos indgenas, la
inmensa mayoria mestizos espafiol es, proceden en su origen de otras provincias del Archipéago,
y muchos de M§ico, de donde llegaron & principios de este siglo, cuando perdimos aguel
imperio’ [these indigenous people, the great mgority of whom are Spanish mestizos, originaly
come from other provinces and from México, whence they arrived a the beginning of this
century when we lost that empire]. These accounts suggest that Z arose in situ as a contact
vernacular among trandents and freed daves. Whileit islikdly that the linguigtic heterogeneity
of the Zamboanga garrison and its environs was conducive to the evolution of whatever Spanisht
based lingua franca was adopted there, it is not possible to accept that Z arose ab ovoin
Zamboanga or anywhere esein Mindanao. A number of factors militate against such a position.
Firg, the grammatical smilarities between Z and Manila Bay PCS diadects are too striking to
overlook, and point in the direction of importation of at least some grammeatica eements from
ManilaBay. Itislikey that freed davesin Zamboanga would adopt an aready existent Spanish
based pidgin/creole, assuming such was dready in exigence in the military camp, and
particularly if large numbers of former daves were forced to labor in thefort. If these ex-daves
remained outs de the pae of the fort, however (as observed by Sonnerat 1776: 127), it ismore
likely that a contact vernacular based primarily on Philippine languages would have arisen. My
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own research suggests that such a Philippine-based contact vernacular did indeed serve asthe
primary input to Z, but assuming the latter to have derived only from the speech of former daves
would not account for the smilaritieswith ManilaBay PCS. At the same time, a much more
heterogeneous mix of lexicd items from scattered Philippine languages would be expected for
such an extramura developing creole. Z lexicd items of Philippine origin come, in descending
order, from (i) regiond Visayan, which has become a frequently spoken language in western
Mindanao at least in the last century; (i) 1longo; (iii) very occasiondly, Tagadog. Findly, known
demographic and higtoricd facts about Zamboanga fail to confirm the notion that a “large
percentage' of rural Zamboanguefios descend from former daves, dthough the fact that a
Spanishbased contact vernacular rather than aloca Philippine language is spoken so far from
Zamboanga City must be accounted for. Since the non-Modem population of southwestern
Mindanao was quite smd| prior to the establishment of Zamboanga, the answer may liein the
ample fact that there was no gppropriate local language available to the developing rura
Chrigtian population. The views of Worcester, Warren and others who postulate that Z was
essentialy created in Zamboanga cannot be sustained as the principa hypothess, dthough there
is no doubt that returned daves and other transents who made their way into Zamboanga were
indrumenta in increasing the number of speakers of any Spanish based contact language.

A key factor in tracing the development of Z is the determination of the features aready
present in non-creole varieties of Spanish used by Philippine natives. Although little direct
documentation is available on earlier stages of Philippine Spanish, data from the last decades of
the 19th century suggest that many of the features of Z than cannot be directly traced either to
European Spanish or to a cross-section of Philippine languages were to be found in the
“Philippinized' Spanish used widely between Spaniards and Filipinos for severd centuries. The
ultimate source of such pre-creole items remains to be determined. Chinese merchants may have
introduced some key itemsinto “kitchen Spanigh'; if some of the Chinese had previoudy learned
a Portuguese-based pidgin or creole in Macau or Hong Kong, they might use the same words
when attempting to speak Spanish, a language which they would identify with Portuguese. For
example, the use of what appears to be afirst-person subject pronoun derived from mi, whichis
never found in any variety of PCS, may have been trandferred ether from Portuguese pidgin or
from Chinese pidgin English (eg. Montero 'y Vidd 1876: 241, "Mia quiele platicalo’ and Feced
1888: 77, mia aqui vendelo, ganalo’). Other items may have been introduced by Spaniards,
based on gereotypes of pidgin speech which had dready been solidified for Afro-Hispanic
gpeech, including literary stereotypes dating from the beginning of the 16th century (cf. Lipski
1991). Mot of the creoloid forms appear to be smply represent the natura amalgam of Spanish
words and Philippine morphosyntactic patterns, calques into Spanish that would be immediately
recognized by any Philippine spesker, and which could be understood &t lesst partidly by native
Spanish speskers. Sinceidentica or Imilar expressons are found in nearly al Philippine
languages, Philippine ligeners immediately understand the expression the first time they heer it,
and Spanish-spesking arrivasin the Philippines picked up this expresson as one of the first
accretions to their “colonid’ lexicon.

Many other pieces of the Z puzzle can dso be found in non-creolized Philippine Spanish.
For example, the use of cosa as ageneric interrogative is attested in Philippine Spanish, ranging
from reasonably fluent to “kitchen Spanish' varieties:

(Feced 1888: 68-69): "¢ También redactaras las actas de las sesiones? ---Cosa eso,

sefior? [Will you aso take minutes of the meetings? What isthat, Sr?|



(Feced 1888: 91): "Quiero decir que tendréds muchos galanes. ---¢Cosa gaanes? [| mean

that you must have many beaus. What are beaus?|

Monteroy Vida (1876: 239): "¢Cosa, sefiolia? [what isit, Sr7]. (Lépez (1893: 34):

"¢Cosa? preguntd & maestro’ [What is it? asked the teacher].

(Entrda 1882: 12): "¢Cosadice? [what is he saying?].

(Entrala 1882: 22): "Cosa Goyo? ... cosatiene? [What isit, Goyo? ... what is there?]
The latter quote also exemplifies the use of affirmative tiene to indicate “there isare,’ aso found
in Entrala (1882: 22): "Tiene canin, tiene nata, tiene coco ... ' [thereis{cooked} rice, thereis
cream, there are coconuts ...]. Other interrogative words are used smilarly, for example cual
(Entrala 1882: 32): "Cual aquel? [which oneisthat?].

PCSvaieties, including Z, are characterized by an invariable verba stem, usualy
derived from the infinitive minusfind /r/. In the case of “modd’ verbs and some other verbs, the
third person singular form has been taken over: puede, tiene, sabe, eic. Vestigia and semifluent
Spanish of many countriesis noted for the gravitation of verba paradigms to the third person
singular, an atestation of partid agreement. Vernacular Brazilian Portuguese employsthis
drategy, as do vestigia diaects of Spanish. In contemporary Philippine Spanish, vestigia
gpeakers occasiondly reduce verbs to the third person singular. This isby no meansan
indication of arecent development found only among generations of Filipinos for whom Spanish
isonly apartidly-learned ancestral language. Thereis ample evidence of thistendency in earlier
stages of Philippine Spanish, when the language varieties in question represented the base variety
of "Spanigh’; for example:

(Feced 1888: 90): "¢Capaz seras todavia de enamorar aalgun capitan y casarte otra vez?

---No sabe, sefior.' [Could you gill get some captain to fal in love with you and
marry again? {1} don't know, Sir.]

(Feced 1888: 103): "Oy, piloto, ven aca: ¢fU conoces esto? ---Conoce, sefior ... [Hey,

pilot, come here. Do you know about this? {1} know, Sir.]

(Feced 1888: 108): "jCochera! ¢Qué entiendes tu de eso? ---jSi, entiende, sefior!’

[Driver! What do you make of this? Yes, {I} understand, sir!].

In Z, nuay < Spanish no hay “there does not exist' behaves exactly asits Visayan and
Taga og homologues, wala and dili, not only to refer to lack of existence, but to neggte certain
verbs. The same usage recurs consigtently in norcreolized Philippine Spanish: speakers of
Philippine Spanish a times used no hay to indicate that a person or thing inquired after was not
present:

Feced (1888: 15): "Que venga d meédico,---dije d muchacho indio que me servia

de ayuda de cAmara. ---No hay més, sefior. ---¢COmo no hay mas? ---Se ha

marchado & recoger un muerto & dos dias de caballo.' [Have the doctor come, |

told the Indian { = native} cabin boy. Hesgone sr. What do you mean he's

gone? He went to pick up adead person; it's two days on horseback].

Smilarly, use of no hay to replace no tener "not to have,' is atested in Philippine Spanish:
(Entrala1882: 12): "que no hay cualtas [{ he says} that {he} has no money].

The use of con as objective case marker in Z and occasondly in the ManilaBay PCS
didects has aready been commented on, together with the fortuitous Smilarity with some
Visayan pronominas. In non-creole Philippine Spanish, use of con to Sgnd accusative caseis
aso attested:

Sefior, haga pabor de emprestar conmigo cuatro pesos "Sir, please lend me four pesos

(Feced 1888: 42)
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Pues suya cuidado, pero esatiene novio castilay seguro no ha de querer con suya " Wéll,
that;s his problem, but she has a Spanish fiancée and she probably doesn't love
him' (Monteroy Vidd 1876: 240)

sefior, V. sin duda no recordar conmigo “Sir, of course you don't remember me (Moyay
Jménez 1883: 293)

sefior, mas mejor que de usted conmigo seis pesos de sueldo ... g, it would be better for
you to give me Six pesos sdary ... (Moroy Jimeénez 1883: 285)

An example of Chinese “kitchen Spanish' is:

(LOpez 1893: 58): "jAh! sefiolia, mucho disgustalo ele con suya, polque sefiolia

manda plendé con €€ [Oh sir, heis very angry with you, because you had him

arrested].

A characteridtic of Z, caquing awide variety of Philippine languages, isthe lack of
copulawith Adj + Noun combinations. The same combinations are attested for non-creole
Philippine Spanish:

Sefior, malo este bache ... malo este puente grande "Sir, this pot hole {is} bad ... thisbig

bridge{is} bad' (Feced 1888: 21)
Seguro tu grande e robo “You {can be} sure{itwasa} big robbery' Entrala (1882: 22)
V. magandang ldaque; fino € tdle, bueno € cara Y ou are afine lad; dim-waisted,
good-looking' Entrala (1882: 23)

pero malo ese ... "but that guy is bad' Lopez (1893: 34)

The preceding examples show that Philippine Spanish, developing dowly throughout the
mgor population centers of the idands and incorporating calques of regiond Philippine
languages, dready contained the seeds of many creoloid structures, which when added to the mix
of Spanish and cognate Philippine dementsin the formative period of Z would enhance
emerging creole structures. Philippine Spanish, a lower levels of fluency, aso embodies
condderable grammatica Smplification which does not specificaly reflect Philippine syntax,
but which is common to reduced and vestigid forms of Spanish of other nations. Eveninthe
20" century, travelers continued to describe rudimentary Philippine Spanish with the same terms
used in previous centuries. Russdll (1907) refersto the use of “broken Spanish' in severd parts
of the country, and at one point a man spoke to her in "what he was pleased to consider Spanish’
(p. 81). Correade Mavehy (1908:109), visiting the Philippines towards the end of the 19th
century, makes similar reference to the fact that “también se habla generamente en espafiol més
0 menosincorrecto, Sendo lalenguacficid de lacoloniay genera de Manila [more or less
incorrect Spanish is aso spoken, being the officid language of the colony and generdized in
Manilg]. She dso referred (e.g. p. 17) to the "broken Spanish’ used by many Filipinos, and even
gave an example (p. 135): “jCdlacadtila, que cortaaguel cabezatuyo!' [shut up white woman,
or I'll cut off your head]. Studies of contemporary Philippine Spanish by Lipski (1986b, 1987a)
reved the continued existence of Smilar sructures, which when taken in their totdity closdy
resemble the PCS didectsin many respects.

The examples just given show that many of the important building blocks which would
coaesce to form Z were present in non-creole varieties of Philippine Spanish, as spoken by
Flipinos and evidently also by Spaniards a times, in order to enhance communication. None of
the examples comes from PCS-speaking communities, but rather provide a cross-section of
usage which, extrgpolating backwards only afew decades, could have been found in the
rudimentary knowledge of Spanish shared by Spaniards, Philippine garrison troops, and former
davesin Zamboanga. These features done do not suffice to explain dl the creoloid traitsin Z.
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However, in combination with the Philippine common denominators surveyed in the preceding
section, nearly dl the mgor structures of Z can be accounted for without postulating a
transplantation of a functioning PCS speech community to Zamboanga.

In partial summary, it has been proposed that Z did not arise as aradica creole from
purely Spanish roots. Z came into being as residents of Zamboanga, both those of long standing
and new arrivas, enhanced inter-ethnic communicability by drawing ever more heavily on the
one extraterritoria language which had dready begun to bridge the gap, namedy Spanish. In
Zamboanga, Spanish in its native or quas-native form was principdly the vehicle of some of the
garrison soldiers (especidly those from Mexico) and their commanding officers. Thiswould
account for both the phonologicaly more modern form of many Spanish itemsin Z and the
noticeably vulgar, barracks-like nature of many of the borrowings. Items derived from earlier
periods of Spanish are probably actudly derived from Philippine languages, which began
absorbing Hispanisms as early as the 16th century. During most of the 18th century, the non-
Maodem population of the Zamboanga area was smdl, and the potentia Philippine common
denominators available to early generations of Zamboanguefios would be smdler than if only the
intersection of Tagaog and the mgor Visayan languages is consdered. Many of the periphera
Philippine languages do not share the morphologica and lexical smilarities which have been
proposed as having contributed to the formation of Z, so that recourse to common Spanish items,
and incorporation of further Hispanisms (presumably including Manila Bay PCS forms carried to
Zamboanga) would be the preferred means of expanding the Z lexicon. During the 19th century,
the ethnic demographics of the Zamboanga area stabilized as piracy in the Sulu Sea was reduced.
During the same period, the presence of native or near-native Spanish speakers in Zamboanga
City reached an al-time high, and Z absorbed most of its newest Spanish lexical items. 1longo
elements were introduced during this period, which may be explained by the the Cavite-1lailo-
Zamboanga connection suggested earlier.

The firgt stage of Z is assumed to have consisted mostly of Spanish items and of only the
broadest Philippine common denominators such as the plurd particle mga, interrogative particle
ba, plusafew llongo words. Cebuano/Visayan accretions came later. Immigration to
southwestern Mindanao of speakers of central Visayan languages, particularly Cebuano, became
sgnificant towards the end of the 19th century, a population shift rivaled in attested Philippine
history only by the immigration of Tagaog speakersto central Mindanao (including Cotabato
and Davan) as part of a homesteading movement in the 20th century. For the first time ainceits
inception, Z was placed into contact with acluster of mutudly intdligible Philippine languages,
whose speskers came to exercise a Sgnificant economic and socid influence in Zamboanga City.
Thisfact, coupled with the rgpid declinein the officid Spanish presence, in the number of
Spanish speskers, and in the socid desirability of learning Spanish, caused the balancetotipin
favor of Visayan as the source of new lexicd items. That the mere presence of acommon
Philippine language was not sufficient to induce such lexica incorporation isindicated by the
fact that Zamboanga City has always contained alarge number of Tausug speekers, and yet Z
has remained unaffected by Tausug and other languages of the Modem population.

Although today Z has firmly integrated Visayan dements such as pronounsto such a
degree that these elements appear to have formed part of the origind language, they arein fact
more recent accretions. Although use of Philippine pronounsin Z had aready begun by the
second half of the 19th century, the consolidation of the new paradigm to the nearly tota
excluson of Spanish competitors (except margindly for bosotros/ustedes) occurred around the
turn of the 20th century, i.e. within living memory of the aregls oldest inhabitants. Even within



the last two generations, the further introduction of Visayan eements, and a shift to more
noticesbly Visayan patterns of pronunciation, is observable.

To conclude the proposed recongtruction of Z, this language came into existence as an
independent language towards the middle of the 18th century. This language has an especidly
rich history of partid reexifications, in aregion characterized by multilingua contactsand a
very fluid series of demographic movements. Z began not as atrue creole, but as a natural
common intersection of grammetically cognate Philippine languages which had dready
incorporated alexica core of Spanish borrowings. The pool of speakers who provided the
origind input for Z did not condtitute a single group, but included garrison troops, transients and
later, former daves recaptured from Modem territories to the south. Over the period of a century
and ahdf, Z partidly rdexified in anumber of directions, with each stage of rdexification
responding to particular demographic or socia events. At least the following stages may be
tentatively proposed, based on direct documentation, indirect reconstruction, and chronological
extrgpolation:

STAGE I: (mid 1700's) Z arisesin the Zamboanga garrison, as the common intersection

of Spanish-laden Philippine languages.

STAGE II: (mid-late 1700's). Z absorbs grammatica and lexicd structures from Manila
Bay PCS, as the Spanish military presence in Zamboanga is consolidated.
Additiond migrations of civilians from Cavite have a trickle-down effect on Z.

STAGE III: (1800's?). llongo lexicd dements areintroduced into Z, possibly asthe
result of the use of 1loilo as a stopover for ships bound from Manilato
Zamboanga. Ilongo grammatica forms could have been introduced at thistime.

STAGE IV: (mogt of 1800's). Increasing presence of (civilian) native Spanish speskers
in Zamboanga City resultsin incorporation of additiond Spanish items, with
gructurd differences between Z and (Philippine) Spanish reaching their dltime
low point.

STAGE V: (Turn of 20th century onward). Large-scaeimmigraion from the centra
Visayan region to southwestern Mindanao makes Cebuano Visayan the de facto
number two language in Zamboanga City. Spanish lexicd items are increasingly
replaced by Visayan items. Word order beginsto shift towards Visayan.

STAGE VI: (1930'sonward). Increasing use of English in Zamboanga, not only in
schools but even in casud conversations, resultsin growing incorporation of
Anglicismsinto Z. Inthelast two generations, thisisleading the way to an
eventud rdexification of Zamboanguefio avay from its Hipanic lexica basis.

The recongtructed stages proposed above paint a picture considerably different from “typica’
creole genesis occurring in other parts of the world, and explain the typologica differences
between Z and other Spanish-based creoles. Thisincludes word order, use of particles, structure
of the VP and NP, and many other features. Even among the PCS didects, Z differs
subgtantialy from the ManilaBay PCS didects, despite the fact that the adstratum Philippine
languages in contact with Z and the Manila Bay PCS diaects are cognate and smilar in basic
gructure. The difference, as outlined above, liesin the fact that the Manila Bay PCS didects,
especidly T, gpparently began life as true creoles, based on anearly exclusvely Spanish input
(possibly with some creole Portuguese contributions), with Philippine eements added only |ater,
without dtering the basic patterns aready developed. Z, on the other hand, began lifeasa
hybrid pan-Philippine contact language whose Spanish items had dready been filtered through
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Philippine languages, and which was therefore a Philippine language in the structurd sense at
every point during its existence.

5. The current status of Chabacano in the Philippines

Chabacano is currently spoken by asmal number of ederly individudsin Cavite
(especidly the San Rogue neighborhood), who may intersperse Chabacano expressons with the
more frequently used Tagaog when spesking amongst themsalves. A Circulo Chabacano
informal group has from time to time attempted to revive the language, and church and town
fedtiva bulletins sometimes contains poems or sayingsin Chabacano. In Ternate an equdly
small number of Ternatefio speakers remains, but it appears that the average age of the speakers
issomewhat younger. Thereisno indication that children in either community are being taught
the language or even have opportunities to hear it. Ermita Chabacano has disappeared, athough
afew vestigid speakers undoubtedly remain somewhere in the Metro Manilaarea. Itisin
Zamboanga City and its environs that the Zamboanguefio variety of Chabacano makes this the
largest Spanish-derived creole speaking community in the world. In Zamboanga, despite the
lack of officid status, Chabacano isthe de facto language of choicein nearly al circumstances.
In Zamboanga City, dl the radio stations and loca televison productions broadcast in
Chabacano (with congtant code switching and introduction of English words and phrases), with a
few newscadsin English and "public service' announcements in regiond languages and
Tagdog, as appropriate. The use of Chabacano in broadcasting is arelatively recent trend, Snce
as late as ten years ago, most programming was in English (given the lack of acceptance of
Tagaog materids), and it was only after the first experimental Chabacano programs were
received with unequaled enthusiasm that the broadcast media gradudly shifted over to this
language. In the schoals, English isthe officia medium of ingtruction from the outset, with
RFilipino (based on Tagadog) taught as an obligatory subject. Despite officia disgpprovad of halo
halo (i.e. mixed or code switched) speech, in the classroom, most teachers use at least some
Chabacano in presenting lessons, particularly in the lower grades, and dso because the English
abilities of many teachers are severdly limited; for agenera discussion of thistype of Stuation.
During the 1960's and 70's, programs in "vernacular language indruction” were ingtituted for the
first few grades, and while these have largdly been suspended, some rurd schools il implement
the Chabacano textual materials, and de facto bilingud ingruction istherulein dl public and
many private schoals.

Zamboanga City is one of the most thoroughly Hispanized cities remaining in the
Philippines, and & onetime, culminating in the first decades of the present century, some form
of the Spanish language circulated rather widdly in that city. Severa Spanighlanguage
newspapers were published until World War 11, Spanish was used by (Spanish nationd) priests,
and sgns and announcements in Spanish were frequently seen about town. Although the generd
fedling among Zamboanguefios is that Zamboanga was & least partially Spanish-peaking
towards the end of the Spanish period and in the decades immediately following, it ismore
reasonabl e to suppose that what was redly in use by most residents (except for asmall group of
Spanish speaking mestizos) was a partialy decreolized Chabacano, with occasiond conjugated
verbs, nomind concordance, and a high percentage of recent borrowings from Spanish.

Lexicd borrowing into Zamboangueio Chabacano can be divided into four categories:
early Spanish, Visayan, later Spanish, and English. Following the formation of the PCS diaect
of Zamboanga, Visayan words were incorporated in grest numbers, replacing origind Spanish
words (some of which are sill found in the ManilaBay didects). During the late 19th and early
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20th centuries, numerous Spanish words were borrowed or reintroduced into Zamboanguefio;
these may be identified by their modern forms (e.g. ahora vs. agora ‘now,’ antes "before’ vs.
endenantes “earlier in the same day’ ;both forms are current in Zamboanguefio) and/or modern
semantic vaue (auto “automobile, aeroplano “arplane’ aeropuerto “arport’). Themost tdling
modern Hispanisms are the words espariol and castellano, which replace castila (< Sp.
Cadtilla/castellano) for both the Spanish language and Spaniards; the latter term isfound
vedtigidly in the Manila Bay PCS didects, and is hot unknown to the oldest Zamboanguefios.

However, at least some of the Visayan dements in Zamboanguefio appear to be of late
19th or early 20th century origin, since the Spanish forms are till found among the olde<t, rurd
residents of Zamboanga, and aso in Cotabato Chabacano; examples include chiquito vs. diutay
‘gmdl,’ hijo-hijavs. anak “son/daughter,’ nifio vs. bata "smdl child,’ nieto vs. ap6 “grandchild.’
More recently, the predominant source of lexica borrowing has become English, asin dl other
Philippine languages, not only are individua words borrowed, but entire expressions may be
introduced into Chabacano speech, and among those speakers reasonably fluent in English, code
switching iscommon. Nouns and some verbs may smply be given a Chabacano form, much as
occursin bilingua SpanisVEnglish speech in the United States: sacrificia “sacrifice’ (Sp.
sacrificar); composita compose’ (Sp. componer); dependable "dependable’ (Sp. confiable);
dolyar “dollar’ (Sp. ddlar); valuable “vauable (Sp. valioso); serioso “serious (Sp. serio);
preliminario “preiminary’ (Sp. preliminar), etc. Theseloan trandations may arise
gpontaneoudy, in aconversaion or aradio program, or may be widely used by large segments of
the population. Chabacano aso makes extensive use of the Visayan prefix man-; origindly this
prefix formed verbs from Spanish and Visayan nouns (man-cuento “to chat’; man-encuentro 'to
meet’; man-ulan “to rain’; man-gulu “to make trouble’), but currently, any English word or
expression (not necessarily anoun) may be converted into a Chabacano verb by means of this
prefix: man-relax, man-takeover, man-kidnap, man-turnover, man-public service (make a
public service announcement’). Thisis an active process and any English word may be used,
even when equivaent Chabacano words are reaedily available.

Active borrowing from Spanish has ceased in Zamboangueiio, due to the lack of apool of
Spanish speakers. However, the current linguistic perspective of Zamboanga presents two
interesting facets with respect to the Spanisht Chabacano interface. Thefirst consigts of the
sgnificart dternation between normaly evolved Chabacano forms (including well-integrated
borrowings from Visayan and English) and more or less sandard Spanish equivaents. The
second is alargely overlooked inclination toward the continued introduction of Spanish forms,
noticeable despite lack of bilingua contact with the Spanish language.

The occurrence of modern or metropolitan Spanish forms instead of evolved PCS forms
in contemporary Zamboanguefio stems from one of three sources: (1) preservation of Spanish
forms since the formative period of PCS; (2) introduction of Spanish forms during the last period
of Spanish influence in Zamboanga; (3) conscious or semiconscious introduction of Spanish
elements during the contemporary period, spurred by adesire to "preserve” "purify,”
"gandardize’ or "enrich" Zamboanguefio.

(1) PRESERVATION OF ORIGINAL SPANISH FORMS. Only afew Spanish words survived the
creolization process totally unchanged; these include some adjectives which have retained
gender inflection and which, given their existence even in the isolated Ternatefio dialect and also
in Cavitefio, have probably been used in thisfashion dl dong: bonito/a “pretty’; guapo/a "good
looking, etc. Some masculine/feminine noun pairs aso occur, such as maestro/a “teacher,’
viudo/a "widower/widow, cocinero/a “cook,” difunto/a "dead person,’ etc. Some Chabacano
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plurd nouns gppear to have retained the Spanish plurd /<, usudly in conjunction with the plura
particlemga: vecinos ‘neighbors,’ barcadas “friends.

(2) LATER SPANISH INTRODUCTIONS. The more recent Spanish presence in Zamboanga
was sgnificant in dtering the Zamboanguerio didect, dthough little true decreolization took
place. In particular, none of the essential Chabacano syntactic structures was modified, and
Spanish gender and number concordance was not reestablished except in isolated lexica items
which do not form part of an integrated system.

(3) CONTEMPORARY SPANISH INTRODUCTIONS. In anumber of cases, the current
Zamboanguefio didect exhibits alternation between normal Chabacano forms and Spanish
variants, with the latter deriving in al probability from the most recent contacts with the Spanish
language. Thisincludes use of "conjugated’ verb forms (e.g tenemos [Ch. tiene kita’kame] "we
have’; digo [Ch. ta abla yo] '| mean’; nose or hosay < Sp. no 2 | don't know’); fossilized
forms derived from Spanish conjugated verbs (puede ser [Ch. Squro] “it may be'; como se llama
[Ch. cosa ta llamé/quimodo ta abla] "what isit called/how does one say’); Spanish gerund
forms, normaly absent in the PCS diaects (continuando kité “as we are continuing [moving
right dong]’); use of Spanish plural subject pronouns ustedes and vosotros.

The linguigtic influence of school teachers on the Chabacano language is more diffuse
and difficult to trace, but is nonetheless a potent force. Education in Zamboanga has normally
been carried out via English as the sole officid medium of ingdruction, athough in practice
teachers have been forced to use the Zamboanguefio diaect extensvely. When the "vernacular
language education” policies were implemented in the 1960's and early 1970's, the urgent need
was felt not only for beginning-leve text materias, which could be easily written locdly, but for
a sense of Chabacano grammar, structure, and usage, in the face of the widespread belief that
"Chabacano has no grammar.” Severd teachers produced origind grammaticad materids (e. g.
Apostol 1967), which, like so many firgt-time creole "grammars,” organized the materids
following traditiona Spanish grammar. The latter work also enjoined teachers and students to
use "good" language, and the same author wrote aweekly column on the Chabacano language in
anow defunct loca newspaper (Apostol 1963-7), containing grammatical explanations,
comments on individua words, the admonition to use "proper” language, and examples of
"incorrect” usage. A group of perhaps a dozen influentid teachers offered impromptu and
informa comments on Chabacano grammar to a least two generations of Zamboanguefios, and
nearly the entirety of the current intellectud community and media persondities of Zamboanga
City are dumni of one or more of these venerable ladies. These teachers provided an
educational continuity across large segments of the city's population, and their
Spanishrinfluenced concepts of Chabacano grammar (dthough few of them are truly fluent in
Spanish) continue to be felt among younger teachers, journdists and radio announcers.

The latter group, particularly radio persondities (snce little Chabacano is used in the
newspapers) are extremdy influentid, given ther high vighility in acty where nearly dl
residents listen to the three mgjor radio stations, which broadcast predominantly in Chabacano.
In addition to the usua programs of news (English and Chabacano), musica dedications and
public service announcements, the Zamboanga radio stations host alarge number of talk shows
and commentaries, whose announcers and protagonists enjoy great popularity. Severd of these
individuas profess an interest in the conservation of the Chabacano language, and conscioudy or
unconscioudy introduce Spanish dementsinto the program language, in higher proportions than
in everyday spoken Zamboanguefio. For example, the use of tenemos, digo, cualquiera (Ch.
maskin) “‘whatever,” pequefio (Ch. diutay) "smdl,’ largamono (Ch. anda/larga ya kitd) “let's go,



noh vamos pa otro public service (Ch. tiene kita ...) "let's go to another public service
announcement,” etc. are found dmost exclusvely in the speech of radio announcers, many of
whom aso use these forms in their off-the-air speech, perhaps through having formed the habit.
The high frequency of use of vosotros ingtead of ustedes or kamd as the 2nd person plura subject
pronoun is aso characteristic of radio gpeech, asisthe free dternation between vosotros and
ustedes in the course of asingle conversation. As part of each broadcast, news items and
newspaper clippings are read in English, then successively “trandated’ or “interpreted’ into
Chabacano. For these purposes, the announcers frequently improvize, invent words and stretch
the semantic vaue of other words. The overal effect is a markedly Hispanic flavor for the
neologisms required for adequate trandation of newsitems. Another popular format among the
Zamboanga gations involves the “anchorman’ in the studio and agroup of “mobiles,” roving
reporters with walkie-talkies who report from sirategic points. In between newsitems, the
announcers frequenly comment on language usage, usudly on something one of them has just
sad, and whereas this commentary is non-scholarly and often non-serious, the totality of such
remarks not only indicates awareness of language usage among Zamboanguefios, but also the
potentid for a smal nucleus of radio announcersto project their persond views across alarge
audience, which includes not only rurd and city workers, but dso dl of the city'sinfluentia
figures.

In Zamboanga City and its environs, nearly dl loca-levd politicians come from the
region, and speak Chabacano asafirst or strong second language. Even those politica figures
who have emigrated from other areas of the Philippines fed the need to learn and use Chabacano
asthey carry out their job, particularly at the neighborhood unit (barangay) leve. Public
gpeeches by higher-ranking political figures are made in English when prominent
non-Zamboanguefios may be expected to be in the audience; however, for maximum effect,
especidly during paliticd campaigns, Chabacano is the language in which speeches and
exhortations are made. In Zamboanga City the presence of non-Chabacano speaking nationa
government and military officidsin the public spatlight highlights the incipient netiondist
fedings of Zamboanguerios, and any government official who addresses an audience in
Chabacano is assured of the loyalty of sgnificant sectors of the population. Naturdly, the
language usage of these palitical figuresis not lost on the audience, given that theregionis
dominated by political personalism, preference for charismatic leaders over abstract ideologies,
and astrong sense of regiond loydty. Being aware of the impact not only of ther politicd
message but aso of the language in which this message is couched, Zamboanga politicians often
grive to purify their Chabacano, avoiding unassmilated Anglicisms, and reaching for
"authentic" sounding Chabacano equivalents. These often gpproximate or areidenticd to the
equivaent Spanish forms, thereby reflecting the influence of the school teachers, the impact of
Spanish and Chabacano-spesking clergy, and the prominence of Chabacano language and
commentary in the public media

6. Attitudes towards Chabacano

The gatus of Chabacano in the Philippinesisintimately reated to issues of identity and
attitude toward a language which does not fit clearly into the category of "native’ Philippine
language or “foreign colonid’ language. In Cavite, the remaining Chabacano speskers use the
language only infrequently, and bring a sense of nostalgia and sometimes pride to the occasiona
incursons in Chabacano, dl the while laughing inwardly at this “jargon’ which they have been
told isjust corrupt Spanish. In Zamboanga, where Chabacano is the first and sometimes only
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language severa hundred thousand speskers, awareness and attitudes are more highly developed,
but the fundamenta paradoxes surrounding the status and use of a hybrid creole language
remain.

In addition to the ambiguity surrounding the status of Chabacano as varieties or “diaects
of Spanish as opposed to true creole languages, Chabacano- spesking communities have to
contend with the widespread notion—most prevaent among the very speskers themse ves—that
Chabacano has 'no grammar.’ In my fieldwork in Cavite and especidly Zamboanga, this
comment was frequently made to me, haf-jokingly, by community residents amused and
perplexed by my interest in this “non-language’ Nuay [kamé] gramatica "we havelthereisno
grammar' | was congtantly informed in Zamboanga, while many Chabacano speskersin Cavite
informed me that Chabacano was "broken Spanish’ and tried their best to speak in “red’ or “good'
Spanish. Interestingly enough, particularly in Zamboanga, the notion that Chabacano has 'no
grammar’ is not necessarily a source of shame or reluctance to use what for many speskersis
thelr sole or principad native language. Rather it sems from the dua notion that alanguage
without a grammar either cannot be learned by an outsder (especialy atrained scholar), who
must naturdly be familiar only with languages possessing a “grammar,’ or that by Ssmply
speaking “broken Spanish' or even "proper Spanish' to Chabacano speakers the outsider can
achieve perfect communication and ultimate mastery of the language. In fact, the very worst
learners of Chabacano are fluent Spanish speakers who assume that by making dight
adjustments to their Spanish or by using stereotypica “foreigner tak’ or even "baby' tak—
exemplifying the il active sigma of "kitchen Spanish’ or "bamboo Spanish' they are in fact
gpeaking Chabacano. It isingtructive to note that the United States Peace Corps has provided
extensve training materids in (Zamboanga) Chabacano, which is referred to as smply
“Chabacano.” No reference is made to the obvious smilarities to Spanish, and a nor+ Spanish
orthography is used whenever feasible. | witnessed the Peace Corps training efforts in Manila
and subsequently observed numerous volunteers using Zamboanga Chabacano in the field, in
remote rurd villages where no Spanish was spoken or understood. Spanish priestsliving in
Chabacano-gpesking parishes quickly learn that no form of Spanish will produce effective
communication, dthough many citizens, particularly in Zamboanga City, attempt to spesk what
they believe is "Spanish’ when addressing a Spanish priest. The two Bibles availablein
(Zamboanga) Chabacano, one produced by the Catholic church and the other by the Summer
Indtitute of Linguistics, both refer to the language only as “Chabacano’; the Cathalic trandation is
more literary and uses more Spanishderived eements not commonly used in the community,
whilethe SIL version is vernacular in the extreme, and has caused some consternation among
parishoners accustomed to reading the Bible in Spanish or English (dbet frequently
understanding little of either language). For many Chabacano speakers, 'no grammar' meansin
effect no written grammar books, and no tradition of writing or forma ingruction in any of the
Chabacano varieties. When Chabacano has been written in the Philippines, it has usudly beenin
literary works where uncouth or provincia speskers are portrayed, or in newspaper columns
devoted to quaint topics. Much the same istrue of, eg. written Pidgin English in West Africa,
Abidjan vernacular French in the Ivory Coagt, and English-based creoles in such nations as
Jamaica, Guyana, and the Lesser Antilles. Chabacano speakers are so used to the notion that
their language has no grammear that they were often perplexed and sometimes pleasantly
surprised when my attemptsto dlicit particular congtructions or facts dicited sharp grammatical
judgments, including configurations which are completely unacceptable in Chabacano. When |
pointed out to some of my Chabacano-speaking friends that these acceptakility judgments



demondtrate that their language indeed has a grammar, | was met with polite amusement, but
sometimes dso with abudding reeva uation of thelr language. This was particularly when
meseting with secondary and university students and teachers, who had more developed (although
not aways accurate) notions about language.

A concomitant to the notion that Chabacano has 'no grammar’ isthe belief that any
Chabacano speaker can completely understand Spanish, and that perhaps only laziness and lack
of practice prevents Zamboanguefios from speaking ‘red’ Spanish; a the sametime, it is
upposed that any native Spanish goesker can immediately and flawlesdy understand and use
Chabacano, smply by “degrading’ his own Spanish. On-the-spot observation and
experimentation reveds al these suppositions to be essentidly fase. Most younger
Zamboanguefios are thoroughly baffled by a conversation attempted entirely in Spanish (as|
demonstrated on numerous occasions), and even the oldest community members, who received
some training in the Spanish language and/or recall the time when more Spanish speskers were
to be found in Zamboanga, experience severe difficulties with Spanish grammar, dthough the
mgority of individua words are correctly identified. In the schools (where two years of Spanish
are dill obligatory at the secondary level), many Chabacano- speaking students receive poor
grades in Spanish, since while they can grasp the meaning of most sentences, they resst learning
grammdicd patterns, preferring to rely on thelr native intuitions and the feding that no essentid
differences exist between the two languages. Ther attitudes toward learning Spanish are quite
ambivadent; they fed attracted to the language because of its obvious linguidic affinitieswith
Chabacano, but at the same time they share the fedling, widespread across the Philippines, that
the third nationa language should be removed entirdly from the school curriculum, as a usdess
anachronism.

For newly-arrived Spanish speakers unaccustomed to Philippine language structures and
vocabulary (and/or with no linguidtic training), Chabacano is overwhemingly odd (as may be
eadly demondirated by playing tapes to Spanish speakers from other countries), and depending
upon the colloquid level and choice of lexica items, may not even be recognized as a Spanish
derivative. Whereas the Spanish spesker has a dgnificant advantage in learning Chabacano over
native Philippine languages, attitudinal questions often produce paradoxica results, in that
individuas (for example, from other areas of the Philippines) knowing no Spanish more
effectively learn Chabacano, as smply aregiond Philippine language.

. Among Zamboanguefios themsdves, fedings are split as regards the current Sate of
Chabacano, the importance of exercising some control over its evolution, and its future
prospects. Thefirgt group, which has been identified with the conscious and unconscious
introduction or preservation of Higpanisms, feds that the Zamboanguefio didect islosng its
purity, becoming contaminated by English and to alesser extent by Visayan; they bdlieve that
unless corrective measures are taken, Chabacano will degenerate into a hopeless halo halo,
which while containing dements of many languages, will be completely uninteligible to
speakers of English, Visayan, Spanish and “legitimate’ Zamboangueio. The recommended
corrective actions include wider use of Chabacano in the public domain, and above dl, a
normalizing effort, the writing and use of grammeaticd treetises, and (usudly hinted at only
implicitly), free access to the Spanish lexicon as a source of new borrowings into Chabacano.
The second group takes amore laissez faire attitude, feding that the Zamboanguefio didect is by
definition whatever its speakers make of it; they accept the incorporation of English and Visayan
elements and do not have strong fedingsin favor of normalization or even the written use of
Chabacano. Given their feelings, the second group believes that the Chabacano language will
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exig aslong as the Zamboanguerios themsalves do, and is not perturbed about partia or total
loss of intdligibility across agep of saverd generaions, or with putative mutud intdligibility

with Spanish or other languages. This group as awhole knows little or no Spanish, and does not
regard the incorporation of Spanish words into the modern Zamboanguefio didect asatruly
desirable process, often thinking of Spanish as the language of “old-timers’ or at least
“old-fashioned’ people.

Despite the existence of two rdatively well-defined sets of attitudes as regards
Chabacano usage in Zamboanga, it is difficult to classfy the types of individuds associated with
each group. 1t would be smpligtic to assert that the "Hispanic/purigtic’ postion is held only by
older residents, while younger people tend to regard the linguistic question with indifference;
however, the first position does represent a conscious awareness of language usage, arrived at
through observation and experience, while the latter viewpoint is most often smple disinterest
rather than an active “hands-off’ posture. In this dimension, then, one finds a higher percentage
of proponents of Chabacano usage and standardization among older residents, who have
survived the winds of change that brought English and then Tagdog into Zamboanga life; some
of the oldest even recdl the final days of the Spanish period. At the same time, there is a definite
bifurcation aong intdlectud lines, since the “pure’ Chabacano postion islargely favored by
those persons with some academic or professond training; among the lower working classes,
vague dtitudes about language usage may exig, but these are rarely articulated in specific terms.
Finaly, it is possible to discern a correlation with political and socid ideology, in that
individuals who favor increased politica autonomy for Zamboanga together with recognition of
regiond ethnic features often express resentment &t the dilution of Chabacano by English and
Philippine languages. Since each parameter divides the population of Zamboanga aong
different lines, the rdaive importance of each factor a an individua level determinesthe
attitude of each person toward Chabacano usage. Moreover, there are numerous exceptions to
the above-mentioned cases, given the multiethnic and politicaly voletile environment of
Zamboanga, so that only generd trends may be established; clearly, potentia for influencing
language usage is not equivaent to pro-Hispanic atitudes, snce not dl influentid
Zamboangueiios favor such positions, or even profess specific viewpoints on language usage.

7. Conclusons

Aslinguigtic awareness continues to grow in the Philippines, and as the scientific study
of Philippine languages takes on amore internationa perspective, the Chabacano varieties are
gradualy emerging as legitimate objects of seriousinquiry. Taken together, the Chabacano
didects enjoy nearly 350 years of shared history in the Philippines, and are as authentically
"Philipping languages as those brought to the idands by much earlier migrations. Rather than
debris left over from unsuccessful language encountersin colonid times, Chabacano isthe
product of arich cross-fertilization that could only have occurred in aregion in which both great
linguistic diversty and consderable overlgpping ared features predominated. Chabacanoisa
manifestation of linguistic and culturd resilience, alanguage which continues to grow in number
of speakers and sociopalitical impact. The focus on Chabacano by this forum underscores the
importance of this unique language, whose hybrid geneal ogy—a common festure of dl
creoles—isasource of strength and coherence in a nation whose strength rests precisdy on
coherencein the midst of diversty.



29

Notes

! An essentid minimal bibliography of Chabacano and Philippine non-creole Spanish
would include thefollowing: Arglelles (1964), Barén Castro (1965), Batalha (1960), Batausa
(1969), Blumentritt (1884), Camins (1989), Cuartocruz (1992), Domingo (1967), Evangedita
(1972), Frake (1971, 1980), Forman (1972), German (1932, 1984), Giese (1963), Gonzalez
(1967), Ing (1968), Knowlton (1968), Lipski (1986a, 1986b, 1987a, 1987b, 1988, 1992, 1996,
1999), Llamado (1969, 1972), Macnasantos (1971), Mafio (1963), McKaughan (1954), Miranda
(1956), Molony (1973, 1977a, 1977b), Nigoza (1985), Palacios (1951), Quilis (1970, 1975,
1980, 1984, 1985, 1992), Retana (1921), Riego de Dios (1976a, 1976b, 1978, 1989), Santosy
Gomez (1924), Taylor (1957), Tirona (1924), Verdin Diaz (1964), Whinnom (1954, 1956, 1965).
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