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ABSTRACT 

 
 
 
The multilingual (metropolitan Manila) Chinese Filipinos are currently 

engaged in a mixing practice that appears to incorporate features of Tagalog 

and English into the heritage language Hokkien (Southern Min). While 

most of the community refers to this practice as code-switching, it seems to 

behave more like a language, based on three criteria for languageness 

according to Haugen (1966) and Görlach (2002) – acquisition, acceptance, 

and attitude. This thesis investigates the remaining three criteria – 

codification, elaboration, and selection – and provides some evidence of 

languageness for the practice, which I refer to as Philippine Hybrid 

Hokkien (PHH). I do this by investigating one of its most distinctive 

features – derivational affixation mixing in the nominal domain. Adopting 

an experimental approach, I acquired the affixation mixing acceptability 

judgments of 63 Chinese (Filipino) respondents in the Philippines and 

subjected my data to statistical analyses using linear mixed-effects 

regression modeling. I found that Chinese Filipinos have high acceptability 

judgments for one or two-syllable Tagalog prefixes, which can to some 

extent be linked to the formation of community conventions. Testing to see 

if social factors affect the respondents’ judgments, I discovered that only 

age had a significant effect. I make four major observations from an 

apparent-time perspective. First, instead of the three distinct groups young 

(20s-30s), middle (40s-60s), and old (70s-80s) that my ethnographic notes 

had led me to propose, there are basically only two distinct groups of 

Chinese (Filipinos) in my dataset, that is, the 80s group vs. the 20s-70s 

group. The discovered two-way split also then prompted me to hypothesize 



 vii 

that PHH did not emerge in the (pre)colonial era nor the 1920s, as I had 

suggested in my earlier research (Gonzales 2017), but most likely the 1950s. 

Second, my investigation highlights the nativization of PHH through 

education and Chinese Filipino identity-forming processes over the decades. 

This is manifested in the influence and acceptance of Tagalog affixes, in 

contrast to English, which has failed to permeate through PHH, except in 

cases where humor or creativity is involved. Finally, I found that while all 

Chinese Filipinos in the sample group believe that language mixing with 

Tagalog, English, and Hokkien in general is acceptable, only Chinese 

Filipinos younger than 80 are actively involved in the mixing practice, as 

evidenced in the affixation mixing data. This suggests that these younger 

speakers are taking ownership of their nativized mixed heritage variety.  

Taking all of the findings in this thesis and other databanks into 

consideration, I demonstrate that PHH fulfills all six of Haugen and 

Görlach’s main criteria. Comparing PHH with selected mixed languages 

with regard to certain social and structural factors, there is some evidence 

that it is a mixed language, but not a typical one.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Overview 

While there are a number of studies that investigate the Chinese Filipino 

community from an ethnographic perspective (e.g. Ang See 1990, Uytanlet 

2014), only limited studies focus on their linguistic varieties.  Much less work 

has been done on an oral hybrid variety that they use – Philippine Hybrid 

Hokkien (PHH).  In this thesis, I provide some evidence that this variety is a 

(distinct) language by investigating how the Chinese Filipinos utilize nominal 

derivational affixation. Taking sociopolitical events in the Philippines into 

consideration, my study of possible structural constraints as well as social 

variation in the use of these affixes provides some evidence for my hypothesis 

that PHH exceeds the parameters of code-switching, and that it has most likely 

achieved the status of a (mixed) language.  

 

1.2 Languageness 

Over the years, scholars have attempted to identify “languageness” (McConvell 

& Meakins 2005:13) or what makes a system of communication a language. 

While the notion of languageness does indeed hinge more on social and political 

factors (e.g. national, ethnic, and religious boundaries) for the general public, in 

linguistics, the notion of languageness usually refers to mutual intelligibility 

and conventionalization. On mutual intelligibility, if two varieties are mutually 

intelligible, they are considered dialects of the same language, or just dialects. 

Non-mutually intelligible ones are dialects of different languages, or simply as 

different languages. On conventionalization, if a way of communication is 

systematic and conventionalized, it could refer to a language.  Drawing on the 
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social and conventionalization aspects of languageness, Haugen (1966:926) 

proposed four aspects of language development: codification, or 

conventionalization; elaboration, or variation; selection, or the (willful) 

preference of a certain form, and acceptance, or the adaptation of the form in 

daily life. Görlach’s (2002) model complements Haugen’s language model by 

introducing attitude, or “the self-perception of speakers” (70), and acquisition, 

or the possibility of it being learned as a mother tongue. 

Although criteria like these exhibit intrinsic value in explaining 

languageness, these attempts to provide a standard definition of language can 

be problematic. For instance, Ferguson (1962) proposed that languageness is 

determined by “utilization in writing” (Haugen 1966: 931) and “degree of 

standardization” (Haugen 1966: 930). While this is true to some extent, this is 

problematic for some well-established languages like American Sign Language 

(ASL) that do not have written conventions. Likewise, Fasold (2005) brings out 

the issue of measurement and degree of languageness. There is no widely agreed 

upon procedure for measuring a variety’s elaboration, and even if there is, there 

is no consensus on a criterion that the system must meet to become a language. 

Then, finally, there is the issue of absoluteness. Haugen (1966:933), for 

example, notes that the four criteria mentioned are “crucial features in taking 

the step” from a dialect to a language. When a system does not meet all of the 

criteria, does it fail to qualify as a language? Sanskrit, for instance, is ‘rigid’ to 

the point that it is only used in formal situations and does not allow for 

elaboration. This does not suggest, however, that it is not a system of 

communication, variety, or a language. Furthermore, the difficulties 

surrounding decisions of whether or not a certain system can be identified as a 

language is even more pronounced in multilingual societies where there is more 
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contact between varieties. On top of the general issue of languageness, contact 

varieties also bring issues surrounding code alternation, code-switching, code-

mixing, and mixed codes (Matras & Bakker 2003; Meakins 2012). While far 

from perfect, the criteria proposed earlier however can be useful in exploring 

the linguistic status of a variety, especially if we consider the different language 

models as complementary.  It is particularly useful for determining the 

languageness of varieties that have emerged in areas of intense language contact, 

where the status of the contact varieties may be more controversial.  

In this thesis, I focus on one such area – metropolitan Manila – and 

investigate a variety whose status is contested – Philippine Hybrid Hokkien, 

used by the Chinese Filipino community. I use this variety as a case study and 

look at it using Haugen and Görlach’s languageness criteria. In the following 

section, I provide a context for my study by discussing the history of the Chinese 

in the Philippines after which I delve into the Chinese Filipino identity and 

languages they use.  
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CHAPTER 2 

CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 

 

2.1 The Chinese in the Philippines 

In the following sections, I give a background of the Chinese in the Philippines. 

In particular, I survey their history, composition, environment, identities, and 

languages. A short sketch of PHH concludes this chapter. Throughout this 

chapter, I draw on different databanks, some of which has been collected since 

2016. A summary of them and pertinent information are presented in Table 1.   

 
Table 1. Databanks used in the thesis 
 

# Description Collected from Type Year 
collected 

# of 
words 

1 Spontaneous 
PHH-Hokkien-
Tagalog-English 
‘Hokaglish’ code-
switching data 
bank 
  

20 Chinese Filipinos 
(7 students, 13 
professionals) 
 

Corpus 2016-
2017 

20,200 

1.1 Isolated PHH 
clauses data bank 
  

20 Chinese Filipinos 
(7 students, 13 
professionals) 
 

Corpus 2016-
2017 

14,100 

2 Philippine Chinese 
English data bank 

12 Chinese Filipinos 
(21-75 years old) 

Corpus 2016-
2017 

52,000 

3* PHH Affixation 
Judgment Data 

63 Chinese Filipinos 
(14 male, 49 female, 
21 to 89 years old) 
 

Speaker 
Judgments 

2017 - 

4* Chinese Filipino 
Social Profile 
(CFSP) 
  

63 Chinese Filipinos 
(14 male, 49 female, 
21 to 89 years old) 
  

Profile 2017 - 

4.1 Preliminary 
language use 
profile  

65 Chinese Filipinos 
(21 to 89 years old) 

Profile 2017 - 

5* Ethnographic 
fieldwork notes 

n/a Notes/ 
Elicitation 

2017 - 

*Collected as primary data for this thesis 
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2.1.1 History and composition 

Considered one of the earliest ethnic groups to set foot in the Philippines, the 

Chinese first came into contact with the indigenous population before the 

colonial period circa 982 AD (Wickberg 1965; Gonzales 2017). Contact 

between the Chinese and the indigenous continued over time, although length 

and stability of contact varied (Uytanlet 2016). For instance, before 1521, the 

precolonial Chinese traders had sporadic encounters with the indigenous 

Filipinos and frequently returned to China once their business transactions are 

successful (Wave 1, see Figure 1, which shows the six waves of Chinese 

migration). But as the Chinese became instrumental to the colonial Spanish 

economy beginning the 1600s, interactions between the Chinese and the 

indigenous Filipinos became more frequent, with some Chinese opting to settle 

temporarily or even permanently in the Philippines (Wave 2) (Doeppers 1986). 

It was during this period that some settlers married outside their ethnic race due 

to the almost complete absence of Chinese women (Wickberg 1965:18). This is 

most likely due to women not being allowed to migrate prior to 1899 (Ang See 

2004: 127). This marked the emergence of the “Chinese mestizo” (Wickberg 

1965:25) – a class comprising of offspring between the Chinese and the 

indigenous. (Wickberg 1965) (see Figure 1). It should be noted that while there 

are 150 to 30,000 Wave 2 Chinese who resided if not settled in the Philippines 

(Wickberg 1965) (Table 2, Figure 2), many were expelled from between the 

1750s and the 1760s because of the anti-Chinese sentiments of the Spanish 

colonizers (Doeppers 1986). The Chinese settlement was still relatively 

unstable. 
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Figure 1. The relationship between the waves of Chinese migration in the 
Philippines, Chinese population, and identity 
 
Table 2. Approximate ethnic Chinese population in relation to the overall 
Philippine population (1600s to 1990s) 
 

Waves  
(time  
period) 

Est. overall 
population 
(Philippines) 

Source(s) 
Min.  
Population 
(Chinese) 

% 
of 
Phil. 
Pop. 

Max.  
Population 
(Chinese) 

% 
of 
Phil. 
Pop. 

Source(s) 

Wave 1  
(before 
1521) 
  

no data no data no data - no data - no data 

Wave 2  
(1600s) 

667,612 1591, 
Relación  
de las 
Encomiendas 
(Perez 1977) 
  

150 0.02 30,000 4.49 (Wickberg 
1965) 

Wave 3  
(1830s) 

5,567,685 1877, 
Enumeration  
(Perez 1977) 
  

5700* 0.10 66,000* 1.19 (Wickberg 
1965) 

Wave 4  
(1940s) 

19,234,182 1948, Census 
(Perez 1977)  

118,000 0.61 180,000 0.94 (Uytanlet 
2014) 

Wave 5  
(1970s) 

41,831,045 1975, Census 
(preliminary) 
(Perez 1977) 

125,000 0.30 600,000 1.43 (Go 1972) 

Wave 6  
(1990s) 

92,337,852 2010, Census 
(Philippine 
Statistics 
Authority 
2012) 

850,000 0.92 1,410,000 1.53 (Ang See 
2004;  
Uytanlet 
2014) 

 
* 120,000 - 300,000 if inclusive of Chinese mestizos (Wickberg 1965) 
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Figure 2. Approximate population data of the ethnic Chinese in the 
Philippines (1600s to 1990s) (Wave 1 set at 0 for lack of data) 
 
 

However, there were also some that did not marry outside their ethnic race, as 

intra-racial marriages became more possible around the 1830s (Wave 3) due to 

the availability of women in the latest wave of Chinese migration. It was during 

this period that more Chinese migrated due to the Spaniards’ encouragement of 

Chinese migration from southern China, primarily from the Fujian province (i.e. 

Quanzhou, Xiamen) and secondarily from the Guangdong province (9.5% of 

the Chinese community) (Wickberg 1965:24). This period is also characterized 

by the impotence of the Manchu dynasty, scarcity of land, and the Opium war 

(Doeppers 1986:386; Wickberg 1965:61).  The influx of new immigrants, along 

with the anti-Chinese mestizo sentiments of the Spanish, gradually forced the 

Chinese mestizos to merge with the indios, or non-mixed local class or return 

to the Chinese community (Wickberg 1965:134, 145), dissolving the Chinese 

mestizo class.  Regardless, the ratio between ethnic Chinese males and females 

were still highly disproportional during this period, resulting to less unmixed 

ethnic Chinese offspring (Wickberg 1965:174). In 1886, a rebellion against the 

oppressive Spanish rule prompted around 5000 Chinese to return to China, who 

only returned during the American occupation, discontinuing the assimilation 

of the Chinese in the Philippines. Regardless, the mid-19th century (Wave 3) 

0
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marks the first stable settlement of the Chinese in the Philippines. Doeppers 

(1986) notes that the present Chinese (Filipino) population dates mainly from 

this period. 

The population demographics began to exhibit salient changes yet again in 

the 20th century, where the “resinicization” of Chinese in the Philippines 

happened due to the immigration of Chinese women and their whole families 

(Wave 4) (Ang See 2004:41). As new migrants at that time, they were 

considered “aliens”, and many anti-Chinese policies such as the 1902 Chinese 

Exclusion Act, were formed (Uytanlet 2014; Wickberg 1965:166). This resulted 

in the Chinese, mostly Wave 4 immigrants, to retreat into communalism. Their 

establishment of political relations with China also reinforced this response. The 

possibility of Chinese resurgence caused them to stress their Chinese identity 

and refuse assimilation. However, the 1950s saw the “red peril scare” (Tan 1993: 

79), where there were widespread fears of being infiltrated by communist China; 

China closed its doors. The Chinese were not able to return to China and 

Chinese immigration was banned. With not much of an option, these Chinese 

attempted to make a life in the Philippines. This led to the emergence of a 

nativized generation, that is, a generation that has been born and raised in the 

Philippines. This generation (and subsequent ones) had never been to China and 

do not identify strongly with China; they consider the Philippines their home. 

During this period, Chinese contact with the Filipinos again stabilized. Different 

business ventures, some of which are influential today (e.g. SM mall chain 

owned by Henry Sy, Sr.), were established during the 1950s. Being involved in 

Philippine life in general motivated the assimilation of the displaced (Chinese) 

into Philippine society. This assimilation process further accelerated in the 

1970s, where Philippinization policies were promulgated. In 1973, President 
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Ferdinand Marcos allowed the displaced Chinese to apply for permanent 

residence and eventually acquire Filipino citizenship, which was almost 

impossible before (Pacho 1981:116). The citizenship/naturalization act, the 

abolishment of Chinese schools, and the Philippinization movement play a 

major role in the assimilation of the Chinese to Philippine society (Tan 1993:30, 

58). On the other hand, the lifting of the suspension subsequently prompted 

more Chinese to immigrate from the Fujian province into metropolitan Manila 

and other Philippine cities (Wave 5). Another wave of immigrants, some of 

whom are from Liaoning, Shandong, and Jiangsu, arrived in the 1990s and is 

still ongoing in the present (Wave 6) (Ang See 2004). This information is 

important as it characterizes the sixth wave, since the earlier waves are mostly 

from Southern China. Marriages between generations are also commonplace 

(see Figure 1, p. 7). For instance, the offspring of the Wave 5 immigrants (i.e. 

second or third generation) may marry new immigrants. Marriages between the 

ethnic Chinese and Filipino ethnic groups are also present, although endogamy 

is still preferred and practiced. 

 

2.1.2 The contemporary Chinese and the Philippines 

While the Chinese were concentrated in the Manila region historically (Ang See 

2004), they have dispersed throughout the Philippine archipelago, such as the 

Iloilo, Cebu, and Tacloban regions (Doeppers 1986) (see Figure 3). The Chinese 

(Filipino) population here refers to those coming from Waves 3 to 5; the recent 

immigrants of Wave 6 are not included as there is currently no literature nor 

census data detailing their community concentrations outside the capital.   
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Figure 3. Chinese in Philippine regions and cities from Doeppers (1986) 
 

In metropolitan Manila, the contemporary Chinese (Filipinos) are concentrated 

in two major enclaves and at least three minor settlements (see Figure 4). The 

two enclaves include the Manila Chinatown commonly known as Binondo (see 

Figures 5, 6, and 7), as well as the Quezon City Chinatown (see Figure 8), 

referred to by locals as simply ‘Banawe’ as it is located on Banawe Street. The 

other three comprise of Santa Cruz, Tondo, and Valenzuela. Based on my 

fieldwork, the Manila Chinatown was home to many Wave 3, Wave 4, and 

Wave 5 Chinese (Filipinos) in the past few decades; it is still home for some. 

But as their economic situation improved, several opted to move out of “old” 

downtown Manila to other “newer” places like the Banawe area; some even 

moved to up-scale residential areas in the Makati and Bonifacio Global City 
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area (Charlie, male, 55 years old, Chinese Filipino). Recently, however, there 

is an influx of new immigrants (Wave 6) in the Manila Chinatown. Some Wave 

3, Wave 4, and Wave 5 Chinese and their descendants have also decided to 

move back to the Manila area possibly due to improved living conditions as 

well as increasing residential and commercial opportunities. 

 
 

 
 

Figure 4. Chinese Filipino population concentrations in metropolitan Manila 
based on Gonzales’ ethnographic fieldwork 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Manila Chinatown (image by ARTRAN) 
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Figure 6. Binondo (image from Wikimedia commons) 
 

 
 

Figure 7. Ongpin Street that transverses through Binondo and Santa Cruz  
(image mine) 

 
 

 
 

Figure 8. Quezon City Chinatown (Banawe) (image from Wikimedia 
Commons) 

 
In the Manila area alone, several Chinese schools have been established. While 

these were initially instituted to reinforce the ‘Chinese-ness’ of the overseas 

Chinese, the schools eventually became Philippinized after the 1973 

presidential decree (P.D. 176) enforcing the Philippinization of alien schools 
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was passed. Most of these schools aligned with the Chinese curriculum (Taiwan) 

but gradually shifted to the Philippine curriculum after the decree. Subjects 

taught in Chinese became electives. English and Tagalog/Filipino became the 

primary media of instruction instead of Hokkien. With regard to enrolment, 

these schools used to exclusively cater to Chinese students but eventually 

catered to Filipino students as well (see Figure 9). As such, Chinese schools no 

longer exist officially as they are now considered Philippine schools with a 

special curriculum. Examples of ‘ex-Chinese’ (Tan 1993: 58) schools include 

Chiang Kai Shek College (formerly Chiang Kai Shek High School) – one of the 

largest and most influential Chinese institutions in the country (see Figure 10), 

and Huasiong College of Iloilo (formerly Iloilo Central Commercial High 

School) – the second oldest Chinese school in the Philippines. 

 
 

 
 

Figure 9. A class in Grace Christian High School (now Grace Christian 
College) with Filipino and Chinese (Filipino) students (image from Wikimedia 

Commons) 
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Figure 10. Chiang Kai Shek College (image from CollegeConnect.ph) 
 

 

2.1.3 The Philippine Chinese and Identity 

The difficulty of identifying the different types of Chinese, not just Chinese 

Filipino, is further complicated by the discussion of identity. The Chinese in the 

Philippines can assume identities that roughly correlate to their degree of 

Philippine cultural assimilation and race. This can be expressed in a spectrum 

(see Figure 1). At one end of the continuum, there are the Chinese who have not 

assimilated. They do not partake in Filipino culture, hold strong Chinese 

ideologies, and only prefer to identify themselves as ‘Chinese’. Some of them 

also go by labels such as ‘overseas Chinese’. 

Then, there are the Chinese that identify themselves as Chinese Filipinos 

(also known as Chinoys or Tsinoys) or Filipino-Chinese2. The Chinese Filipinos 

identify themselves as Chinese but also as Filipinos. In most cases, Chinese 

Filipinos have Filipino citizenship. They are characterized by their cultural 

                                                
2 I acknowledge that some scholars make a distinction between the “Filipino-Chinese” and 
“Chinese Filipino” identities (Chua 2004; Uytanlet 2014). However, as with any other 
discussion of identity in relation to ethnic groups and political orientation, a clear-cut distinction 
would not be possible. For the purposes of this thesis, I assume Chinese in the nativized Chinese 
spectrum, that is, the range of identities between “Filipino-Chinese” and “Chinese Filipino”, to 
be subsumed under the collective term “Chinese Filipino”, as that is the term that the larger 
Philippine society recognizes and the term that KAISA, a cause-oriented nongovernment 
organization that promotes the integration of Chinese in the Philippines, advocates. 
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assimilation to Philippine society. For instance, they adhere to Filipino culture 

(e.g. noche buena, or a Filipino Christmas eve tradition) but at the same time 

also observe Chinese culture (e.g. giving angpao ‘red packets’, wearing red 

during Chinese New Year, celebrating the moon/mid-Autumn festival). The 

Chinese that assume this identity may be ethnically Chinese (i.e. tsiâ lánnáng 

‘real Chinese’), or of mixed Filipino ancestry (i.e. tshûtsî-â ‘hybrid offspring of 

Chinese men with indigenous women’).  

Then, at the other end of the spectrum, there are the Chinese that completely 

assume the Filipino identity. Those that assume it consider themselves Filipinos 

and not Chinese at all; they observe Filipino customs. Apart from those without 

any Chinese ancestry, the Filipino identity has also been assumed by Chinese 

mestizos (Wickberg 1965), who rarely consider themselves Chinese and whose 

descendants have perfectly assimilated into Philippine culture.   

Apart from historical immigration patterns and the discussion of identity, the 

role of geographic location (e.g. metropolitan Manila vs. non-metropolitan-

Manila), the inclusion of the generational dimension (e.g. Wave 5 second 

generation vs. Wave 5 first generation), and the presence of other social factors 

(e.g. education, age, occupation) make it inappropriate to homogenize the 

Chinese community in the Philippines. As discussed, the Chinese in the 

Philippines are multifaceted and hybridized (Uytanlet 2014). This makes it 

almost impossible for one to unequivocally decide between being Chinese or 

Filipino binarily. The multi-facetedness also makes it difficult to uniformly 

characterize any identity that falls within the continuum. This problem is 

particularly pronounced for Chinese Filipinos, who actively negotiate between 

identities. This makes it hard to decide who is Chinese Filipino and who is not.  
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Ang See (1990:108) proposed a set of criteria for Chinese-Filipino-ness. For 

one to be considered a Chinese Filipino, he or she must have some measure of 

Chinese parentage, speaks and understand some Chinese languages3, undergone 

Chinese education, observes Chinese customs enough to be considered Chinese 

by the community, and must have close contact with them. While far from being 

a perfect set of criteria due to its failure to consider other factors in the formation 

of the Chinese Filipino identity (e.g. geographical, generational), it is a step 

closer to defining a Chinese Filipino. The works discussed in this section and 

the previous ones are observably drawn on fields other than linguistics. So, a 

closer look at the languages they use from a (socio)linguistic perspective could 

offer a holistic and easier way of distinguishing them from other Chinese and 

Filipinos.  

 

2.2 The Chinese Filipino and Language 

2.2.1 Linguistic repertoire  

One of the hallmarks of a Chinese Filipino is his or her language repertoire and 

use. Obviously, these have evolved after centuries of change and sociopolitical 

events (see Figure 11). For instance, before the concept of the Chinese Filipino 

identity was shaped, the Chinese in the Philippines during the Spanish period 

(i.e. 1521-1898) were known to have knowledge of Hokkien4, Tagalog, and 

some knowledge of Spanish. In fact, records show two varieties involving 

Spanish: a ‘local patois’ involving Cantonese and Hokkien (Wickberg 1965:32), 

                                                
3 In her criteria, Ang See (1990) does not specify what Chinese language or variety should be 
spoken or used by a Chinese Filipino. However, based on her own language survey and my 
ethnographic work (Databank 5), Chinese Filipinos use Hokkien primarily. Other possible 
languages include Cantonese and Mandarin. 
4 While ‘Hokkien’ here should be technically referred to as ‘Southern Min’, I refer to it as 
‘Hokkien’ to reflect how scholars (e.g. Ang See 1997; Klöter 2011) and the Chinese Filipino 
community refer to the language.  
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and Chinotagalospaniche that involves Tagalog and Hokkien (Chu 2010:198) 

(see Figure 11). However, as time passed, the Chinese community’s linguistic 

repertoire has evolved. 

 
 

Figure 11. A Manila-centric overview of the languages of the Chinese in the 
Philippines and their relative influences on each other (PCE = Philippine 

Chinese English)  
 
At present, a Chinese Filipino can immediately be recognized first by the 

breadth and depth of his or her knowledge of certain languages. Most Chinese 

Filipinos are at least trilingual (Ang See 1997:52). They are adequately 

proficient in a Philippine Hokkien variety, Tagalog, and English. Hokkien is the 

language of the majority of Chinese Filipinos (Ang See 1997). 85% of the 

Chinese community have Hokkien roots and as such speak Hokkien, making it 

the lingua franca of the Chinese community in the Philippines. It is spoken as a 

heritage exclusive intragroup language, is typically spoken in homes, and is 

considered the language of Chinese (Filipino) identity (Uytanlet 2014). 

 There are three known varieties of Hokkien commonly used in the 

Philippines. The first variety, mainland Hokkien, is used by the new immigrants 

from Southern China (Wave 6); the lexicon and phonology are not influenced 

by any Philippine language. The second, Philippine Hokkien (PH), is 

characterized by a complete Hokkien lexicon with only nativized phonology 
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and is typically used by first or second-generation Wave 3 and 4 immigrants (1 

below). It is likely that this variety has derived primarily from Xiamen/Amoy 

Hokkien, which was the variety used by (Hokkien) Chinese Christian 

missionaries that came to the Chinese community Philippines. The third, PHH, 

is characterized by a nativized phonology with Tagalog (italicized), English 

(underlined) (2 below), and occasionally Mandarin elements. It is used by 

younger community members. The latter two can be easily distinguished from 

other Hokkien varieties not found in the Philippines, particularly the Hokkien 

from the Quanzhou prefecture (especially Jinjiang) or Xiamen in the Fujian 

province, where they were generally believed to have developed from 

(Doeppers 1986:386; Wickberg 1965).  

 
(1)  Î  masi ti   i-ì   la.  

3SG also LOC  hospital PRT 

  ‘He is also at the hospital.’ 

 

(PH, Databank 5) 

 

 

(2)  Î  ti   hospital din  la.  

3SG LOC  hospital PRT PRT  

  ‘He is also at the hospital.’ 

 

  (PHH, Databank 5) 

 
On possible developmental trajectories, the Hokkien(s) in the Spanish 

colonial period may have gradually nativized into Early Manila Hokkien (EMH) 
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(Klöter 2011), but it  is highly unlikely that this developed into PH, as EMH 

might have gradually disappeared as the population using it, the Sangleys or the 

unmixed Chinese in the Spanish period, began to merge with the Chinese 

mestizo population, and eventually the Filipino population.  PH is more likely 

to have originated from the Amoy Hokkien variety in the (late 19th or) early 20th 

century, and was the variety that PHH was based on. Whether or not PHH is 

being resinicized by the contemporary Mainland Hokkien due to the continuous 

flow of immigrants has yet to be investigated (see Figure 11). Based on 

preliminary observations, contact between the Chinese Filipinos and new 

immigrants is present. In Chinese Filipino churches, for example, there are 

worship services for the wave-6 immigrants. The Biblical Seminary of the 

Philippines, a Chinese Filipino seminary, also has programs to train Chinese 

pastors from the mainland who speak the mainland Hokkien(s), some of which 

chose to permanently reside in the Philippines to cater to the new Wave 6 

immigrants. But the extent of the influence of the mainland Hokkien varieties 

have on PHH and PH, and vice versa, remains unclear.  

 Tagalog can also be used as an intragroup language but is more often used 

to communicate with non-Chinese Filipinos. Unlike Hokkien that is limited in 

restricted domains like home, the Chinese Filipinos utilize Tagalog in their local 

media (e.g. ChinoyTV, Chinatown TV) (see Table 3). There are, so far, no 

documented media channels that use PH or PHH. And probably, for this reason, 

the Chinese Filipinos patronize local Tagalog television shows more than 

mainland Chinese television programs.  At this point, I should note the 

difference between ‘Tagalog’ and ‘Filipino’. While both terms are used 

interchangeably, ‘Tagalog’ refers to the unmixed variety, while ‘Filipino’ is 

officially used to refer to a Tagalog variety with foreign loanwords and 
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borrowings (e.g. English, Hokkien) that is spoken predominantly in 

metropolitan Manila (see Figure 11). Locals, including Chinese Filipinos, 

usually refer to both as ‘Tagalog’. In addition, the distinction between the two 

terms have also steadily blurred as speakers slowly become unaware of the 

origin of certain lexical borrowings. As such, in this paper, I conflate both terms 

as ‘Tagalog’. ‘Tagalog’ should not be confused with ‘Taglish’, or Tagalog-

English code-switching that will be discussed later. 

 Chinese Filipinos use English particularly in the sphere of the education 

(including the academe), and also in media (newspapers), as English is 

considered one of the official languages of the Philippines. Chinese Filipinos 

use Philippine English or Manila English to some extent. However, they should 

also be able to (unconsciously) communicate in another variety of English, 

Philippine Chinese English (PCE)5 – an English with unique Chinese Filipino 

substrate influences (see 3) (Figure 11). While it is difficult to tease out the 

difference between PCE and English, most formal events and international 

business transactions led by Chinese Filipinos involve one or both of these 

English varieties as the medium.  

 

(3) I like Dr. Uayan’s suggestion of a laptop or Terabyte as the ultimate 

chiong guan than a TV. (PCE)  

‘I like Dr. Uayan’s suggestion of a laptop or a Terabyte hard drive as 

the jackpot instead of/rather than a TV.’  

 

(Databank 2) 

                                                
5 This paragraph has components of a co-authored project with Mie Hiramoto on PCE that has 
not yet been published at the point of submission.  



 21 

 

Apart from Hokkien, Tagalog, and English, most Chinese Filipinos also have 

knowledge of the regional language. In Manila, the regional language is 

Tagalog, but for instance, if they are from Iloilo, they are also proficient in 

Hiligaynon on top of the three aforementioned languages. Additionally, a 

majority of Chinese Filipinos have basic knowledge of Mandarin since it is one 

of the mediums of Chinese instruction, despite it not being the language spoken 

at home or the lingua franca (Ang See 1997:52). Furthermore, around 15% of 

the Chinese Filipinos also know a Cantonese variety (Ang See 1997) in addition 

to Hokkien, Tagalog, and English. A summary of the general language use of 

the contemporary Chinese Filipinos based on Databank 5 is presented below 

(Table 3). 
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Table 3. General language use6 in different influential domains of the 
(Manila) Chinese Filipino ecology based on ethnographic fieldwork (databank 
5) (++ used extensively; + used; - used rarely; -- not used at all, ? 
questionable) 
 
 Tagalog English Hokkien Mandarin Cantonese 
Family  
(nuclear and 
extended) 

++ + ++ - +* 

Friends  
(Chinese and 
non-Chinese) 

++ -- +/- -- - 

Economy 
(business)  ++ ++ ++ - - 

Government 
- community 
level (i.e. 
associations) 

+ + ++ + ++* 

Government 
- local and 
national level 

++ ++ -- -- -- 

Religion 
 + ++ ++ + -- 

Education  
(incl. academe) ++ ++ + ++ -- 

Media 
(newspapers) ++ ++ +? + -- 

Media  
(local 
television, non-
news) 

++ + -- + -- 

Media  
(local 
television, 
news) 

++ + -- -- -- 

Media  
(online news 
text) 

++ ++ -- + -- 

Computer-
mediated 
communication 

++ ++ +** -? -- 

 
* In Cantonese families/clans only  
** Romanized 
 

                                                
6 The terms used to refer to the Chinese Filipino languages here refer to the general umbrella 
language. ‘Tagalog’ encompasses Tagalog and Filipino, while ‘Hokkien’ is used here and in 
the following sections as a general term to include PH, PHH, and the ancestral Hokkien in 
general. 
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Despite using certain languages or varieties in certain domains (e.g. Tagalog 

and English in media, Hokkien at sermons), Chinese Filipinos may use these 

simultaneously in speech via code-switching, notably when conversing with 

fellow Chinese Filipinos. Given the multilingual repertoire of the Chinese 

Filipinos, this is unsurprising. Based on my observation and fieldwork, Chinese 

Filipinos code-switch among languages according to contexts and interlocutors.  

For example, Chinese Filipinos engage in ‘Taglish’, which is code-switching 

practice between Tagalog and English that is primarily inter-clausal (4 below). 

It can be a switch to a phrase as well. Some scholars like Bautista (2004), 

however, refer to intrasentential code-switching as ‘Taglish’, despite it showing 

more resemblance to ‘Filipino’ or ‘Conyo English’ – a relatively stable English-

Tagalog sociolect that indexes privilege. But for this thesis, ‘Taglish’ refers to 

inter-clausal and phrasal Tagalog-English code-switching. A lot of Chinese 

Filipinos, like their fellow non-Chinese Filipinos, engage in this less formal 

switching practice. Taglish is also salient in the Chinese Filipino community 

when talking to non-Chinese Filipino peers, although younger Chinese Filipinos 

use Taglish with fellow Chinese Filipinos as well. Taglish is typically used in 

casual settings, especially by Chinese Filipinos 60 years and below. 

 

(4)  Sabi  pa  niya,  he’ll wait for my answer.  

  Say PRT 3SG he’ll wait for my answer. 

‘In addition, he said that he will wait for my answer.’ 

 

(Taglish, Sobolweksi 1980:139) 
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Apart from that, they also add Hokkien (and PHH) to their code-switching 

practice (5). I have referred to this as ‘Hokaglish’ code-switching or Hokkien-

(PHH)-Tagalog-English code-switching (Gonzales 2016). A look at the 

distribution of clauses in a 20000-word data bank (Databank 1) I compiled 

sourcing from the spontaneous speech of Chinese Filipinos demonstrates that 

while majority of the clauses are in Hokkien, 12.7% are mainly in Tagalog while 

8.9% are in English (see Table 4) (Gonzales 2016).  

 

(5)   hindi  niya  b<in>ayad,  (Tagalog) 

NEG 3SG <PFV>pay 

 

î   tsiageh  diapdì   u  siá    cheke   hó   (PHH) 

   3SG January twentytwo have write   cheque      PRT 

 

î   laktsap  kuí   tshieng   huan   ì   kô  ó  (PH) 

3SG  sixty  around thousand return  3SG PRT PRT 

 

It’s  because    (English) 

It’s  because  

 

nag- bigay siya  ng  clearance. (Filipino) 

PFV give 3SG PRT clearance 

 

  ‘She/he didn’t pay. He wrote a check on January returning him/her 

60,000.  It is because she/he gave him/her clearance.’ 
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(Databank 1) 

 
Table 4. Clausal distribution with respect to variety spoken based on 

Databank 1 
 

Linguistic 
variety Clauses % 

Hokkien 1889 78.41 
Tagalog 305 12.66 
English 214 8.88 

Mandarin 1 0.04 
Total 2409 100 

 

2.2.2 Proficiency and first language use 

In terms of language proficiency, Chinese Filipinos differ variably. A Chinese 

Filipino who pursued graduate education, for instance, may be more proficient 

in English compared to Hokkien. This contrasts teachers who use Hokkien (e.g. 

PH, PHH) at school, who may have less English proficiency because of limited 

use. A Chinese Filipino can also be less proficient in PHH if his or her family 

encourages the use of ‘unmixed’ varieties. However, Chinese Filipinos usually 

have an adequate communicative proficiency of Hokkien, Tagalog, and English. 

For Hokkien, Chinese Filipinos may only be proficient in speech and not in 

writing since Philippine varieties of Hokkien are not typically expressed in 

writing due to a lack of an orthographic convention. Older generation Chinese 

(Filipinos) can be more proficient in PH, while the younger generation can be 

more proficient in Tagalog. If one considers first language use to be linked to 

or contribute to proficiency, my previous study based on Databank 4.1 

(Gonzales 2017) supports the earlier observation on proficiency. 

In that survey involving 65 Chinese Filipinos from different age groups, I 

tallied each respondent’s first language while considering the interlocutor (e.g. 

with family, friends, strangers, non-Chinese, Chinese etc.) (Gonzales 2017). 
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The general results of the study are in Table 5 and Figure 127. Its relevance to 

this study will be elaborated in the following sections. What is evident here is 

the high percentage of old PH L1 users, and the high percentage of Tagalog L1 

and PHH L1 users that are younger. The English as L1 users, as observed, 

belong to the 30s Chinese Filipino group. There are notably less L1 users of 

PHH in the 30s group, but there are slightly more users that have ages between 

21 to 29. 

 
Table 5. Percentage of first ‘language’ of 65 Chinese Filipinos across different 
age groups (Gonzales 2017) 
 

  21-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80-89 
Hybrid 

Hokkien 33.33 22.88 67.63 45.24 48.36 42.74 28.00 

Hokkien 1.71 13.56 5.76 23.02 26.23 41.13 53.60 
Tagalog 48.72 37.29 10.79 13.49 13.93 8.87 14.40 
English 16.24 26.27 15.83 15.87 11.48 7.26 1.60 

Cantonese 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.38 0.00 0.00 2.40 
Mandarin 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 

 
Figure 12. Comparison of the first ‘language’ of 65 Chinese Filipinos across 
different age groups (Gonzales 2017) (Databank 4.1) 
 

 

 

                                                
7 ‘Hokkien’ here refers to PH, as contemporary Chinese Filipinos no longer use mainland 
Hokkien. Code-switching varieties such as Taglish are not included for simplification 
purposes. 
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2.3 Philippine Hybrid Hokkien in focus 

2.3.1 Preliminaries 

Of all the varieties or languages that Philippine Chinese use, PHH is perhaps 

the only variety that truly distinguishes the Chinese Filipinos from the other 

Chinese in the Philippines and abroad (e.g. new Wave 6 immigrants) (see Figure 

11). The latter can communicate in Hokkien, but not in the mixed PHH that is 

only used by Chinese Filipinos as an oral intragroup variety. Surprisingly, 

despite the widespread use of PHH, the Chinese Filipinos do not have a clear 

consensus on the term used to refer to it. For instance, some refer to the variety 

in Hokkien as salam-tsham(-uè) ‘mixed speech’, while some call it lán-nang-

uè ‘our people speech’ or halo-halo ‘mix-mix’. Some community members 

would (also) refer to it plainly as ‘Hokkien’. Regardless of the term, this variety 

is used only by Chinese Filipinos that usually range from, but are not limited to, 

21 to 79 years of age. Some Chinese Filipino children can be heard using PHH, 

just as a select number of older people ages 80 and above can also be observed 

doing so.  

PHH has been viewed by its speakers in its entirety as an unstable mixed 

variety or as code-switching, based on my observations. However, my 

preliminary work (Databank 5) shows that it possesses characteristics of a 

language apart from code-switching. For one, there is a high level of speech 

homogeneity among community members according to initial fieldwork 

observations. Unlike mainland Hokkien (e.g. Quanzhou, Xiamen Hokkien) and 

PH, PHH has exhibited partially uniform but salient deviations in linguistic 

structure – one that has influence from peripheral languages like English and 

Tagalog. Traceable elements from these source languages are borrowed or 

transferred into Hokkien in different linguistic levels. For instance, in the 
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(morpho)syntactic level, the selection of Tagalog conjunctions is no longer 

optional through transfer; lexically, PHH has selected certain English lexicon 

through borrowing. These outward linguistic developments are salient and 

exhibit evidence of consistency and conventionalization. However, there are 

signs of PHH incorporating instances of code-switching as well. Some elements 

that can be freely interchanged or translated without phonological adaptations 

are salient in this variety. An example would be (rare) Mandarin code-switching 

with PHH because Mandarin phrases or words is not phonologically adapted 

and is used for a particular social reason such as translating a word to a fellow 

Chinese Filipino. Nonetheless, the use of this multilingual admixture is not only 

salient in one generation but is transmitted to and acquired by the succeeding 

generations, making it the native variety, or perhaps the native language, of 

local-born Chinese Filipinos. A summary distinguishing PHH from other 

Hokkien varieties in the Philippines can be found in Table 6. 

 
Table 6. Comparison of different Hokkien varieties in the Philippines 

 

Characteristics of variety Mainland 
Hokkien 

Philippine 
Hokkien 

Philippine 
Hybrid 

Hokkien 
Nativized Philippine phonology  √ √ 
Tagalog and English borrowings   √ 

Tagalog-influenced syntax   √ 
Spoken only by Chinese Filipinos  ? √ 

Involved in code-switching √ √ √ 
 
 

To illustrate its distinctiveness, I provide two prototypical examples (6 and 7 

below). In the following examples, the Tagalog features are italicized while the 

English ones are underlined. In plain and unformatted text are Hokkien words 

and morphemes. 
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(6)  Antibiotic si para khûn  nga là.  

Antibiotic is for  bacteria PRT PRT 

‘(I already told you that) antiobiotics are for bacteria.’ 

 

(Databank 1) 

 

(7)  Dî  si  u   pang-  protect  kha  e   ba?  

  2SG COP have INST- protect feet PRT PRT 

  ‘Do you have feet-protectors? 

 

  (Databank 5) 

 

Cursorily, from this snapshot, and generally from an overall analysis of the data 

bank, more elements are borrowed from Tagalog than from English in this 

variety (Gonzales 2016). This unequal distribution of contributions is also 

observed when analyzing certain linguistic domains as I provide a short sketch 

showing the distinctiveness of this variety. 
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2.3.2 Word Order 

With regard to its basic word order, this admixture is predominantly SVO (see 

8 and 9). Given the ubiquity of the SVO word order – argument drop instances 

excluded – it is safe to assume that SVO is the default word order of PHH.  

However, other word orders like VSO, VOS (8), OSV and SVOS (9) are also 

present in PHH. They are, nonetheless, relatively scant in number (see Table 7). 

Note that topicalization may be involved in the non-SVO word orders. 

Moreover, with regard to argument drop or pro-dropping, I assume that all 

instances of dropping happened in the default SVO position since the default 

order is SVO. 

 

(8)  Bo   lêh  galaw  là   wifi. 

  NEG  CON  move  PRT wifi 

  ‘The wifi is not working.’ 

 

 (Databank 1) 

 

(9)  Dipê  masi  âni   din ba  dipê? 

  uncle  also  like-that  also PRT uncle 

  ‘Was not uncle also like that?’ 

 

(Databank 1) 
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Table 7. Distribution of clauses in PHH with regard to word order (argument 
drop instances included, predominantly Tagalog and English clauses 

excluded) (Databank 1.1) 
 

Word 
Order Clauses % 

SVO 1838 97.30 
VSO 5 0.26 
VOS 40 2.12 

SVOS 4 0.21 
OSV 2 0.11 
Total 1889 100 

 

2.3.3 Lexical composition and features 

Most of the lexicon in this variety is sourced from Hokkien, making it the 

primary lexifier of PHH (Gonzales 2016). However, certain lexical items that 

are more technical such as reputation, apparitions, and extended kin terms such 

as son-in-law are typically expressed in English, while indigenous cultural 

words that cannot be efficiently expressed in Hokkien are borrowed from 

Tagalog. Typically, these are names of indigenous cuisine (e.g., sisig ‘pork skin’, 

bulalo ‘beef shank stew’) and other indigenous concepts such as barangay, 

roughly translated as ‘village’. These foreign borrowings are also characterized 

by suprasegmental features (e.g. pitch, stress) unique to PHH. 

 

2.3.4 The noun phrase 

PHH noun phrases can stand alone without nominal marking (10) and can also 

be marked by demonstratives like singular hi gé ‘the/that’ and pluralized huaí 

‘those’ (11), similar to PH. But with regard to modification, PHH noun phrases 

may be pre-modified or post-modified, unlike in PH where noun phrases can 

only be pre-modified. In (11), (12) and (14), the nouns number, sitsùn ‘time’, 

and láng ‘person’ are pre-modified. For instance, in (11), number is pre-
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modified by huaí ‘those’ and longtsòng ‘all’. On the other hand, in (13), the 

noun head industry is modified by a relative phrase to the right as opposed to 

the pre-modification demonstrated in the prior examples. Tagalog-sourced 

modifiers such as plurality markers may succeed the Hokkien-sourced 

demonstrative (14). 

 

(10) para God e   protect dì.  

for  God MOD  protect 2SG 

‘So that God will protect you.’ 

  

(Databank 1.1) 

 

(11) Ho tît  dî  u  kai  memorize huaí   longtsòng  

Good get  2SG PFV  make  memorize DEM.PLU all    

  

number  o. 

 number  PRT 

 

‘It’s a good thing you memorized all the numbers.’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

 

(12) Gûn si lêh  tsham  camp  din e  gun tiengmaî young  

1PL is CON  join     camp    too  PRT 1PL before     young - 
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-e  sitsùn. 

SFX time 

   

‘We were camping too when we were young.’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

(13) industry  na  u  huât thang  pangtsàn  in…  

industry  REL have  way to   help   3PL 

‘industries that can help them…’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

(14) Huaí   mga láng 

DEM.PLU PLU person 

‘those people’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

2.3.5 The verb phrase 

The verb in PHH may be transitive, ditransitive, or intransitive. If it is transitive 

(15), it allows for two arguments. If it is ditransitive, it has three (16). But if it 

is intransitive (17), it has one. Similar to PH, the PHH verb can exhibit aspect 

marking. For instance, in (18) below, we see the verb interview-interview being 

marked by diau for the perfective aspect and in (19), the verb khuà marked with 
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pât and tioh shows the experiential aspect. PHH verbs can also be marked for 

the habitual and tentative aspects.  

 

(15) para God e   protect dì.  

for  God MOD  protect 2SG 

‘So that God will protect you.’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

(16) Guâ  bêh  ho  dî   dî   -e    number 

  1SG will give 2SG 2SG -GEN  number 

  ‘I will give you your number.’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

(17) Dapat dî  ki-tô  nalang la.  

should 2SG pray  PRT  PRT 

‘You should have prayed.’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

(18) Basta  interview~ interview diaû  kiò i. 

just  dup-   interview PFV   call  3SG 

‘I told you to call him after he is interviewed.’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 
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(19) Dî  u  pât khuâ tioh hî  gé  lo  ba?  

2SG PFV EXP look EXP DEM CLF PFV PRT 

‘Have you experienced looking at it already?’ 

 

(Databank 1.1) 

 

2.3.6 Derivational Affixation 

Derivational affixes are present in PHH verb and noun phrases. This contrasts 

PH and Hokkien where derivational affixation appears to be non-existent. (20) 

presents an example of this in verb phrases while (21) illustrates this in noun 

phrases. In (19), the Tagalog verb ayos ‘fix’ is affixed by English re- to mean 

fixing something again – an example of verbal derivational affixation. (21), on 

the other hand, shows nominal derivational affixation where there is 

selection/transfer of the Tagalog reservational affix pang-, which is typically 

reserved for Tagalog verbs in ‘standard’ Tagalog (22). Nominal affixation is 

more frequently found in PHH clauses compared to verbal ones, based on 

preliminary data collected between 2016 and 2017. Also, while Tagalog 

derivational marking is found in abundance, transferred features from the 

English derivational affix repertoire are rare in my preliminary data and in my 

encounters during fieldwork. 

 

(20) În  tioh  re-   ayos huaí   sound  system.  

3PL  should DER-  fix  DEM.PLU sound system 

‘They should fix the sound system again.’ 
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(Databank 1.1) 

 

(21)  Di -e  pang-  khùn ti tolóh  â?  

2SG GEN RES-  sleep at where PRT 

 ‘Where are your pajamas/sleeping clothes?’ 

 

 (Databank 5) 

 

(22) Kunin  mo  ang   pang-  tulog. 

  Get  2SG NOM  PFX-  sleep 

  ‘Get your pajamas’ 

 

 (Databank 5) 

 

There are typological differences among the three languages with regard to 

nominal (derivational) affixation. For Hokkien, the only affix is the genitive 

suffix -e, while for Tagalog, prefixes, circumfixes, or suffixes are permitted. 

Nominal affixation in English only manifests as suffixes (Table 8). In PHH, 

affixation seems to only manifest as prefixes. 

 
Table 8. Typological contrast for nominal (derivational) affixation with 
respect to morphological order 
 
  Prefix Circumfix Suffix 
Hokkien - - + 
Tagalog + + + 
English - - + 
PHH + ? ? 
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2.4 Research questions 

As mentioned earlier, affixes are mostly nominal and derivational in PHH and 

verbal derivational affixation (and inflection, if there are are) are rare, at least 

based on my current work. Therefore, any successful investigation of PHH 

morphosyntax should include the relatively frequent nominal derivation affixes 

– the object of study for this thesis. Furthermore, ‘standard’ Hokkien and PH 

does not have certain affixes like the reservational affix, which are exclusive to 

Tagalog. One of the claims raised by older Chinese Filipinos in my 

ethnographic work (Databank 5) is that it is considered taboo to mix other non-

Sinitic elements to the Hokkien. So, the fact that affix borrowing from Tagalog 

is present in PHH and plausibly used consistently suggests the continuing 

development of this variety despite certain folk perceptions; it calls for an 

investigation on the interlingual compatibility of affixes in PHH. But beyond 

just studying the affixation system of a variety that has been scarcely 

documented, I aim to contribute to the discussion of languageness and language 

contact introduced in the prior sections. 

As a potential language, PHH fulfills Görlach’s (2002) criteria of acquisition 

as PHH is learned as a mother tongue; however, it partially fails to fulfill the 

attitude criteria as the diverse Chinese Filipino community has divided opinions 

regarding its status, at least based on my interviews (Databank 5). It also meets 

Haugen’s acceptance criterion, as PHH is used in daily life. Nonetheless, not 

much can yet be determined about PHH’s status with regard to Haugen’s (1966) 

criteria of codification, elaboration, and selection unless further investigations 

are made (see Table 9).  
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Table 9. PHH as a language based on Görlach (2002) and Haugen’s (1966) 
criteria (partial) (‘+’ means yes, ‘-’ means no, while ‘?’ means undecided)  
 

Criteria Key question PHH 
Acquisition Is it dominant and learned as mother 

tongue? 
+ 

Acceptance Is it used in daily life? + 
Attitude Do speakers identify with it? -/+ 
Codification Does it have conventions? ? 
Elaboration Is there variation? ? 
Selection Is there (willful) preference for a certain 

form? 
? 

 
Moreover, I pointed out that PHH is also subject to other languageness issues 

surrounding contact varieties in a high-contact, multilingual society like the 

Chinese community in the Philippines (e.g., code-switching). PHH has been 

popularly viewed as a code-switching phenomenon as mentioned in the 

previous section, particularly with random English and Tagalog borrowings 

(Databank 5).  There are linguistic and sociological reasons for it. Linguistically, 

it is likely that PHH has not stabilized until relatively recently. Sociologically, 

people tend to look down on mixed varieties. As such, PHH was stigmatized as 

a broken language, or at most, recognized as a code-switching phenomenon. On 

top of that, the definitions and concept of a mixed language (to be discussed in 

the next section) is likewise unstable. Collectively, these could contribute to the 

Chinese Filipinos’ attribution of PHH as a non-linguistic variety. Apart from 

code-switching, PHH can also be a substantiation of the Chinese Filipinos’ 

fleeting shift from Hokkien into Tagalog or English, particularly by the younger 

generation. However, the ubiquitous use of certain affixes in my preliminary 

data and the absence of some implies that conventionalization might be possible, 

or rather, a degree of acceptability. The innovative use of Tagalog and English 

morphology, in this case, affixes, could signal languageness (McConvell & 

Meakins 2005; Meakins 2012). Such would weaken arguments of PHH being a 

case of simple code-switching. 
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More than the possibility of PHH attaining languagehood, the distinctive 

affixation mixing system of PHH can also provide evidence of PHH as a mixed 

language in the Thomasonian sense (to be discussed in Chapter 3). Since PHH 

resembles one based on the earlier brief sketch in Chapter 2, it makes sense to 

view the data and results from a mixed language perspective as well. By the 

least, this thesis could help locate PHH in in an intermediate point in the cline 

of languageness and situate it in the constellation of contact varieties in 

Monsoon and Southeast Asia. 

To facilitate the discussion, I first survey literature related to PHH as a 

contact language. Specifically, I review seminal work on language transfer, the 

typology of contact languages, and mixed languages in Chapter 3. Then, after 

detailing the methodology and study procedure in Chapter 4, I attempt to 

provide an answer to the question of PHH’s (mixed) languageness by 

investigating the nuances of interlingual grammatical compatibility of nominal 

derivation affixes in PHH. In a nutshell, I attempt to answer the following 

questions: 

 

1. What (structural) conventions have the Chinese Filipinos formed with 

regard to nominal derivational affixation? 

2. What social factors affect how Chinese Filipinos attach derivational 

affixes in noun phrases and what can they tell us about how they mix? 

3. Looking at how Chinese Filipinos utilize affixation and comparing it 

with social, historical, and ethnographic data, is PHH a (mixed) 

language? 
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The results of my thesis are laid out in Chapter 5, where I provide an overview 

of the respondents’ judgments, pinpointing acceptable affixes. I then examine 

the respondents’ affix-mixing judgments (Databank 3) as they correlate to 

structural and social factors. I investigate structural acceptability in terms of 

source language (research question 1). I intend to see if Tagalog-sourced affixes 

are more compatible than English affixes with certain bases and whether these 

affixes are more compatible with bases from another language with respect to 

affix and base type (Chapter 4). If there is an inclination towards a certain form 

or pattern, it would make a convincing case for that structure’s 

conventionalization and, overall, contribute to PHH’s status as a language. The 

tendency to select a certain type of affix or the whole system from a certain 

language through transfer works as evidence for PHH as a mixed language. 

More than simply testing the syntactic constraints of PHH morphology, I also 

consider the role of social factors in influencing acceptability using Databank 4 

(research question 2). As suggested earlier, the Chinese Filipinos are a diverse 

people, and the perception of languageness can vary from person to person, 

especially those that are from different social classes (e.g., educated vs. 

uneducated). As such, I also considered the possible effects of social factors, as 

these may affect acceptability. I note the role of ideology as well in Chapter 5. 

Chinese Filipinos, as pointed out earlier, show have mixed attitudes and 

ideologies on mixing and maintenance. Then finally, drawing on theories of 

language contact and sociohistorical events, I provide explanations to these 

resulting patterns in Chapter 6. I attempt to draw parallels between 

sociopolitical events (e.g. Philippinization movement) to the results of this 

study to provide evidence of identity-related feature borrowing and acceptance 

in PHH. Then, I return to the discussion and criteria of languageness and mixed 
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languages introduced in the Chapters 1 and 3 and conclude with notes on the 

potential (mixed) languageness of PHH (research question 3) (Chapter 6 and 7).  
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CHAPTER 3 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 

3.1 Linguistic transfer  

Linguistic transfer is a common mechanism in language contact where a non-

lexical feature is transplanted from one language to another.  In this thesis, 

transfer is distinguished from borrowing and code-switching. While borrowing 

is characterized by the transplantation of lexical items that are typically 

phonologically adapted (Grosjean 2010), transfer refers to situations where the 

feature that was loaned is not lexical in nature. Although scholars have included 

the acquisition of non-lexical items in the recipient language as borrowing, 

specifically, function borrowing (Thomason, 2001; Thomason & Kaufman, 

1988), this type of borrowing is referred as transfer in this paper (Bao, 2010; 

Siegel, 2008). Transfer here can include (morpho)syntactic, phonological, or 

semantic feature transfer, and appears to be similar to the idea of Source-

Language-dominant (SL-dominant) agentivity or imposition (Van Coetsem 

1988:87; Winford 2003). However, while transfer is used to refer to the general 

mechanism of non-lexical loans, imposition appears to have another condition 

on the social dimension: in the imposition process, the speakers transfer features 

from the more dominant source language to the RL, in which the speaker lost 

proficiency (Winford 2003). The observed Tagalog and English derivational 

affixes in preliminary PHH data could involve transfer since affixes are 

considered morphological. According to this thesis’ definition of transfer, 

transplanting a morphological feature to the recipient language is not considered 

borrowing but transfer, because it is not lexical. Based on the information on 

proficiency and source language dominance in the previous sections, the idea 
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of imposition might be relevant to this study. (Younger) Chinese Filipinos may 

transfer features from more dominant Tagalog to less dominant PH because they 

no longer have as much proficiency in Hokkien. The result could be the 

emergence of PHH. Note that borrowing and transfer are both different from 

code-switching in this thesis, since code-switched words usually retain the 

phonological features of the base language. Code-switching is also frequently 

socially marked, that is, the switching act is planned because it is socially 

meaningful at the point of utterance (Grosjean, 2010). 

With regard to transfer and borrowing, “borrowability”, or the constraints 

that govern the types of lexicon and structure that can be borrowed, is a 

recurring theme in theoretical discussions of language contact (Thomason & 

Everett 2001:301). One of the most influential frameworks that model 

borrowability with respect to the intensity of contact is Thomason and 

Kaufman’s (1988) five-stage hierarchy of linguistic borrowing (and transfer), 

commonly known as the borrowing scale (see Table 10). Their scale linearly 

demonstrates the type of features that tend to be borrowed or transferred at a 

certain stage of language contact. It is useful for gauging how intense the contact 

is in a certain group like the Chinese Filipinos, given certain borrowed or 

transferred features. Derivation affixes in the nominal domain, the focus of the 

thesis, fall under the third stage of borrowability – the stage of more intense 

contact. This shows that the observed mixing and/or (morphological) transfer 

in PHH is not a result of casual contact through lexical borrowing, but 

something more intense.  
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Table 10. Borrowing scale Thomason & Kaufman (1988) 
 
Stage Features 
1 Casual contact lexical borrowing only, content words 
2 Slightly more intense 

contact 
function words, minor phonological 
features, lexical semantic features 

3 More intense contact adpositions, derivational affixes, phonemes 
4 Strong cultural pressure word order, distinctive features in 

phonology, inflectional morphology 
5 Very strong cultural 

pressure 
significant typological disruption, phonetic 
changes 

 
 

3.2 Linguistic competition and selection 

Related to the idea of linguistic borrowability is Mufwene’s (2001, 2002) idea 

of the “feature pool” or Siegel’s (1997) “pool of variants”, which incorporate 

the notion of linguistic competition and selection. The pool, which is paralleled 

to the evolutionary gene pool, is a visualization of a conceptual arena.  In here, 

linguistic features that are contributed by speakers compete with each other 

depending on reinforcement principles, availability constraints, and other 

linguistic constraints on transfer such as frequency and perceptual salience, 

among many others (Siegel 1997, 1998, 1999). The feature that prevails in the 

competition then gets selected by the new species or language. Given that there 

are two possible language options (i.e. Tagalog and English) in derivational 

affix mixing, competition is inevitable. What gets selected in the end, based on 

corpus and experimental data, can be accounted for by the linguistic constraints 

mentioned earlier. Siegel (1999) and Mufwene (2002), for example, believe that 

among all of these factors, frequency plays a dominant role, if not the most 

effective role. For many, frequency is also accountable for the depth of 

entrenchment of features (Bybee 1998, 2001, 2006; Croft 2000, 2001; 

Haspelmath 2006; Langacker 2000; Trudgill 1986).  
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3.3 Language contact typology  

One of the perennial issues in language contact involves classifying the objects 

of study: in short, how and where do scholars classify linguistic products of 

language contact (Thomason 1997)? In her typology, Thomason (1997) 

proposed criteria for assigning certain contact phenomena into three major types 

– pidgins, creoles, and mixed languages. While some phenomena can be 

straightforwardly classified as a pidgin or a non-pidgin, at times, it is impossible 

to rigidly assign them to a certain type. Indeed, making clear distinctions among 

pidgin, creole, and mixed language, as well as between language and dialect as 

has always been difficult. There are instances where a variety shares 

characteristics among different types. For example, while there is a consensus 

that Afrikaans is a distinct language, its status as a creole, a semi-creole, or a 

Dutch variety is controversial (Roberge 1993; Thomason 1997).  PHH is 

definitely a contact variety, and possibly a contact language. So, this typology 

could be useful in discussions of PHH as a potential contact language. 

With regard to the continuum between contact language types and other 

contact phenomena (e.g. pidgin vs. unsystematic speech form, creole vs. 

decreolized dialect of lexifier language, mixed language vs. unsystematic code-

switching mixture), Thomason (1997) argues that speech forms in the 

borderlines between these halves should not be classified as a distinct type, as 

it would require congruent social and linguistic correlates and parameters by 

which they may be identified. However, while there are borderline phenomena 

and speech forms that belong to a point in a contact continuum, classifying 

phenomena into types indeed makes it easier to study and talk about them 

(Thomason 1997). Prototypical varieties that provide some standard for a 
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contact language type are particularly useful in this regard, especially when 

talking about an understudied linguistic variety like PHH. 

 

3.4 Mixed languages 

Mixed languages are the third type of contact language in Thomason’s (1997) 

typology. Linguistic varieties of this group have more than one linguistic system 

incorporated into a single language – the mixed language. Structurally, mixed 

languages are distinct from pidgins and creoles as they are comprised of 

individual autonomous (sub)systems from different languages (McConvell & 

Meakins 2005).  For instance, Verb-Noun (V-N) mixed languages (e.g. Michif, 

Gurindji Kriol) have linguistic elements in the verbal domain sourcing from one 

language and constituents in the nominal domain coming from another. For 

example, Gurindji Kriol’s verbal tense-mood-aspect system, morphology, and 

syntax largely sources from Kriol while nominal inflections and case markers 

come from Gurindji. On the other hand, Grammar-Lexicon (G-L) mixed 

languages (e.g. Angloromani), have one language providing its lexicon and 

another one providing its grammar. At times, the distribution of function may 

not be clear. Sometimes, both languages can contribute to the same function. In 

other instances, the roles are swapped; the other language can perform the 

function of the original language. Regardless, the result of intertwining is the 

dominant etymological split that can be found in “different places” (Myers-

Scotton 2002: 249).  Socially, mixed languages are not created out of the need 

to communicate but emerge to match the community’s multilingual identity 

(O’Shannessy 2012). In their conception, most mixed languages function as the 

native language of the community (see Table 11). Taken together, these 

characterize the mixed language. McConvell and Meakins (2005) concisely 
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outline eleven criteria characterizing mixed languages based on Myers-Scotton 

(2002) and Matras & Bakker’s (2003) criteria, all of which are summarized in 

Table 11 along with selected mixed languages. Prototypical mixed languages 

form one end of the grammatical mixing cline while borderline mixed languages 

form the other (Meakins 2013) (see Figure 13). 

 
Table 11. Comparison of selected mixed languages with mixed language 
criteria (Matras & Bakker 2003; McConvell & Meakins 2005) 
 

    Michif Gurindji 
Kriol 

Light 
Warlpiri 

Sri 
Lanka 
Malay 
varieties 

Media 
Lengua 

Mednyj 
Aleut 

Ma'a 

  Source 
Languages 

Cree, 
French 

Gurindji, 
Kriol 

Warlpiri, 
English, 
Kriol 

Malay, 
Sinhala, 
Tamil 

Spanish, 
Quechua 

Aleut, 
Russian 

Bantu, 
Cushitic 

  Criterion               

Current 
sociolinguistics: 
autonomy/ 
languageness 
(Matras & 
Bakker 2003) 

Independent of 
source languages 

complete partial partial partial no no 
evidence 

partial 

Separate ethnic 
group 

yes no no yes no yes yes 

Native language 
of community of 
speakers 

yes yes one of 
their L1 

yes ?L1 and 
L2 

?yes no 

Changes/ 
evidence it is 
not CS (Matras 
& Bakker 2003) 

New language 
adapted to old 

?yes yes yes ?yes yes no data no data 

Innovation in 
mixed variety  

?yes yes yes yes yes no data no data 

Insertions from 
new language 
not optional 

?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes no data no data 

Source split Etymological 
split dominant 

yes yes yes ?yes lexicon/ 
grammar 

lexicon/ 
grammar 

lexicon/ 
grammar 

More than one 
linguistic parent 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

‘split 
languages’ 
(Myers-Scotton 
2003) 

Grammatical 
structure from 
two sources 
(except early 
system 
morpheme) 

yes yes ?yes ?yes no ?yes no 

Composite 
structure in at 
least one 
component 

?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes no ?yes ?no 

Origin 
sociolinguistics 

Emerged from 
multilingualism 

yes yes yes ?yes yes ?no ?no 
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Figure 13. A continuum of grammatical mixing in mixed languages (Meakins 

2013) 
 
 
Typically associated to bilingual mixed languages, usage of the term ‘mixed 

language’ in the Thomasonian sense has expanded to include multilingual 

mixed languages such as trilingual Light Warlpiri – a Northern Australian 

mixed language that involves Warlpiri, English, and Kriol (O’Shannessy 2005) 

as well as Sri Lanka Malay, a Monsoon Asian mixed language that intertwines 

the (sub)systems of Malay, Sinhala, and Tamil (Ansaldo 2009) (see Table 11). 

Literature on mixed languages, particularly trilingual ones, are seemingly 

dwarfed by research on pidgins and creoles. Regardless, the number of mixed 

languages research is increasing. Apart from the ones mentioned earlier, Matras 

& Bakker (2003) provide a comprehensive overview of mixed languages in 

their volume. Van Gijn (2009), on the other hand, compares the phonological 

systems of Callahuaya, Media Lengua, Michif, and Mednyj Aleut and found 

that these mixed languages vary with regard to phonological stratification or 

‘splitting’. After Thomason’s (1997) typology, Auer (1998) proposed the 

development of mixed languages or ‘fused lects’. He posits that mixed 

languages can evolve from code-switching and code-mixing and that these three 

points are located in a continuum. 
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Despite its relative acceptance to the field of language contact, the idea of a 

third type of contact language has not been without controversy. Whether or not 

mixed languages exist and are distinct from other contact language types have 

been discussed in the “mixed language debate” (Matras & Bakker 2003; 

Thomason 1997). While there are clear examples of mixed languages such as 

Michif, there are some mixed languages that are considered borderline due to 

its similarities to code-switching or code-mixing. For instance, both Ma’a, used 

in Tanzania by the Mbugu, and Para-Romani, used by Romani communities in 

Scandinavia, Britain, Spain, and Catalonia, are considered mixed languages 

even if they are more similar to code-switching or code-mixing rather than a 

mixed code or language. There are, however, mixed varieties like Michif and 

Gurindji Kriol that are undisputedly considered prototypical mixed languages 

(McConvell & Meakins 2005). 

The current evidence based on a sketch of PHH structure and social 

information on PHH elaborated in the earlier sections suggests that PHH could 

be a mixed language. There is some evidence from ethnographic observations 

that show PHH, or mixing, being associated with the Chinese Filipino identity. 

A look at the lexical composition of PHH shows that it the variety is mixed 

lexically; it is composed of English, Tagalog, and Hokkien words. Current 

observations demonstrate that PHH has a predominantly Hokkien and English 

lexicon.  This is not usually the case in pidgins and creoles, where the lexifier 

is usually from one source. Socially speaking, ethnographic observations show 

that language mixing can be regarded as an identity marker. The multilingual 

identity of the community could have motivated the creation of a mixed 

Hokkien variety like PHH. Looking at the social factors alone, PHH could 
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qualify as a mixed language. As such, it would make sense to include the 

discussion of mixed languages in this thesis.
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

 

4.1 Study site and collection period 

Data for the affixation study (Databank 3), Chinese Filipino profile (Databank 

4), and my ethnographic work (Databank 5) were collected in metropolitan 

Manila from April to August 2017. I focus on the districts of Tondo, Binondo, 

Santa Cruz, Quezon City, and Valenzuela. As put forth in Chapter 2, Binondo 

and Quezon City are home to the two metropolitan Manila Chinatowns and 

majority of the Chinese Filipino population in the Philippines. Other areas such 

as Santa Cruz, Tondo, and Valenzuela also have a stable Chinese population, as 

indicated in Chapter 2. 

 

4.2 Research design 

Collectively, I adopt a quantitative and qualitative approach for this thesis. My 

primary study, the affixation study, utilizes an experimental method. On the 

other hand, I used a survey method for my ancillary data collection for my 

Chinese Filipino Social Profile (CFSP). I also incorporated an ethnographic 

approach for my fieldwork observation notes and elicitation data (Databank 5). 

 

4.3 Respondents 

Gathered through social network ‘friend-of-a-friend’ sampling (Schleef & 

Meyerhoff 2010), a total of 63 male and female respondents ranging from 21 to 

89 years old participated in the study (see Appendix 1). I ensured that each age 

bracket in increments of ten has a relatively equal number of respondents (see 

Table 12). With regard to gender, the disproportionate number of males and 
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females in the respondent pool is partially due to the tendency of Chinese 

Filipino men to focus on their careers or businesses. Based on interviews, 

females mentioned that they have more free time. As such, there are more 

female Chinese Filipino respondents. 

 
Table 12. Age and gender distribution of respondents 

 Male Female Total 
21-29 1 7 8 
30-39 3 6 9 
40-49 3 7 10 
50-59 5 4 9 
60-69 0 9 9 
70-79 0 9 9 
80-89 2 7 9 
Total 14 49 63 

 
 

The respondents of the study are all PHH-speaking Chinese Filipinos who were 

born and/or raised in the Philippines for the majority of his or her life. Drawing 

on Ang See’s (1990) classical criteria of a Chinese Filipino, I ensured that the 

respondent has Chinese parentage, speaks Hokkien, has undergone Chinese 

education in the Philippines8, observes Chinese customs (e.g. observes Chinese 

New Year, mid-Autumn festival), and has close contact with the Chinese 

Filipino community. I did this by consulting my network, and extended 

networks regarding the background of potential respondents. Furthermore, at 

the point of contact, I ensured that the respondent resided in metropolitan 

Manila for at least 15 years collectively and has adequate command of Hokkien, 

Tagalog and English. This is to make certain that the participants have adequate 

contact with (Chinese) Filipinos. The language backgrounds of the participants 

                                                
8 Mandarin is the official medium of instruction for some schools. However, it is not used by 
Chinese Filipinos as a language beyond school. 
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differ, depending on the age – older people, for example, have been observed to 

be less proficient in English while younger people are more proficient.  

 

4.4 Tools and instruments 

I personally administered a questionnaire comprising of four sections to the 

respondents. The respondents are ideally expected to finish all four sections in 

one session, although the fourth section may be completed in another time. 

Respondents took an average of 45 minutes on average to complete the whole 

questionnaire. 

 

4.4.1 Stimuli/judgment task (Section 1) 

The first section requires the respondent to judge the grammaticality of 136 

tokens, each a unique combination of an affix and base word. The results of the 

experiment are crucial for my argument of PHH’s status as a (mixed) language. 

To facilitate this, I first tasked my respondents to listen to pre-recorded audio 

clips for the experiment, which were recorded using a Zoom recorder with my 

voice. The clips can be played regardless of the environment because they are 

listened to using the listening devices I have provided.  In each of these audio 

clips, I begin with a neutral frame or carrier before I introduce the token. This 

is to ensure that the token is introduced in a PHH context. The recording starts 

with the following: 

 

 

(23) And  so   huaí    mga  Manila -e   lánnáng   

And  so   DEM.PLU PLU Manila GEN Chinese  
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e   usually  kóng  tsuê _______. 

will usually  say  as _______. 

 

‘And those Chinese that are from Manila would usually say this as _______.’ 

 

While the respondents were listening to the audio clips, I showed them picture 

prompts so as to help them avoid associating the word listened to with another 

meaning. This is demonstrated in the picture below (Figure 14). 

 

 
 

Figure 14. Picture prompt and word list (#1) for pang-khun and pang-sleep 
‘for sleeping’ (e.g. pajamas)  

 
A word list with Romanized PHH words is also given concurrently with the 

picture prompts to ensure parallelism between the visual, written, and audio 

clips of the tokens. After listening to the audio clips, the respondents are tasked 

to judge the affix combinations. The following question is asked: “In casual 

speech, are the following forms acceptable? For example, would you correct 

these forms if your Chinese Filipino family/friends were to use these while 

talking to you casually?”  Following this prompt, each respondent rates the 

acceptability of each token using a 6-point Likert scale in randomized order, “1” 

if the token is unacceptable and “6” if it is very acceptable. An even-numbered 



 

 55 

6-point Likert scale was used to force participants to choose between acceptable 

and unacceptable.  

Overall, two sets of combinatory tokens are tested– (1) tokens with English 

and Hokkien bases with Tagalog affixes and (2) tokens with Hokkien and 

Tagalog bases with English affixes. Tokens with Hokkien affixes are not tested 

due to time constraints. For the experiment, a total of 54 types (inclusive of 

allomorphs and variants) from the 42 unique types of affixes (20 from English, 

22 from Tagalog) were used. 29 came from English while 25 are sourced from 

Tagalog. Since the experiment involves investigating the effect of structural and 

social factors on the ratings, I controlled combinations with respect to affix 

language, affix position, affix syllable count, affix aspect, base language, and 

base category.  For instance, for affix language, I have a relatively proportional 

number of English affixes and Tagalog affixes to allow for comparison. 

Likewise, I considered the proportion of prefixes, circumfixes, and suffixes 

within the constraints of the source language. For base category, I ensured that 

there are relatively equal numbers of verbs, adjectives, and nouns for each 

possible affix. I also made sure that the bases are unambiguous roots, meaning 

that there are no potential affixal morphemes in the root base. More on the 

structural and social variables will be detailed in the results section (Chapter 5). 

A matrix summarizing the four large categories of tokens I have tested is shown 

on Table 13. The experiment has a Tagalog affix –Hokkien base category like 

pang-khùn (e.g. pajamas), Tagalog-English like pang-sleep (e.g. pajamas), 

Hokkien-English, like tôbiéng-ism, to mean “leftism”, and Tagalog-English, 

like kaliwa-ism, totaling 136.  
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Table 13. Matrix of four major types of combinations tested 
 
Affix / 
base 

Hokkien Tagalog English Gloss 

Tagalog pang-   khùn 
PFX-    sleep 
 
(37 tokens) 

pan(g)-  tulog 
PFX-      sleep 
 
 

pang-   sleep 
PFX-     sleep 
 
(37 tokens) 

‘pajamas’ 
‘anything used for 
sleeping’ 

English tôbiéng   -ism 
left          -SFX 
 
(31 tokens) 

kaliwa   -ism 
left        -SFX 
 
(31 tokens) 

left        -ism 
left        -SFX 
 
 

‘Leftism’ 

 
 

Selecting these affixes was done after mainly consulting Schachter and Otanes’s 

(1972) Tagalog reference grammar and Quirk et. al’s (1985) A comprehensive 

grammar of the English language. Affixal productivity was also considered in 

the selection of the affixes (Lieber 2005; Plag 2003); those that were not 

productive were not selected. Note that English does not have nominal 

derivational prefixes, only suffixes (Quirk et al. 1985), so in this experiment, 

only suffixes are utilized for English. I provide a descriptive summary of the 54 

tested affixes in the next section.  

To ensure that the respondent is judging the affix and not the base, I created 

three sets of possible words or combinations, labelled Set A, Set B, and Set C 

respectively (see Appendix 2). The variable in these sets would be bases. For 

instance, in Set A, you have the Hokkien adjective base thautsuí ‘front’ attached 

to an affix, while in Set B, you have another adjective base sakâp ‘together’. 

Selection of possible bases for each of these combinations are meticulously 

done after considering phonological and lexical constraints by consulting 

related literature (Bauer 2004; Lieber 2016; Plag 1999, 2003; Quirk, 

Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvik 1985; Schachter & Otanes 1972) as well as a 

deliberation of these combinations with two native speakers of PHH through a 

pilot test. 
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4.4.1.1 English affixes 

1. B9 + -(e)ry 

Generally, -ry or -ery suffixes turn their lexical bases into noncount abstract or 

aggregate nouns of status of activity.  Quirk et al (1985:1548) note three specific 

functions of -ry. First, -ry can express the condition or behavior associated with 

the base (e.g., slavery) and can be used in ironic nonce-formation (e.g., day-

trippery). The -ry suffix with this function has been noted to attach to adjective 

bases (e.g., bravery) as a de-adjectivalizing nominalizer. Second, -ry can also 

express location (e.g., nunnery) and attach to verb bases (e.g., bakery) as a 

deverbalizing nominalizer. Nonce-formations may also be involved (e.g., eatery 

‘canteen’). Finally, -ry suffixes can be “rather freely” (Quirk et al 1985: 1548) 

attached to nouns to make the base a noncount concrete aggregate noun or 

“collectivities” (Plag 2003:89) (e.g., machinery). Furthermore, -ry suffixes are 

noted to be attach to consonant-final simple “simplex” bases (Lieber 2005: 387). 

 

2. B + -ism 

The -ism suffixes are used to mark the word as a doctrine or practice (e.g., 

Calvinism). These usually attach to nouns and adjectives (Plag 2003:91) and 

form abstract nouns. Plag (2003:91) also notes that words with these suffixes 

express state, condition, attitude, or theory (e.g., blondism, Parkinsonism, 

conservatism, Marxism, respectively). These suffixes are noted to attach to 

other words with suffixes like -ive, ic, -al, -er, among many others and can be 

further appended by other affixes like -ic, -ize, and -less. Lieber (2005:387)  

                                                
9 From this section onward, ‘B’ refers to root or base and ‘dup’ refers to reduplication of the 
succeeding syllable. 
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3. B + -ity 

To express an adjective as something abstract, -ity may be used. Generally, -ity 

suffixes are used to denote qualities, states, or properties (Plag 2003:91). The 

suffix -ity are typically attached to adjectives that are neo-classical, Latinate, or 

French of origin and assigns stress on the final syllable before the suffix (e.g., 

elasticity). Quirk et al. (1985) notes that this suffix is freely productive 

particularly with adjectives, although there are words with -ity suffixes that do 

lack a direct adjective base in English (e.g., humility). Plag (2003:91) mentions 

that all adjectives ending in -able, -al, and -ic may take this suffix (e.g., 

formality). These suffixes also do not attach to words ending in -ory but will 

attach to words ending in -al and -able among many others (Lieber 2005:387). 

Phonologically, -ity suffixes are constrained by identical onsets in adjacent 

syllables; in other words, -ity suffixes do not attach to bases ending in a [t] (Plag 

2003:92). This type of suffix also prefers bases ending in non-glide consonants 

(Lieber 2005:388). 

 

4. B + -ness 

The -ness suffixes express quality and are considered the most productive 

affixes in English. Quirk et al (1985), Lieber (2005:388), and Plag (2003:92) all 

describe these suffixes as attaching to any adjective, noun, pronouns (e.g., us-

ness) or frequently used phrases (e.g., over-the-top-ness). 

 

5. B + -y  

Although primarily adjectivial in nature, words with -y suffixes can also be used 

as a noun (e.g., righty) and are used to express that the something or someone 
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is characterized by the base or a reflection of the base (e.g., sandy) (Quirk et al 

1985:1553). These suffixes prefer simplex bases (Lieber 2005:388).  

 

6. B + -(i)an 

The suffix -ian or -an expresses adherence (e.g., Darwinian), citizenship (e.g., 

Parisian), relationship (e.g., Shakespearian), and language (e.g., Russian). Like 

-y, items with -ian suffixes can be interpreted as nouns or adjectives. These 

suffixes prefer simplex bases and also attaches to words with -ic (Lieber 

2005:387).  

 

7. B + -dom 

Closely related to -hood and -ship with regard to semantic meaning, the suffix 

-dom conveys a pejorative overtone, although not in certain words like kingdom 

(Quirk et al 1985:1548). Alternatively, -dom can also be used to express a state 

of being (e.g., yuppiedom); it can also refer to collective entities (e.g., 

professordom) or denote realms and territories (e.g., maoridom) (Plag 2003:88). 

This suffix can attach to words with -er, -ess, and -ee affixes (Lieber 2005:387). 

 

 

8. B + -eer 

The suffix -eer expresses skill and engagement (e.g., profiteer) and can be 

pejorative (Quirk et al 1985; Plag 2003). It can also be used to refer to someone 

who deals in or is concerned with, or has something to do with the base (Plag 

2003:89). This suffix can attach to almost all bases ending in a stressed syllable 

followed by an unstressed syllable (Plag 2003:89).  
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9. B + -er  

Words that have -er suffixes can either express a dominant characteristic or 

denote ‘a denizen of’ and can also express a range of other functions. For 

instance, it can signify entities that are active in an event (e.g., teacher), 

instruments (e.g., blender), entities associated with an activity (e.g., diner), as 

well as entities coming from a certain place of origin or residence (e.g., 

Londoner). In a nutshell, -er suffixes can simply denote anyone or anything that 

has something to do with the base (Plag 2003:89). These suffixes are usually 

deverbal (e.g. boiler); however, they can also denominalize (e.g., whaler), and 

also attach to numerals (e.g., fiver) or phrases. Lieber (2005:387) notes that -er 

suffixes also freely attach to suffixed forms in -ize, -ify, and -en.  

 

10. B + -ese 

Suffixes of the -ese type yield items that can be used as nouns and as adjectives. 

Words with -ese usually relate to human beings as members of a group. In 

particular, -ese suffixes express nationality or race (e.g. Japanese), or language 

and style (Quirk et al 1985:1552).  

 

11. B + -ess 

The suffix -ess adds feminine marking to animate nouns (e.g., waitress) and 

usually attaches to simplex bases and bases with -er suffixes (Quirk et al 

1985:1549; Lieber 2005:387). 

 

12. B + -ful 

The -ful suffix denominalizes nouns to become aggregate nouns of status or 

activity. It particularly denotes the amount contained in (e.g., spoonful).  
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According to Quirk et al. (1985), these suffixes attach freely to nouns and make 

the abstract noun concrete and count. It derives partitive nouns from bases that 

are perceived to be containers (Plag 2003:90). This suffix attaches to 

monosyllabic verbs or disyllabic verbs with final stress as well as simplex nouns 

or nouns with -in, -th, or -ing (Lieber 2005:387).  

 

13. B + -hood 

The suffix -hood denominalizes nouns and adjectives to become aggregate 

nouns of status (e.g., falsehood, childhood) that can be count or noncount. It has 

similarities with -dom because it expresses concepts such as state and 

collectivity (e.g., neighborhood). With regard to constraints, -hood suffixes 

prefer simplex bases, but will attach to -ly, -y, -er, -ess, -ing occasionally Lieber 

2005:387). 

 

14. B + -ist 

The suffix -ist denotes skill and practice (e.g., violinist) but can also relate to 

adherence and distinctiveness (e.g., loyalist) (Quirk et al 1985:1552). Words 

with this suffix can be classified as having something to do with the base (Plag 

2003). Suffixes like this can be paired by verbs (e.g., typist), adjectives (e.g., 

masochist), or nouns (e.g., racist). Lieber (2005:387) mentions that -ist affixes 

can attach to words with -ive, -ic, -al, -an, -ion, and - ment. 

 

15. B + -let 

This suffix denotes that something or someone as small and unimportant (Quirk 

et al 1985:1549). 
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16. B + -ship 

The suffix -ship usually attaches to noun bases to make them noncount, abstract, 

or aggregate nouns of activity or status. It expresses state and condition, similar 

to the meaning of derivates in -age, -hood, or -dom. These usually attach to 

person nouns (e.g., clerkship) and can be used to extend basic activities (e.g., 

courtship) (Plag 2003:92). Additionally, these can also attach to words with -

ee, -ian, -er, -y, and -ess suffixes (Lieber 2005:388).  

 

17. B + -ation 

The suffix -ation combine with verb bases to create nouns that are abstract or 

nominalizations of the action as expressed in the base (Quirk et al 1985:1550). 

Particularly, it expresses process and state (e.g., exploration) as well as product 

or institution (e.g., foundation). Lieber (2005:387) notes that these suffixes can 

be preceded by affixed verbs in -ize or -ify. 

 

 

18. B + -ant 

The suffix -ant is agential (e.g., inhabitant) and often correspond to verbs in -

ate (e.g., respondent); the base may also be nonpersonal (e.g., lubricant) (Quirk 

et al 1985:155). More specifically, it forms count nouns that refer to people in 

technical or legal discourse (e.g., applicant) or to chemical substances or 

physical processes (e.g., attractant) (Plag 2003:87). This suffix usually attaches 

to simplex bases and verbs of Latinate origin (Plag 2003; Lieber 2005:387).  
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19. B + -ee 

This suffix denotes one who is the object of the verb (e.g., payee) (Quirk et al 

1985:1550). Particularly, it derives nouns that denote sentient entities involved 

in an event as non-volitional respondents (e.g., biographee) (Plag 2003:88). If 

the referent is not sentient, then this affix should not be used. Phonologically, -

ee attracts the main stress of the derivative; morphologically, it prefers simplex 

bases and will attach to words ending in -ize and -age (Lieber 2005: 387). 

 

20. B + -ing 

The -ing suffix can attach to verbs to deverbalize it into gerunds (e.g., 

reckoning). Derivatives with -ing denote process (e.g., sleeping) or results (e.g., 

building). Suffixes of this type can practically attach to any verb (Plag 2003:90).  
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4.4.1.2 Tagalog affixes  

 

1. B + -an/-han 

The suffix -an or -han has two denotations. First, it can express a place that is 

associated with what the base designates. For instance, the word aklatan ‘library’ 

is derived from the word aklat ‘book’ suffixed by -an (Schachter & Otanes 

1972:98). Second, it can mean a reciprocal or joint performance of the action 

that is designated by the related verb formed with the same base. The word 

sulatan ‘writing (together)’ is derived from sulat ‘write’ and the suffix -an 

(Schachter & Otanes 1972:99). Typically, -an is used when the base that 

precedes it ends with a consonant and ends with -han if the base ends with a 

vowel. It can be observed that these suffixes can only attach to polysyllabic 

bases. 

 

2. B + -in  

This suffix makes the base into an object of the action that is designated by the 

related verb formed with the same base (Schachter & Otanes 1972:99). For 

instance, the word alagain ‘something to take care of’ derives from alaga ‘care’ 

and the suffix -in. These suffixes can only attach to polysyllabic bases. 

 

3. dupB10 + B + -an/-han 

This suffix structure where the base is reduplicated before the suffix -an or -han 

indicates that the word is an imitation of what the base designates (Schachter & 

Otanes 1972:100). For instance, bahay-bahayan ‘the house (the game)’ derives 

from bahay ‘house’ and the suffix -an. Typically, -an is used when the base that 

                                                
10 ‘dupB’ here refers to reduplication of the base. 
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precedes it ends with a consonant and ends with -han if the base ends with a 

vowel. This structure is restricted to polysyllabic bases. 

 

4. ka- + B 

The prefix ka- indicates a person or a thing that is reciprocally associated with 

another thing or person. This association can be based on (1) place of residence, 

occupation, or origin (e.g., ka-kwarto ‘roommate’, (2) quality (e.g., katumbas 

‘something of equal value’), (3) membership in a group (karelihyon ‘co-

religionist’), (4) spatial position (kaharap ‘something facing’), or (5) 

participation in an activity (kalaro ‘playmate’). This structure is restricted to 

polysyllabic bases. 

 

5. ka- + B + -an 

This circumfix indicates the class of qualities or group of things or people that 

are instanced by what the base designates (Schachter & Otanes 1972:101). For 

instance, the word kabanalan ‘devoutness’ derives from the base banal ‘devout’ 

circumfixed by ka- and -an. This structure is restricted to polysyllabic bases. 

 

6. ma(ng/m/n)- + dup- + B 

This prefix that is followed by the reduplication of the first syllable of the base 

means a person professionally associated with what the base designates. For 

instance, the word mang-aawit ‘singer’ derives from awit ‘song’. The prefix 

may also be manifested as mam- and man- depending on the base. The former 

precedes bases with bilabial stops while the latter precedes bases with alveolar 

stops.  
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7. mag- + B 

This prefix denotes two relatives, one of whom bears to the other the relation 

the base designates. The relation is reciprocal if the base designates a same-

generation relative (Schachter & Otanes 1972:102). For example, the word 

mag-asawa ‘husband/wife and spousal partner’ derives from asawa ‘spouse’. It 

should be noted that certain relatives (e.g., anak ‘child’) do not occur in this 

formation. This structure is restricted to polysyllabic bases. 

 

8. mag- + dup + B 

The prefix mag- followed by a reduplication of the first syllable of the base 

means three or more relatives where one bears to the other the relation the base 

designates. The relation is reciprocal if the base designates a same-generation 

relative (Schachter & Otanes 1972:102). For example, the word magkakapatid 

‘three or more siblings’ derives from kapatid ‘sibling’. Alternatively, this 

construction can also mean the vendor of the product designated by the base 

(Schachter & Otanes 1972:103). The word magbababoy ‘pig vendor’ derives 

from baboy ‘pig’. This structure is restricted to polysyllabic bases. 

 

9. mag- + dup + ka- + B 

The prefix mag- followed by ka- and the reduplication of ka- indicates three or 

more entities where each may be characterized in relation to others by the ka + 

B derived noun included in the formation (Schachter & Otanes 1972:103). For 

instance, magkakakwarto ‘three or more roommates’ derives from kwarto 

‘room’. This structure is restricted to polysyllabic bases. 
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10. mag- + ka- + B 

The prefix mag- followed by ka- indicates two people or things, each of which 

may be characterized in relation to the other by the ka- + B derived noun 

included in the formation (Schachter & Otanes 1972:103) (e.g., magkakwarto 

‘two roommates’ from kwarto ‘room’). 

 

11. pag- + B 

The pag- prefix makes a verb or any word into an aspectless gerund that 

corresponds to -um- type verbs formed by replacing -um- with pag- (Schachter 

& Otanes 1972:445). In other words, it designates an -um- type action without 

indicating whether or not it is viewed as completed. 

 

12. pag- + ka- + B 

The pag- + ka- prefix makes a verb or any word into an aspectless gerund that 

corresponds to ma- type verbs formed by replacing ma- with pag- (Schachter & 

Otanes 1972:445). In other words, it designates a ma- type action without 

indicating whether or not it is viewed as completed. 

 

13. pa- + dup + ki- + B 

The prefix pag- followed by ki- then ki- again makes a verb or any word into an 

aspectless gerund that corresponds to the basic forms that begin with the prefix 

maki- by replacing maki- with the structure (Schachter & Otanes 1972:160). In 

other words, it designates a maki- type action without indicating whether or not 

it is viewed as completed. 
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14. pa(ng/m/n)- + dup + B 

The prefix pang- followed by the first syllable of the base then the base itself 

makes a verb or any word into an aspectless gerund that corresponds to the basic 

forms that begin with the prefix mang- by replacing mang- with pang-, pam-, 

or pan- (Schachter & Otanes 1972:160). In other words, it designates a mang- 

type action without indicating whether or not it is viewed as completed. 

 

15. pag- + (dup) + ka- + B 

The prefix pag- followed by two ka-s then the base itself makes a verb or any 

word into a perfective gerund that corresponds to the basic forms that begin 

with the infix -um- or prefix ma- by replacing -um- or ma- with pag- (Schachter 

& Otanes 1972:161). In other words, it designates an -um- or ma- type action 

indicating that it is viewed as completed. 

 

16. pag- + (dup) + ka- + (pag-) + (pa-) + B 

The prefix pag- followed by two ka-s then pag- and pa- then the base itself 

makes a verb or any word into a perfective gerund that corresponds to the basic 

forms that begin with the prefix mag- or prefix magpa- by replacing them with 

the structure above (Schachter & Otanes 1972:161). In other words, it 

designates a mag- + (pa-) type action indicating that it is viewed as completed. 

 

17. pag- + (dup) + ka- + pag- + pre1+ B 

The prefix pag- followed by pa-, two ka-s then pag- and paka- then the base 

itself makes a verb or any word into a perfective gerund that corresponds to the 

basic forms that begin with the prefix magpaka- by replacing them with the 
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structure above (Schachter & Otanes 1972:161). In other words, it designates a 

magpaka- type action indicating that it is viewed as completed. 

 

18. pag + (dup) + ka + pang + B 

The prefix pag- followed by pa-, two ka-s, then pang- then the base itself makes 

a verb or any word into a perfective gerund that corresponds to the basic forms 

that begin with the prefix mang- by replacing them with the structure above 

(Schachter & Otanes 1972:161). In other words, it designates mang- type action 

indicating that it is viewed as completed. 

 

19. pag + (dup) + ka + pa + ki + (pre) + B 

The prefix pag- followed by pa two ka-s, pakipag- then the base itself makes a 

verb or any word into a perfective gerund that corresponds to the basic forms 

that begin with the prefix makipag- by replacing them with the structure above 

(Schachter & Otanes 1972:161). In other words, it designates makipag- type 

action indicating that it is viewed as completed. 

 

20. pang + B   

The prefix pang- has two functions: It can be instrumental or reservational. As 

an instrumentalizer, it has the meaning ‘for use in performing’ the action 

designated by the base (e.g., panghukay ‘for digging’ from hukay ‘digging’) 

(Schachter & Otanes 1972:221). As a reservational prefix, pang- indicates that 

the object has been set apart for a certain purpose; for instance, pang-tatlo ‘for 

three’ derived from tatlo ‘three’ ensures that whatever the speaker is referring 

to is enough for three. Examples from Schachter & Otanes (1972) indicate that 

only polysyllabic bases can be attached to pang-. 
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21. taga + B  

The prefix taga- indicates a person from the place designated by the base 

(Schachter & Otanes 1972:105). For instance, the word taga-Pilipinas ‘person 

from the Philippines’ derives from Pilipinas ‘Philippines’. Alternatively, this 

prefix may also mean a person employed or delegated to perform the action 

designated by the related verb (e.g., tagabili ‘buyer’ from bili ‘buy’). This 

structure can have bases that are monosyllabic and polysyllabic. 

 

22.  taga + pag/pang + B 

The prefix taga- followed by pag-, pang-, pan- or pam- indicates a person 

employed or delegated to perform the action designated by the verb formed with 

the same base (Schachter & Otanes 1972:106). The prefix pag- is used as the 

with verbs that are of the mag- class while pang- is used for verbs of the mang- 

class. Both pag- and pang- are default, while pan- and pam- are results of 

assimilations to the base (e.g., pan- for dentals and alveolars, and pam- for 

bilabials). For instance, the word tagapagbili ‘seller’ derives from magbili ‘sell’.  
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4.4.2 Language use survey (Section 2) 

The second section collects information for the Chinese Filipino Social Profile 

(CFSP) (Databank 4). More specifically, it surveys language use in casual 

verbal communication by asking for the first, second up to the fourth language 

preferred and most frequently used by the respondents in relation to the 

interlocutor. The interlocutors include the nuclear family, extended family, 

peers, and unacquainted Chinese Filipinos. I also made the distinction with 

regard to age. For instance, the same question is asked for communication 

between the respondent and his or her younger sibling as well as his older 

siblings, his child friends aged 6-12 as well as his elderly friends aged 70 above. 

This section is useful for determining and explaining outliers among the 

respondents and their responses. 

Concluding this section is a general question to the respondent aiming to 

collect his or her judgment about Hokkien mixing with Tagalog and English in 

general because apart from acceptability ratings, I also examined the effects of 

social factors on ideology. Ideology here refers to the respondent’s beliefs 

towards language mixing in general (i.e. conscious or unconscious code-mixing, 

borrowing, transfer). Similar to the acceptability ratings, ideology was rated 

similarly on a 6-point Likert scale, with 1 being ‘least acceptable’ and 6 being 

‘very acceptable’. Those that give a response of 1 believe that when Hokkien is 

spoken, there should be no elements of English or Tagalog, while those that 

rated 6 accept if not embrace the mixing. This section is crucial in the discussion 

part of this research. The actual survey is included in Appendix 3. 

 

 

 



 

 72 

4.4.3 Background survey (Section 3) 

Following the second section is a background survey that gathers the 

respondents’ information pertaining to his or her education and ancestral 

lineage. This section also collects information for the CFSP, which will be used 

to test for main effects of educational level and ‘generation’ on response. Some 

of the information in this survey (e.g. medium of instruction) were not used in 

the experiment but were used to determine if the participants can be included in 

the study. I elaborate on this in the following paragraphs. 

For the section on education, I ask the respondents’ highest educational 

attainment and the name of the secondary school from which he or she 

graduated. The latter is important as Chinese Filipinos typically go to a select 

number of Chinese Filipino high schools in metropolitan Manila, as mentioned 

in Chapter 2. The Chinese Filipino schools teach either teach Hokkien or 

Mandarin, or both to students and are where the Chinese Filipinos spend a 

majority of their time communicating with their Chinese Filipino peers. As such, 

they are indicative of whether or not the respondents speak PHH. But for 

informative purposes, I have also asked what language(s) their teachers use 

during Chinese classes in secondary school, be it Hokkien, Mandarin, 

Cantonese, or other languages. It should be noted that some of the respondents 

those that do not go to Chinese schools mentioned above are considered as part 

of the data since they speak PHH. There are also instances where the respondent 

did not enter secondary school due to the (post-)World War II situation – 

particularly the older respondents. They have nevertheless been included for the 

same reason.  The medium of instruction and specific school information were 

collected not as primary factors for the experiment but as information to 

determine whether or not to exclude a participant from the analysis. 
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The other section gathers information on ancestral lineage. In particular, I 

probe the respondent’s relative position on the genealogical tree by asking them 

what generation they belong to. The survey initially gives four options 

beginning the first to the fourth generation. The first generation is defined as a 

situation where the respondent himself or herself immigrated to the Philippines 

and was not born here, on the other hand, the respondent comes from the second 

generation if he or she was born in the Philippines, but his or her parents were 

not. And the options continue with this pattern (refer to Appendix 1). A fifth 

option is given to those Chinese Filipinos that extend beyond the fourth 

generation. This information was used in the experiment. 

Furthermore, in order to determine the respondent’s Chinese lineage, I also 

collected background information regarding the respondent’s parents after 

asking them the aforementioned general lineage questions. I particularly 

gathered information regarding both the respondent’s father and mother’s race 

and place of origin (e.g. Hokkien Chinese, Cantonese Chinese). Then, I also 

delved into their approximate language proficiency level. Using a four-point 

scale ranging from ‘none’ to ‘high’, I asked the respondents to gauge their 

parent’s verbal proficiency level in Hokkien, Tagalog, English, Cantonese, 

Mandarin, and PHH (indicated as Salam-tsam ‘mix-mix’ in the survey). These 

are also in the same survey (Appendix 3). The information for proficiency and 

lineage were excluded from the experiment data analysis to focus on other 

factors. 
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4.4.4 General information (Section 4) 

The questionnaire ends with gathering general information regarding the 

respondents themselves for the CFSP. This was strategically placed at the end 

to ensure that the respondents allocate their best effort and attention in the most 

intellectually demanding tasks in the survey – the judgment tasks – and serves 

as a fail-safe for respondents that choose not to finish as they approach the last 

section of the survey, the least mentally-demanding probing tool. It was also 

placed at the end because it is section that can be accomplished in the quickest 

time and can be filled out in another time preferred by the respondent, should 

he or she feel tired or be unable to finish the survey. 

Apart from the name, sex, and occupation of the respondent, the last section 

requires the respondents to provide their city and country of birth (see Appendix 

3). The questionnaire also asks the respondents to provide their age in terms of 

age ranges. These are given as options in increments of 10 (e.g., 21-29, 30-39) 

while considering the legal age of responsibility, that is, 21 years. The final 

section also collects residential information. I particularly asked for their area 

of current residence as well as area of longest residence, as these are crucial in 

confirming their Chinese-ness. A question on identity wraps up the survey 

questionnaire. Seven main identities were presented in the choices: Filipino, 

Chinese, Overseas Chinese, Filipino-Chinese, Chinese Filipino, Chinoy/Tsinoy, 

and Chinese Mestizo. Although some of these might show overlaps in meaning 

or reference, these identities have been discussed in Uytanlet (2014), Ang See 

(1990, 1997, 2004) and other literature. As such, I find it imperative to include 

these choices in the survey. All of the information acquired in this section will 

be used to test for an effect on the ratings of the respondents.   
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4.5 Procedure 

I brought along with me the three sets of survey questionnaires, the audio device 

for the oral recordings, an audio-splitter, two earphones, a print-out of the 

enlarged 6-Likert scale, the word lists, some forms, and a tablet with the visual 

aids. Informed consent was given by the respondents. After that, I gave them 

the instructions for the judgment task (detailed earlier) and provided them with 

the scale and the earphone. Once the judgment task was finished, I proceeded 

to orally administer the rest of the survey and recorded their responses.
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 

5.1 Affix Acceptability 

Out of the 54 affixes, only 12 were consistently accepted by the respondents 

(see Table 14). This was determined by identifying affixes that had a mean 

rating of 3.5 and above out of six. 

 
Table 14. Summary of affix-mixing acceptability responses (Acceptable 

affixes for mixing in gray) 
 
Rank Affix (Tagalog) Ave. S.D. 

1 taga + B  5.00 1.11 
2 pang + B (Reservational) 4.71 0.91 
3 pang + B (Instrumental) 4.70 0.77 
4 taga + pag/pang + B 4.43 1.04 
5 pag + ka+ B 4.19 0.99 
6 mag + B 4.14 0.74 
7 mag + ka + B 4.06 1.06 
8 pag + B 3.98 1.00 
9 mag + dupt + ka + B 3.87 0.87 
10 ka + B 3.84 0.80 
11 pa + dup + ki + B 3.77 0.66 
12 pag + (dup) + ka + B 3.66 0.87 
13 mag + dup + B 3.38 0.72 
14 pag + (dup) + ka + (pag) + (pa) + B 2.91 0.77 
15 B + ist 2.85 0.62 
16 B + han (location) 2.81 0.78 
17 B + (i)an 2.81 0.27 
18 pa(ng/m/n) + dup + B 2.78 0.87 
19 dupB + B + an 2.73 0.51 
20 dupB + B + han 2.64 0.75 
21 pag + (dup) + ka + pag + pre1+ B 2.53 0.77 
22 pag + (dup) + ka + pang + B 2.53 0.58 
23 B + ism 2.41 0.49 
24 B + in  2.38 0.40 
25 B + ful 2.32 0.41 
26 B + an (location) 2.25 0.53 
27 ka + B + an 2.07 0.41 
28 B + ese 2.00 0.19 
29 B + er (origin) 1.99 0.13 
30 B + ing 1.92 0.32 
31 B + ness 1.87 0.44 
32 B + y (state/action) 1.82 0.40 
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33 pag + (dup) + ka + pa + ki + (pre) + B 1.72 0.28 
34 B + ee 1.69 0.33 
35 ma(ng/m/n) + dup1 + B 1.66 0.24 
36 B + hood 1.63 0.30 
37 B + ling 1.63 0.23 
38 B + eer 1.60 0.28 
39 B + ism 1.60 0.33 
40 B + ship 1.59 0.27 
41 B + er (agentive) 1.58 0.17 
42 B + let 1.57 0.29 
43 B + ess 1.56 0.32 
44 B + (e)ry (location) 1.55 0.23 
45 B + dom 1.53 0.16 
46 B + ity 1.52 0.31 
47 B + ant 1.51 0.31 
48 B + age 1.49 0.31 
49 B + al 1.46 0.34 
50 B+ ance 1.41 0.30 
51 B + ation 1.40 0.25 
52 B + ment 1.38 0.17 
53 B + (e)ry (state, condition, behavior) 1.33 0.19 
54 B + ity 1.28 0.24 

 
5.2 Variable effects on Acceptability 

I examined the effects of structural (Table 15) and social factors (Table 16) on 

the respondents’s acceptability ratings using stepwise linear mixed regression 

(LMER) modelling by utilizing the lme4 package (Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & 

Walker 2015) and lmerTest package (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff, & Christensen 

2016) in the R environment (R Development Core Team 2006). The stimuli 

(tokens) and respondents were specified as random factors to control for their 

influence on the ratings. The structural factors that were tested for fixed effects 

are listed in Table 1511. In the following sections, I present the F tests from the 

LMER results (type III Wald F tests with Satterthwaite approximation for 

degrees of freedom). 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                
11 The social factors are presented in another table in Section 5.2.2. 
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Table 15. Structural variables 
 
Structural Factors Values 
Affix language English, Tagalog 
Affix position prefix, circumfix, suffix 
Affix syllable count one, two, more than three 
Base language Hokkien, Tagalog, English 
Base category adjective, noun, verb 

 
 

5.2.1 The effect of structural factors 

Of the five structural factors hypothesized to have an effect on the ratings, four 

had a significant effect: affix language [F(1,135)=17.6636, p < 0.001]; affix 

position [F(2,135)=25.3962, p<0.00001]; base category [F(1,135)=4.3197, 

p=0.0152], and affix syllable count [F(2,135)=12.9642, p < 0.001]. I detail these 

four in the succeeding sections. 

 

5.2.1.1 Affix language 

Tokens containing Tagalog affixes (e.g. pang-khun ‘pajamas’) overall had a 

mean acceptability rating of 3.42 (SD=2.01) while the mean rating for tokens 

with English affixes (e.g. alis-ant ‘removant’) is 1.73 (SD=1.32). The difference 

between the two was highly significant: t=4.203, p=0.00004. As presented in 

Table 10, all acceptable affixes for mixing in PHH are sourced from Tagalog 

and none are from English. 
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Figure 15. The effect of source language of affix on ratings (mean) 
 
 
5.2.1.2 Affix position 

Results show that tokens with affixes in the initial position (prefixes) (e.g. taga-

America ‘American’) had a mean rating of 3.617 (SD=2.01) while tokens with 

circumfixes (e.g. ka-payse-han ‘embarrassment’) had a mean rating of 2.077 

(SD=1.51). The mean response of suffixed tokens (tsitsia-an ‘kitchen’), on the 

other hand, was 1.882 (SD=1.45) (Figure 16). These results suggest that 

prefixes were overall preferred over circumfixes and suffixes.  
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Figure 16. The effect of affix position on ratings (mean) 
 
 

However, circumfixes are exclusive to Tagalog; with regard to nominal 

affixation, English only has suffixes. As such, figures separately illustrating the 

effects of affix position with regard to source language are provided below. 

From the figures, it can be observed that, for Tagalog affixes, a statistically 

significant preference for prefixes (mean=3.617, SD=2.01) over suffixes 

(mean=2.59, SD=1.793) (post-hoc Tukey HSD, p < 0.001) and then circumfixes 

(2.077, SD=1.51) (post-hoc Tukey HSD, p < 0.001) is present. There is also a 

significant preference for suffixes over circumfixes (post-hoc Tukey HSD, p = 

0.016). Drawing from Figure 17, all acceptable affixes for mixing in PHH are 

prefixes.  
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Figure 17. The effect of the position of Tagalog affixes on ratings (mean) 

 
For English, only suffixes are tested. When isolated from Tagalog affixes, they 
had a mean of 1.74 (SD=1.32) (Figure 18). 

 
 

 
Figure 18. The effect of the position of English affixes on ratings (mean) 

 
 

5.2.1.3 Base category 

Tokens with bases that are nouns (e.g. mag-pang ‘roommate’) had a mean rating 

of 2.83 (SD=1.97) while those that have bases that are verbs (e.g. pag-kia 

‘his/her manner of walking’) had a mean rating of 2.66 (SD=1.93). Tokens with 

adjective bases had an overall mean rating of 2.47 (SD=1.814). The difference 
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between noun and verb base ratings are marginally significant (t=1.82, p=0.071). 

There is no significant difference between verb and adjective base ratings, in 

general (Figure 19). 

  

 
Figure 19. The effect of base category on ratings (mean, overall) 

 
 

However, considering the effect of language, tokens with noun bases affixed by 

Tagalog affixes had a mean rating of 3.727 (SD=2.012). Those with verb and 

adjective bases are rated lower, with mean ratings of 3.312 (SD=2.007) and 3.08 

(SD=1.932), respectively (see Figure 20).  Respondents significantly prefer 

Tagalog affixes to be attached to nouns compared to verbs (post-hoc Tukey 

HSD, pnoun-verb < 0.001) or adjectives (post-hoc Tukey HSD, pnoun-adjective < 

0.001). There is also a significant preference for verbs to be affixed by Tagalog 

affixes over adjectives (post-hoc Tukey HSD, pverb-adjective= 0.009). 
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Figure 20. The effect of base category on ratings (mean, Tagalog) 

 
 

On the other hand, tokens with noun bases affixed by English affixes had a mean 

rating of 1.932 (SD=1.47) while verb and adjective base tokens are rated 1.51 

(SD=1.08) and 1.62 (SD=1.20), respectively (see Figure 21). Although none of 

the base categories are acceptable, there is a significant preference for nouns to 

be attached to English affixes over adjectives (post-hoc Tukey HSD, pnoun-adjective 

< 0.001) and verbs (post-hoc Tukey HSD, pnoun-verb= p < 0.001). However, no 

significant preference can be identified for English-affixed adjectives over 

verbs (post-hoc Tukey HSD, pverb-adjective= 0.1607). 
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Figure 21. The effect of base category on ratings (mean, English) 

 
 

5.2.1.4 Affix syllable count 

Generally, tokens that have affixes with only one syllable had a mean rating of 

2.34 (SD=1.81). Those with two had a mean of 3.15 (SD=2.04) while the mean 

rating of tokens with three or more syllable affixes was 3.13 (SD=1.95) (Figure 

22).  

 

 
Figure 22. The effect of affix syllable number on ratings (mean) 
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A closer look at the affixes with respect to source language, however, warrants 

comparing Tagalog affix tokens independently of English tokens, as the English 

affix tokens do not have affixes that exceed two syllables; tokens with affixes 

exceeding two syllables are exclusively Tagalog. When statistically analyzed in 

isolation, results showed the following for Tagalog affixes: one syllable 

(mean=3.58, SD=2.04), two syllables (mean=3.58, SD = 2.01), and three or 

more syllables (mean=3.12, SD=1.95). There is no significant preference for 

Tagalog affixes with one syllable over those with two (post-hoc Tukey HSD, 

pone-two=0.9996). However, there is a significant preference for Tagalog one-

syllable and two-syllable affixes over affixes that have three or more syllables 

(post-hoc Tukey HSD, pone-threeplus < 0.001, ptwo-threeplus < 0.001). For English, 

one syllable affixes had a mean of 1.74 (SD=1.31) while the mean rating for 

two syllable affixes was 1.73 (SD = 1.36). This difference was not significant 

(post-hoc Tukey HSD, pone-two = 0.962). These are illustrated in Figures 23 and 

24 respectively.  

 

 
Figure 23. The effect of the number of Tagalog affixes on ratings (mean) 
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Figure 24. The effect of the number of English affixes on ratings (mean) 

 
 

5.2.2 The effect of social factors 

Of all the social factors tested (Table 16), only age has a significant effect on 

ratings [F(2,64.95)=7.51, p=0.001]. 

 
Table 16. Social variables 

 
Social Factors Values 
Age young (21-39 years old), middle (40-69 years 

old), old (70-89 years old) 
Longest Residence Metropolitan Manila (e.g. Binondo, Quezon 

City, Valenzuela), non-Metropolitan Manila 
(e.g. Bohol) 

Identity Filipinized (e.g. Chinese Filipino, Filipino-
Chinese), non-Filipinized (e.g. Overseas 
Chinese, Chinese) 

Education graduate (e.g. masters, doctorate), non-graduate 
(e.g. bachelors, high school) 

Generation second, non-second (i.e. third and beyond, except 
first) 

 
Young respondents (<40 years old) gave the highest ratings with a mean of 2.96 

(SD=2.00), which was slightly higher than the mean response of the middle age 

respondents (40-59 years old) (mean=2.91, SD=1.9). The old respondents (>60) 

gave the lowest ratings with a mean of 2.09 (SD=1.7). There is a statistically 
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significant difference between the responses of old respondents (t=-3.477, p < 

0.001), young (t=0.189, p=0.851), and middle respondents. Figure 25 below 

illustrates this. 

 
Figure 25. The effect of age on ratings (mean) 

 
 

A more thorough investigation of the effect of age on the tested affixes reveals 

the approximate age range where each affix is considered acceptable (see Tables 

17 and 18. A comparison of the mean responses for every age range, on the 

other hand, indicates a negative relationship between age and Tagalog affix-

mixing acceptability: younger speakers provided higher ratings than older 

speakers (see Figure 26). While this is true, a closer inspection of adjacent age 

groups showed that there was no significant difference (or increase) between 

the ratings provided by the adjacent age groups except for that between the 70s 

and 80s (post-hoc Tukey HSD, p70-80  < 0.001). 
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Table 17.  Tagalog affixes across age range (Acceptable ratings, or ratings of 
3.5 and above, are highlighted in gray) 
 

Affix (Tagalog) 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 
B + an (location) 2.50 3.00 2.25 1.94 1.83 2.72 1.50 
B + han (location) 3.20 3.89 2.75 3.17 3.00 2.17 1.50 
B + in  2.20 2.72 2.85 2.39 2.44 2.44 1.61 
dupB + B + an 2.78 3.39 2.98 2.42 2.75 3.00 1.78 
dupB + B + han 3.00 3.89 2.45 2.33 3.06 2.17 1.56 
ka + B 4.17 4.48 4.32 4.15 4.02 3.65 2.13 
ka + B + an 2.45 2.28 2.05 2.11 2.44 1.89 1.28 
ma(ng/m/n) + dup1 + B 1.65 2.06 1.70 1.56 1.56 1.83 1.28 
mag + B 4.65 4.33 4.75 4.39 4.17 4.17 2.56 
mag + dup1 + B 4.23 3.69 4.03 3.31 3.42 2.89 2.11 
mag + dupt + ka + B 4.80 4.28 4.25 4.00 4.17 3.50 2.11 
mag + ka + B 5.65 4.50 4.55 4.22 3.61 3.67 2.22 
pa + dup + ki + B 4.25 3.67 3.85 4.06 4.06 4.17 2.33 
pa(ng/m/n) + dup + B 4.05 2.56 3.70 2.89 2.22 2.56 1.50 
pag + (dup) + ka + (pag) + (pa) + B 3.12 2.44 3.07 3.63 3.74 2.93 1.46 
pag + (dup) + ka + B 4.17 3.81 4.33 3.94 3.93 3.67 1.76 
pag + (dup) + ka + pa + ki + (pre) + 
B 1.90 1.67 2.00 1.94 1.72 1.61 1.17 
pag + (dup) + ka + pag + pre1+ B 2.80 2.65 3.08 2.98 3.19 1.94 1.06 
pag + (dup) + ka + pang + B 2.65 2.11 2.85 2.94 3.00 2.78 1.39 
pag + B 4.95 4.78 4.50 3.83 4.28 3.44 2.06 
pag + ka+ B 4.93 4.50 4.73 4.44 4.61 4.07 2.04 
pang + B (Instrumental) 5.50 5.33 4.60 5.06 5.00 4.17 3.28 
pang + B (Reservational) 5.40 5.22 5.23 4.97 4.92 4.47 2.75 
taga + B  5.93 5.61 5.60 5.14 5.47 4.61 2.67 
taga + pag/pang + B 5.25 4.78 4.95 4.89 4.72 4.28 2.17 

AVERAGE 3.85 3.67 3.66 3.47 3.49 3.15 1.89 
 

 

Then, a brief examination of the English affixes data shows that as age decreases, 

the acceptability of English affix-mixing initially increases before decreasing. 

A closer analysis indicates a similar phenomenon – there was only a significant 

difference or increase between the ratings provided by the 70s and 80s group 

compared to the rest of the adjacent age groups (post-hoc Tukey HSD, p70-80 = 

0.03). 
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Table 18.  English affixes across age (Acceptable ones highlighted in gray) 
 

Affix (English) 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 
B + (e)ry (location) 1.45 1.72 1.60 1.78 1.72 1.44 1.11 
B + (e)ry (state, condition, behavior) 1.05 1.50 1.40 1.39 1.56 1.33 1.11 
B + (i)an 2.95 3.17 2.60 2.89 2.83 2.89 2.33 
B + age 1.65 1.94 1.70 1.50 1.44 1.22 1.00 
B + al 1.10 1.78 1.70 1.89 1.50 1.22 1.06 
B + ant 1.25 1.78 1.85 1.61 1.78 1.17 1.17 
B + ation 1.25 1.61 1.35 1.44 1.78 1.33 1.00 
B + dom 1.65 1.50 1.80 1.56 1.44 1.50 1.28 
B + ee 1.85 2.06 1.95 1.78 1.72 1.39 1.11 
B + eer 1.35 1.67 2.00 1.61 1.56 1.83 1.17 
B + er (agentive) 1.35 1.67 1.55 1.72 1.83 1.50 1.44 
B + er (origin) 1.95 2.00 1.95 1.89 2.28 1.89 2.00 
B + ese 1.80 2.39 2.00 1.83 2.00 1.94 2.00 
B + ess 1.65 1.94 1.80 1.61 1.67 1.28 1.00 
B + ful 2.00 2.56 2.35 2.61 2.83 2.28 1.61 
B + hood 1.65 1.61 1.85 1.67 1.94 1.72 1.00 
B + ing 1.80 2.11 1.85 2.44 2.00 1.83 1.39 
B + ism 1.35 1.83 1.65 1.83 1.61 1.94 1.00 
B + ism 2.65 2.50 2.75 2.22 2.78 2.56 1.39 
B + ist 2.55 3.67 3.15 3.44 2.83 1.89 2.39 
B + ity 1.45 1.83 2.00 1.33 1.44 1.50 1.06 
B + ity 1.20 1.61 1.60 1.28 1.17 1.11 1.00 
B + let 1.55 1.83 1.65 1.94 1.44 1.50 1.06 
B + ling 1.55 1.78 1.60 1.72 1.83 1.78 1.17 
B + ment 1.25 1.39 1.40 1.44 1.39 1.67 1.11 
B + ness 2.20 1.83 1.65 2.44 2.22 1.50 1.22 
B + ship 1.60 1.61 1.85 1.72 1.83 1.44 1.06 
B + y (state/action) 1.40 2.44 2.00 1.67 1.94 2.00 1.28 
B+ ance 1.05 1.39 1.60 1.83 1.50 1.50 1.00 

AVERAGE 1.64 1.96 1.87 1.87 1.86 1.66 1.29 
 
 

Figure 26 also shows that Tagalog affix-mixing is generally acceptable by 

respondents aged 70 and below. Conversely, English-affix mixing generally 

never achieved acceptability regardless of age group. 
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Figure 26. Mean response of Tagalog and English affixes across age range 

(descending) 
 
 

5.3 Social effects on ideology 

A stepwise multiple regression was conducted to analyze the effects of the 

social factors on Ideology apart from the affix judgments. Ideology, or more 

specifically, ideology towards language mixing, is measured using a 6-point 

Likert scale, with 1 representing ‘not acceptable’ and 6 representing ‘very 

acceptable’.  

 

5.3.1 Age 

Only age was found to be a predictor of ideology, although marginally (adjusted 

R-squared=0.054, F(2,62)=2.83, p=0.067). Older speakers tended to give lower 

ideology ratings (β=-0.85, SE=0.41, t=-2.09, p=0.04). Young respondents had 

a mean ideology response of 5.052 (SD=1.07), slightly higher than the mean 

response of the middle age response, which was 4.964 (SD=1.07). Old speakers, 

on the other hand, rated ideology as 4.11 (SD=1.9). This is illustrated in Figure 

27 below. 

 
 

80 70 60 50 40 30 20
Tagalog 1.89 3.15 3.49 3.47 3.66 3.67 3.85
English 1.29 1.66 1.86 1.87 1.87 1.96 1.64
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Figure 27. The effect of age on ideology (mean) 

 
A finer-grained investigation of ideology using post-hoc Tukey HSD across 

the seven age groups’ ideology response means (see Table 19) reveals that 

there are no significant differences in the adjacent age groups despite there 

being an observable trend. 

 
Table 19. Age groups and mean ideology responses 
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Age Group Mean Std. Dev 
20s 5.40 0.70 
30s 4.67 1.32 
40s 5.20 0.79 
50s 4.89 0.93 
60s 4.78 1.48 
70s 4.22 1.86 
80s 4.00 2.06 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

6.1 Preliminaries 

Before delving into the discussion, I find it necessary first to return to the issue 

of languageness raised at the outset of this thesis. To recapitulate, I pointed out 

that PHH should be considered a language because it fulfills three of the criteria 

for languagehood mentioned in the first chapter. For one, PHH is acquired and 

learned as a mother tongue. It is also used ubiquitously as an intragroup 

language in the Chinese Filipino community and is regarded by some as a 

marker of Chinese Filipino identity12. However, as mentioned earlier, there has 

been no research on PHH based on other criteria of languageness. Specifically, 

to this day, no work on PHH has focused on the conventionalization, variation, 

and selection for a certain linguistic form, much less one that is based on data 

collected from a sizeable sample. One of the goals of this thesis is to fill this 

gap. In the previous section, I noted that there were 12 acceptable affixes in 

PHH out of the 54 tested. From a broader perspective, this finding provides 

evidence of community-wide acceptance of affix mixing. But no linguistic 

investigation or interpretation should stop at this level as the effects of other 

factors, structural and social, could enable a more informed conclusion.  

 

 

 

 

                                                
12 PCE is also used as an intragroup variety, although based on my notes (Databank 5), people 
identify more with PHH than PCE as the lingua franca of the Chinese Filipino. 
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6.2 Derivational nominal affixation in PHH 

The structurally-related findings overall contribute to a finer-grained 

description of PHH’s nominal affixation system. In this section, I go through 

the salient findings and provide possible explanations for each of them. The first 

of the more salient results of this study based on the results of the acceptability 

judgments13 is that Tagalog affixes are significantly preferred over English ones.  

This can be primarily attributed to acculturation. Since Chinese Filipinos have 

been living in the Philippines for the majority of their lives, if not since birth, 

and have been involved in the creation of Filipino culture – including the 

Filipino language –there should be greater Filipino (i.e. Tagalog), rather than 

English, influence on their language. One thing to note is that the Chinese 

Filipinos are a minority group in Philippine society, where Tagalog is salient 

and considered the language of utility (e.g. media, interaction with peers and 

society, businesses, etc.). This has been illustrated in Table 3 in Chapter 2. As 

such, they are pressured, in many domains, to use Tagalog rather than English, 

for practical purposes. While English has been an official language of the 

Philippines lawfully since 1935 and elements of English appear pervasively in 

local admixtures like Filipino, English in its monolingual form is typically used 

only in formal situations (e.g. academia, events) and in computer-mediated-

communication (e.g. Facebook, texting), where Hokkien, or Mandarin use, is 

                                                
13 It is well-known that speakers often say that a usage or construction is not acceptable or 
correct and then use it in their own speech, especially in contexts of code-switching and 
nonstandard varieties. The case of PHH is no exception. As a thesis that focuses primarily on 
acceptability judgment data, the low reliability of judgment as indicators of actual mixing 
cannot be avoided. But hopefully, from the corpus examples in section 6.4, this can be mitigated. 
Future work should focus more on production or corpus data to complement, if not verify, the 
findings here. It would be really interesting if, in the future, speech production data is collected 
and compared to the results of this study. A high correlation between acceptability judgements 
and production data would have implications for the conventionalization of PHH.  

There is also the issue of uniformity among speakers – this has been accounted for by the 
use of standard deviation and standard error measures in the analysis.  
 



 

 94 

virtually nonexistent. Moreover, the (younger) Chinese Filipino respondents for 

this study were all more or less raised after the American colonial period. It was 

around this time that the use of Tagalog began to be advocated in schools 

through the Tagalog as a national language movement in 193714. The more 

common use of Tagalog in media and press in the recent decades reflects this. 

Indeed, as shown in Table 3 in Chapter 2, the number of domains in which 

Tagalog is used in the Chinese Filipino social sphere surpasses that of English, 

which suggests a higher frequency of Tagalog use. Using Mufwene’s (2001) 

idea of the “feature pool” or Siegel’s (1997) “pool of variants”, as well as the 

idea that frequency can affect the selection and entrenchment of features, I 

propose that features from Tagalog are more likely to be selected by the Chinese 

Filipinos from the linguistic pool due to the frequency (see Table 3 in Chapter 

2) and prevalence of Tagalog features in the larger Philippine society. 

The second interesting finding related to structural factors was that, for 

Tagalog affixes, Chinese Filipinos prefer to have prefixes over suffixes, and 

suffixes over circumfixes. This, I suspect, is related to the previously mentioned 

argument about frequency. Since there are more prefixes compared to suffixes 

in Tagalog grammar, and more suffixes than circumfixes, at least in the Tagalog 

nominal affixation system as described by Schachter & Otanes (1972), Chinese 

Filipinos should be more likely to select what is more frequently used (Siegel 

1999; Trudgill 1986). 

The third finding is that Chinese Filipinos are more likely to accept short 

affixes (one or two syllables) over longer affixes (three or more syllables). This 

is supported by the remarks of some participants. During the experiment, one 

                                                
14 The Tagalog as a national language movement was advocated as the Pilipino as a national 
language movement in 1959, and finally as the Filipino as a national language movement in 
1987. 
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of my respondents note: “[The] Chinese do not want too many syllables; long 

prefixes are not favorable.” (Janice, Female, 60). In several of my sessions, I 

generally have people, particularly those in their 60s and above, expressing their 

distaste for the length of the affixes. They suggested throughout the test that I 

shorten certain affixes (e.g. pagkaka- into just pag-). Two possible things can 

account for this. For one, it is likely that linguistic complexity plays a role in 

the low rate of acceptance for longer affixes. Zobl (1982) and Siegel (1999) note 

that features tend to be transferred if they are less complex or marked. If one 

considers longer affixes with more syllables to be more ‘complex’ and ‘marked’, 

it is likely that the feature will not be transferred. It is possible that the longer 

or more complex affixes are, the more constraints there are in their use.  

 

Table 20. Examples for affix complexity 
 

Examples (Tagalog, Affixes 
in bold) (Based on Schachter 
& Otanes 1972 and native 
speaker judgments) 

# of affix 
syllables 

Base 
type 

Gloss 

*(1)  
pagkakapagpaka-studyante 

6 N ‘having tried to 
become a student’ 

(2)  
pagka-studyante 
 

2 N ‘becoming a 
student’ 

(3)  
pagkakapagpaka-buti 

6 Adj. ‘having tried to be 
very good’ 

(4)  
pagka-buti 
 

2 Adj. ‘becoming good’ 

 
  

For instance, Table 20 compare two related affixes, the more complex 

pagkakapagpaka- ‘having tried to be’ and the simpler pagka- ‘becoming’, in 

relation to the type of base. It is clear that simple pagka- is less restricted, as it 

can be attached to nouns and adjectives, while the more complex one is limited 

to adjectives, at least based on the data, hence contributing to the lower ratings 
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for these longer and more specific affixes. On the other hand, shorter affixes 

can hypothetically attach to more base types due to fewer constraints on their 

use. I will not delve into this any further as it goes beyond the scope of this 

study and will leave this as a possibility for further investigation in the future. 

In addition, it is also likely that the (willful) preference for one or two-syllable 

affixes is due to the substrate effect of Hokkien on the Tagalog affixal system. 

Since Sinitic languages are largely isolating and monosyllabic, there is a great 

likelihood that Chinese Filipinos simplified the morphologically rich Tagalog 

affixal system to reflect that of their heritage language, Hokkien.  

Overall, the first three structural findings on PHH derivational affixation 

show that there is acceptance (and individual preference) for short one to two-

syllable Tagalog prefixes. These high acceptability ratings cannot be used as 

evidence for community conventionalization if one looks at them on an 

individual basis. However, collectively, the high individual acceptability ratings 

(or personal preferences) suggest across speakers that the 12 acceptable affixes 

have conventionalized. This is also supported by the anecdotal evidence. During 

the interview, I noticed that when the participants were given a token involving 

one of the 12 accepted affixes, they would say that they hear other Chinese 

Filipinos saying this as well.  These suggest that the way of mixing is a 

conventionalized linguistic system. 

The fourth finding is related to the affixal root instead of the stems. Apart 

from the structural effects of language, position, and syllable number to affixes, 

there are also possible effects of the base. In the experiment, I tested for the 

effects of base language and base type and found no effect for the former, but a 

significant tendency for Chinese Filipinos to prefer the stimuli constructed with 

noun bases. Based on the experimental acceptability judgment data, the lack of 
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effect of base language on the ratings can be explained by the fact that PHH is 

still stabilizing and there are no constraints or conventions formed yet with 

respect to base languages source15, at least in the morphosyntactic domain. In 

other words, we expect to find wide variation in PHH regarding the language 

that bases are drawn from. Note, however, that the tendency for affixes to attach 

to noun bases cannot be explained at this stage due to the unequal number of 

verbs, nouns, and adjective bases due to experimental design constraints. At this 

point, this finding, along with the other three mentioned in the preceding 

paragraphs, only serves as a description of PHH and could be further 

investigated with more controlled stimuli. 

 
6.3 Putting age in the equation 

The effect of social factors on affixation in PHH is a point of interest in this 

thesis. Surprisingly, as pointed out in the previous chapter, only age has a 

significant effect on the ratings. Using the apparent time model (Bailey, Wikle, 

Tillery, Sand 1991; Labov 1972; Sankoff 2006), which assumes that most 

linguistic features are acquired during childhood and does not change over one's 

lifetime, the idea is that linguistic characteristics of a group can be traced to the 

critical period of learning for that specific age group. For instance, assuming 

that language use does not change after adolescence, the respondents in the 80-

89 group would represent the language use of the 1940s, during which the 

speakers would have been young children undergoing the language acquisition 

process. If one maps the apparent-time years to decade-specific sociohistorical 

events and language policies in the Philippines, then it comes as no surprise that 

                                                
15 If the same effect was found on speech production data, this would be more evidence for the 
conventionalization of PHH as a mixed language. For example, based on speech production 
data, it was found that in Light Warlpiri and Gurindji Kriol, the nominal morphology from 
Warlpiri and Gurindji attach to the stems of any (source) language, because the morphology is 
consistent throughout the language (O’Shannessy 2005; McConvell & Meakins 2005).  
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there is an effect of age on the ratings. The sociohistorical movements could 

have a lasting effect on the critical-period adolescent selves of the speakers, 

which in turn would affect the languages that they use. By adopting this model, 

in this section, I explore the junction between the structural and linguistic 

factors, sociohistory, and age. 

 

6.3.1 A two-way split, a ‘younger’ PHH 

Considering the effect of age on the ratings by the 63 Chinese Filipino 

respondents of this study, I observed that there are essentially two distinctive 

groups – young-middle-old (20s to 70s) vs. old respondents (80s) – instead of 

the three originally proposed (i.e. young: 20s and 30s, middle: 40s to 60s, and 

old: 70s to 80s). A three-way distinction was made in the beginning of the study 

with the ethnography-informed observation that all three groups were distinct 

with regard to language preference and actual language use. The young group 

spoke more Tagalog (Uytanlet 2014), particularly with peers; the old group 

spoke Hokkien with little borrowing; and, as the transitional group, the middle 

group spoke using both and have no particular preference for either language 

equally. However, based on statistical analyses run on the overall acceptance 

ratings, the three-way contrast proposed does not hold. In Chapter 5, statistically 

significant and different ratings can be observed between just the young-middle 

group (20s to 60s) and the old (70s to 80s) group. Furthermore, the same 

analysis run on the seven individual age groups (i.e. 20s, 30s, …) instead of 

three macro-groups showed that a more fine-grained distinction can be made, 

that is, between the 80s group and those in their 20s to 70s. This suggests that 

some internal or external factor(s) must have influenced Chinese Filipinos aged 

70s and below to make a drastic shift in their nominal affixation use.  
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I offer two possible reasons for this phenomenon. From a sociohistorical 

perspective, I first propose that this statistically significant difference of 

acceptability ratings between the 80s group and 20s to 70s group must have 

been influenced by the distinct living conditions/environment that these two 

groups have been raised in – not just the language ecology.  Mufwene (2001) 

and Ansaldo (2009), in their works, pointed out that the language ecology is not 

the only thing that scholars should pay attention to when describing contact 

phenomena (i.e. morphological mixing through affixes, in this case). They also 

factored in the effect of external factors like the economic market, power, and 

history. The last is of particular importance of this thesis since it, in a sense, is 

an encompassing term that involves the prior two constructs. While scholars 

working on the Chinese in the Philippines have long acknowledged language 

use in their classifications of Philippine Chinese groups (Ang See 1997; Chua 

2004; Uytanlet 2014), an explanation that takes into account non-linguistic 

external factors like sociopolitical history is also needed (Ansaldo 2009; 

Mufwene 2002). Indeed, when I looked at the historical dimension, my three-

way distinction hypothesis fell apart, giving way to my two-way distinction 

theory.  

The two-way distinction is most likely a result of sociopolitical changes that 

began to take place in the 1950s, the apparent-time decade of the 70s group 

(Labov 1972). It was during this time when travel to Mainland China was 

restricted due to political turbulence arising from the communists gaining 

control of it (Gonzales 2017). Chinese families and their children (i.e. people 

from the 70s group) were not able to return to China even if they wanted to. 

This travel ban was one of the major reasons that caused the Chinese to consider 

the Philippines as a permanent place of residence. To survive, the displaced 
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Chinese had to then attempt (cultural) assimilation to (Manila) Philippine 

society. One way to do this is to learn the local and dominant language(s) (e.g. 

Tagalog). This cultural assimilation process is accelerated by the lack of new 

immigrants from China due to the travel restrictions (Chapter 2) since these 

immigrants will not be able to re-sinicize the Chinese population and 

presumably the heritage language they are using.  In the case of the majority 

Chinese, it is Hokkien. Years of living in the Philippines and contact with 

Philippine languages like Tagalog may have (sub)consciously set the 

nativization of Hokkien into motion. One would expect that the next and 

succeeding generations or the younger generations that have been born and 

raised in the Philippines would have more nativized heritage varieties. 

Particularly, this nativization is realized in the borrowing of non-Sinitic 

elements and systems, such as the Tagalog nominal affixation subsystem. 

Indeed, this behavior is observed in their descendants and other succeeding 

groups (20s to 70s), making the two-way contrast pronounced. 

Second, I propose that the distinction between the 20s to 70s and 80s group 

also correlates with the discussion of identity. The willingness to borrow and 

select from Tagalog and English could have stemmed from the need to create a 

collective identity that maintains Chinese-ness while assimilating to Philippine 

society at the same time. This identity is the Chinese Filipino identity, which I 

have discussed in Chapter 2. It is most likely that this unique identity emerged 

and stabilized due to a change in the composition of the Chinese community 

between the 1940s and the 1950s. Before the 1950s, there was a constant stream 

of new Chinese immigrants immigrating to the Chinese community in the 

Philippines. The 80s group that came into contact with the immigrant group had 

close contact with China and had lesser incentive to assimilate to Philippine 



 

 101 

society due to the aftermath of alienation acts (1902) and documented Filipino 

hostility (1935) towards the Chinese community (Uytanlet 2014:37). 

Acculturation to Philippine society was heavily impeded due to this. This would 

explain the observable maintenance of Hokkien and only scarce non-

morphological borrowings from English and Tagalog. The 20s to 70s group that 

correlates with the 1950s – 2000s, on the other hand, is pressured to assimilate 

to the larger Philippine society while maintaining their roots. With weakened 

connections to China due to the communist or “Red Peril Scare” in the 1950s 

(Tan 1993:79), the Chinese Filipino community had more motivation to 

assimilate. Furthermore, this social and linguistic assimilation could also be 

explained by the symbolic and economic profit that Tagalog and English, the 

languages involved in PHH mixing, would bring them (Ansaldo 2009; Bordieau 

1991). Tagalog would continue to allow them to conduct their business with 

local non-Chinese Filipinos; English would prepare them for higher learning as 

well as opportunities abroad if they wanted to. English, in general, has also been 

linked with higher socioeconomic class and privilege (Tupas & Salonga 2016). 

In both cases, some form of capital is anticipated, necessitating assimilation 

through the expansion of their linguistic repertoire and eventually language 

mixing. Furthermore, the mass naturalization in 1975 also made it easier for 

Chinese to attain Filipino citizenship, which was almost impossible before. This 

obviously legitimized the Filipino-ness of their Chinese Filipino identity. On 

the other hand, the 20s to 70s group of Chinese Filipinos also experienced 

residual racial discrimination and maltreatment from the colonial period. It 

reached its height in the 1990s, when kidnappings targeting the Chinese in the 

Philippines were common. This is because the Chinese in general were 

associated with higher socioeconomic class, similar to the status of the Chinese 
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mestizos during the Spanish colonial period. Again, just like the 80s group, the 

younger Chinese Filipinos may have felt the need to communalize and enforce 

their Chinese identities.  However, unlike them, they also see the need to assume 

their Filipino identities. 

Taken together, this would again explain the split between the 80s group and 

their juniors in terms of their acceptability ratings for both Tagalog and English 

affixes. While all groups were subject to varying degrees of discrimination and 

political persecution, a distinction can be made with regard to identity– the 80s 

group might have seen less of a need to assimilate due to the constant stream of 

migration along with strengthened links with China, identifying themselves 

more as Chinese than Chinese Filipino. The 20s to 70s group, on the other hand, 

were given the opportunity to becoming legal Filipinos through naturalization 

and saw a greater need to assimilate to Filipino culture, which reinforced their 

Filipino identity. The way these two groups are distinct in terms of their 

preference for mixing leads me to generalize that PHH, which is partially 

characterized by language mixing in the morphological domain, is a variety that 

actually emerged around the postcolonial 1950s, which is after the time (1946, 

to be exact) when the United States formally relinquished its sovereignty over 

the Philippines, and not during the American colonial period in the 1920s as 

previously hypothesized (Gonzales 2017).  
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6.3.2   The Philippinization of PHH through identity processes and 

education 

The second main observation from the affix study (Databank 3) and social 

profile (Databank 4) is that Tagalog affix acceptability ratings generally 

increase in apparent time. Findings show that Chinese Filipinos did not initially 

accept Tagalog affixes in the 1940s but eventually and significantly did over the 

decades. As is the case with the overall ratings shown earlier, the only 

significant increase is between the 70s and 80s group.  I suggest two 

explanations for this: education and language policies as well as the collective 

Filipino identity. 

For education and language policies, I believe that the increase of Tagalog 

affix acceptability is due to the Chinese education and Philippine language 

policies. Before the 1950s, the Chinese Filipinos were educated in Chinese 

schools with Chinese curricula and an option for an English only curriculum, 

but then the educational-linguistic climate began to change in the 1950s (when 

the 70s group were children), when the effects of Tagalog (or Pilipino, at this 

time) as a national language began to be felt, and Tagalog and English both 

became the medium of instruction in the non-Chinese curriculum. This could 

have led to a sharp increase of Tagalog acceptability and even Tagalog nominal 

affix mixing acceptability in PHH, as Tagalog was now taught in schools.  

Moreover, after 1945, Chinese schools were forced to assimilate and adopt a 

Filipino curriculum and were politically persecuted if they did not. As such, 

Chinese schools switched to the Philippine English-Filipino curriculum and 

made the Chinese curriculum optional (see Chapter 2). This continued over the 

decades and could explain the continued increase of Tagalog affix acceptability 

in groups younger than those in their 70s, although the increase between these 
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groups are not statistically significant. The switch to a more Philippinized 

curriculum that stresses Tagalog and English could have led to a dramatic shift 

from dominant Hokkien monolingualism to learning Hokkien as a foreign 

language (see Table 2 and Figure 3 in Chapter 1). So, this decline of Hokkien 

monolingualism in the 70s and younger generations could have also catalyzed 

the acceptability of Tagalog affixes in PHH.  

For the collective Filipino identity, I utilize an explanation involving a local 

event. Around the 1970s, the Philippinization movement took place. This was a 

period of Philippine history where patriotism for country was encouraged. It 

was particularly reflected in the educational system, where patriotism is 

advocated as well as citizenship affairs, where the mass naturalization 

movement for alien Chinese was promulgated. In the 1980s, the Filipino 

intellectualization movement also took place. These could explain the 

increasing (intentional) acceptance of Tagalog affixes in PHH to stress the 

Filipino part of the Chinese Filipino identity. To restate, this is simultaneous 

with the process of Chinese language and identity maintenance, which can be 

evidenced by the retention of Hokkien and its linguistic effects and constraints. 

As mentioned in the preceding section, the sentiments of communalism due to 

hostility that was introduced by the earlier waves of Chinese immigrants to the 

Philippines remains even to this day. Endogamous marriages are still 

ubiquitously practiced out of preference (Uytanlet 2014). Like multiple-

language-sourced Sri Lanka Malay (Ansaldo 2009), affix mixing and PHH in 

general is the product of a “trilingual ecology in which a significant 

restructuring occurs due to typological pressure [and potentially political 

pressure], with a certain element of retention of the ancestral language due to 

its ethnolinguistic vitality” (p.123). Moreover, based on ethnographic notes, the 
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relatively recent influx of new Wave-6 Chinese migrants from the mainland 

could have also triggered, if not reinforced, the increase of Tagalog affixes in 

mixing, as most Chinese Filipinos tend to differentiate themselves from the 

“overseas Chinese” or “new immigrants” due to their distinct comportment by 

stressing that they are Filipino, if not Philippinized. This was based on my 

interviews and ethnographic notes of the Chinese Filipino community. 

 

6.3.3 The inability of English to permeate PHH except in the context of 

humor  

Thirdly, the results show a non-significant increase then decrease of English 

affix acceptability across the age groups. The only significant difference was 

again found between the 80s and 20s-70s group, where the latter group showed 

a statistically significant increase in English affix acceptability over the former 

group. The increase can be explained by the fact that English became one of the 

official languages of the Philippines, the medium of instruction, and the 

language of influential domains like media and press since 1937. The increase 

of ratings of English affixes, among the middle and 70s group, though 

insignificant, could also coincide with the Commonwealth (1935-1946) and 

neocolonialist era (1947-1986) of the Philippines. In both eras, the influence of 

English is observably higher due the ongoing American colonial influence. The 

decrease of ratings for English affixes between the 20s and 30s group, on the 

other hand, could likewise be explained by the post-colonial Philippinization 

movement and mass naturalization around the 1970s that could be seen as an 

attempt to depart from colonial norms.  However, I should note that, in both the 

increase and decrease, English affixes in PHH are generally not accepted (less 

than 3.5) in any of the age groups. Therefore, they are technically not considered 
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grammatical or conventional features of PHH regardless of the age of the 

Chinese Filipino speaker. This demonstrates that, unlike Tagalog, English has 

not permeated the local lingua franca, at least in the nominal derivational 

affixation subsystem. A remark made by one of my respondents is that, in 

comparison with the Tagalog affixes, one can deduce that Tagalog features are 

mixed more systematically and conventionally into the language, while English 

features are only ‘borrowed’ almost superficially. It appears that English only 

has influence on PHH in the lexical domain. Nonetheless, according to my 

ethnographic notes (Databank 5), the 20s and 30s group feel that English affixes 

in the nominal context may be used in innovative and humorous contexts. They 

said this despite most of them not accepting English affix use in PHH.  
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6.3.4 Owning a heritage mixing practice 

Finally, the overall findings indicate that younger Chinese Filipinos (20s to 70s) 

are more acceptable of Tagalog and English affix borrowing or mixing in 

practice. This is succinctly supported by a statement recorded during the data 

collection. 

 

“We need to accept the reality of mixing, mixing is okay; there is a 

grammar in mixing that varies from one generation to another, as such 

there is no standard. Trilingual mixing is okay as long as the youth are 

using Hokkien.” (Jane, Female, 50s) 

 

I believe that this is primarily related to the conception and maintenance of the 

Chinese Filipino identity. Prior to the 1900s at least, most Chinese in the 

Philippines only referred to themselves as ‘overseas Chinese’, but the decades 

after that saw the rise of the Philippinized identities (i.e. ‘Filipino-Chinese’ and 

‘Chinese Filipino’, see note in Chapter 2). Some young-middle respondents I 

interviewed noted that mixing and maintenance are hallmarks of being a 

Chinese Filipino, which leads to me hypothesize that such a practice of mixing, 

particularly observed in the young, middle, and 70s group, could be related to 

the Chinese Filipino identity. An excerpt illustrating this link is presented below. 
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“Sometimes, I prefer straight lánnang-uè (‘Philippine Hokkien’) still. 

[But] I have to live with it (PHH) and somehow identify and blend with 

them [it]; older people need to accept that there is no huaná-gòng 

(‘Chinese that cannot speak Hokkien’)” (Aimee, Female, 40s, emphasis 

mine) 

 

I also postulate that the reason why the acceptability of Chinese-Tagalog-

English mixing increased, at least in apparent time, is because a similar 

phenomenon involving Tagalog and English is happening as well for both the 

Chinese Filipino and non-Chinese Filipino societies. Filipino and Taglish are 

ubiquitously used.  Filipino is the national language while Taglish has been 

hypothesized by Rafael (1995) to have become the new lingua franca of the 

Philippines. The presence of such varieties could have encouraged mixing 

Hokkien with Tagalog and English. Indeed, the younger Chinese Filipinos (20s 

to 70s) that find PHH affix mixing acceptable have Filipino and Taglish in their 

linguistic repertoire, while those in their 80s rarely use them. The final reason 

why affix mixing has become more acceptable in time is that the larger PHH 

linguistic system is becoming more stable and conventionalized.  

Bringing the concept of ideology in the previous discussion, I observed that 

older respondents (especially the 80s group) do not statistically accept Tagalog 

affix mixing, much less English affix mixing. They commented on how they 

disapproved of the new words I coined. Despite this, the ideology results show 

that all age groups think mixing is generally acceptable. This is evidenced in 

their high ideology ratings (above 3.5 in the scale). On the one hand, you have 

the 80s group that consider themselves “Chinese” and do not mix in practice 

despite their resignation to mixing in general (see ideology results); on the other 
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you have the young, middle, and 70s group, the majority of whom consider 

themselves Chinese Filipinos that mix in parallel to their ideology ratings. 

Taking it together with the ubiquity of Filipino and Taglish admixing, this 

demonstrates two crucial things, (i) that mixing, or PHH in general, is a practice 

of Chinese Filipinos below 80 years old, and (ii) that this group (20s to 70s) is 

conventionalizing and taking ownership of this mixing practice.  

 

6.4. Mixing practice or mixed language? 

After demonstrating several findings and proposing potential explanations for 

such phenomena in the preceding chapters, I now return to the issue of 

languageness brought up in the first chapter. PHH, as argued earlier, is a 

postcolonial variety, but is PHH a language? Recall that languageness in the 

field of linguistics can be determined by mutual intelligibility, 

conventionalization, social, and political factors. The thesis does not have 

evidence of mutual intelligibility, but based on Görlach (2002) and Haugen’s 

(1966) criteria that draw on the social and conventionalization aspect, there is 

favorable evidence to propose that PHH is a language, as not only does it fulfill 

the criteria of acquisition, acceptance, and attitude, Chinese Filipinos seem to 

have formed conventions in nominal affixation mixing, despite it being an oral 

language with no written convention. PHH also exhibits structural and social 

variation at least in the nominal affixation context: the lack of effect or 

negligibility of base language on acceptability ratings means that Chinese 

Filipinos can vary in terms of bases when affixing; there is also social variation 

in that Chinese Filipinos in their 20s to 70s mix nominals more than those in 

their 80s. Finally, based on ethnographic notes and experiment results, it has 
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been shown that Chinese Filipinos have a (willful) preference for short, Tagalog 

prefixes (Table 21).  

 
Table 21. PHH as a language based on Görlach (2002) and Haugen’s (1966) 
criteria (‘+’ means yes, ‘-’ means no)  
 

Criteria Key question PHH 
Acquisition Is it dominant and learned as mother 

tongue? 
+ 

Acceptance Is it used in daily life? + 
Attitude Do speakers identify with it? -/+ 
Codification Does it have conventions? + 
Elaboration Is there variation? + 
Selection Is there (willful) preference for a certain 

form? 
+ 

 
 

Taking all of these into account, PHH no longer just appears to be a case of 

code-switching; it can involve code-switching, but code-switching does not 

characterize it.  It has gone beyond simply that as my recorded data on nominal 

affixation mixing (Databank 1) shows – the transferred morphemes have been 

phonologically adapted, that is, they have been adapted to sound more Hokkien-

like; they have pitch accent. Note that this thesis makes uses of audio recordings 

that incorporate pitch-accent in PHH sentence, including morphemes, so it can 

be said that the Chinese Filipinos also consider the pitch-accent in the 

morphemes in acceptability. Collectively, the findings provide some evidence 

that the derivational affixation mixing is not a case of code-switching. Neither 

are the acceptability judgments reflective of judgments of code-switching, for 

reasons already mentioned. In addition, the transfer of the affixes to the recipient 

language does not appear to have social meaning at the point of utterance; in 

other words, PHH users utilize the derivational affixes spontaneously, 

uncharacteristic of how code-switching is defined in this thesis (Chapter 3.1).  

Overall, while I acknowledge that it can be viewed as a transitional variety 
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resulting from a shift from Hokkien to Tagalog, I believe that PHH has fulfilled 

several crucial criteria. Scholars should consider investigating it as a language.  

On being a mixed language, PHH shares similarities to other mixed 

languages with regard to McConvell & Meakins’ (2005) mixed language 

criteria (see Table 22).  Particular attention should be given to identity, which 

plays a significant role in the creation and elaboration of mixed languages 

(Matras & Bakker 2003). A common thread among mixed languages is that 

mixed languages exist as an act of identity (Meakins 2012; O’Shannessy 2005, 

2012). If the younger speakers (i.e. those younger than 80) are developing PHH 

as part of an act of identity, this would situate PHH more centrally within the 

mixed languages framework. Based on anecdotal evidence and ethnographic 

observations, there is, indeed, a link between PHH and the collective Chinese 

Filipino or Chinoy identity. There is evidence that PHH is a mixed language 

from a social perspective. 

 
 
 
 
Table 22. PHH and selected mixed languages with respect to mixed language 
criteria (Matras & Bakker 2003; McConvell & Meakins 2005) 
 

    PHH Michif Gurindji 
Kriol 

Light 
Warlpiri 

Sri 
Lanka 
Malay 
varieties 

Media 
Lengua 

Mednyj 
Aleut 

Ma'a 

  Source 
Languages 

Hokkien, 
Tagalog, 
English 

Cree, 
French 

Gurindji, 
Kriol 

Warlpiri, 
English, 
Kriol 

Malay, 
Sinhala, 
Tamil 

Spanish, 
Quechua 

Aleut, 
Russian 

Bantu, 
Cushitic 

  Criterion                 

Current 
sociolinguistics: 
autonomy/ 
languageness 
(Matras & 
Bakker 2003) 

Independent of 
source languages 

partial complete partial partial partial no no 
evidence 

partial 

Separate ethnic 
group 

yes yes no no yes no yes yes 

Native language 
of community of 
speakers 

yes yes yes one of 
their L1 

yes ?L1 and 
L2 

?yes no 

Changes/ 
evidence it is 
not CS (Matras 
& Bakker 2003) 

New language 
adapted to old 

yes ?yes yes yes ?yes yes no data no data 

Innovation in 
mixed variety  

?yes ?yes yes yes yes yes no data no data 

Insertions from 
new language 
not optional 

?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes no data no data 
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Source split Etymological 
split dominant 

?yes yes yes yes ?yes lexicon/ 
grammar 

lexicon/ 
grammar 

lexicon/ 
grammar 

More than one 
linguistic parent 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

‘split 
languages’ 
(Myers-Scotton 
2003) 

Grammatical 
structure from 
two sources 
(except early 
system 
morpheme) 

?yes yes yes ?yes ?yes no ?yes no 

Composite 
structure in at 
least one 
component 

?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes ?yes no ?yes ?no 

Origin 
sociolinguistics 

Emerged from 
multilingualism 

yes yes yes yes ?yes yes ?no ?no 

                    

 

 
From a structural perspective, conjunctions and post-modifying noun phrase 

complements in PHH, discussed briefly in Chapter 2, show signs of transfer 

from Tagalog. On the other hand, pronominals are largely sourced from 

Hokkien. Certain technical lexicon have only been imported from English. 

From the derivational affixation mixing data in this thesis, PHH’s affixes are 

primarily acquired/selected from Tagalog, and they also happen to be short and 

prefixes. At the beginning of first section of this chapter, I have illustrated that 

the high acceptability ratings on these short Tagalog prefixes can be interpreted 

as a sign of conventionalization, especially if taken together with the anecdotal 

evidence.  Although there is a need for more production data to make a stronger 

claim of the mixed languageness of PHH, the claim can be supported by some 

corpus/authentic speech data in Databank 1 (corpus data) which shows that all 

four instances 16  of derivational affixation mixing involve the one to two-

syllable Tagalog prefixes (24 to 27).  

 

 

                                                
16 There are only four instances of derivational affixation mixing in Databank 1. However, based 
on native speaker intuition the other accepted affixes in this thesis also appear in conversational 
speech. Whether or not they are frequent would require another investigation on a larger corpus 
of PHH speech. 
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(24) Kânâ  dî   tuâ  tsi  ge   pang-  kha  e   a?  

  why 2SG bring DEM CLF INST- feet PRT PRT 

  ‘Why did you bring one feet-protector?’ 

 

(Databank 1) 

 

(25) Dî  si   u   pang-  protect   kha  e   ba? 

  2SG COP have INST- protect  feet PRT PRT 

‘Do you have feet-protectors?’ 

 

(Databank 1) 

 

(26) Tsî  si   pang-    siammîh  a   tsi   ge?  

  DEM COP INST-/RES- what   PRT DEM CLF 

  ‘What is this for?’ 

 

(Databank 1) 

 

(27) Bó,  parang  lánnáng  e   mag- piengiu  farmer… 

  No like  Chinese PRT PFX- friend  farmer 

  ‘No, just like the Chinese farmer buddies…’ 

 

(Databank 1) 

 

On optionality and equivalent forms, Auer (1999) explains that in a mixed 

language (or fused lect), the language combination/mixing is usually no longer 
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optional but mandatory; he notes that mixed languages are characterized by the 

“use of the inserted materials to the exclusion of the equivalent forms in the 

surrounding language” (327). In the case of pang- ‘RES’ , for example, there 

are many possible (relatively) equivalent forms –Tagalog para ‘for’, Tagalog 

pang- ‘RES’, Hokkien ieng lai ‘used for’, and English for. Based on limited 

data (Databank 1), the affix pang- ‘RES’ has three instances (75%), and Tagalog 

word para ‘for’ appears once in the corpus (25%) (example 5, p. 28), while the 

rest are not attested. While limited, this comparison suggests that PHH might 

be moving towards exclusively having pang- ‘RES’ as the only variant to 

express the reservational function, somehow reflecting Auer’s (1998) 

description of mixed languages (fused lects). I remain cautious on this finding 

though, as it only focuses on one affix, and the corpus size and the tokens 

gathered are too small to make such a generalization. There is also the temporal 

aspect that needs to be considered to make a claim on language change. At the 

least, this comparison hints at PHH derivational affixation mixing becoming the 

mandatory option/variant – a major criterion for mixed languageness.  

  Structurally, the findings so far hint that PHH is a mixed language, although 

not a typical one since it primarily does not follow the prototypical mixed 

language ‘splitting’. While there is evidence of nominal affixation mixing, there 

is not enough data to make a claim that PHH has affixal mixing in the verbal 

domain. There is only one instance in Databank 1. As such, for now, it might 

be harder to characterize PHH as mixed language based on the verbal-nominal 

morphological split. However, I should point that the prototypical idea of a 

mixed language was based on a database of languages that are rich 

morphologically. Looking at PHH, its sources are typologically diverse: 

Hokkien is isolating, while Tagalog and English are more morphologically rich. 
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The mixed language formation process would definitely be different from those 

typical mixed languages that involve morphologically-rich bilingual sources, so 

PHH is not a typical mixed language in this regard. 

PHH also involves the morphological influence of a third source language, 

English, particularly in humorous contexts by the younger group, that is not 

typical in mixed language literature. Based on this, one might conclude that 

PHH is not a mixed language. Note, however, that too much of what has been 

published on mixed languages involving two languages is out of data. There are 

newer observations. Sri Lanka Malay and Light Warlpiri, for example, are 

mixed languages that involve the influence of at least three sources (Ansaldo 

2011, O’Shannessy 2005). Therefore, with regard to source languages, I also 

posit that PHH is a non-typical hybridized mixed language because it resulted 

from contact among three languages and not the typical two, similar to Light 

Warlpiri and Sri Lanka Malay. However, I do not discount the possibility of 

PHH being a typical mixed language in its infant stage due to its relatively 

younger age because, as demonstrated, English could be eliminated as a source 

language as seen in its exclusion in the nominal affixation acceptability data. 

This would make the admixture only involving Tagalog and Hokkien, like a 

typical mixed language. However, due to the typological differences, there is 

much more reason to believe that PHH is not a typical mixed language, 

assuming the split is manifested in other grammatical domains beyond the 

morphological one. Based on the fact that PHH obviously involves more than 

two languages and does not have that much morphology to distinguish whether 

it is a typical mixed language or not, I suggest that PHH is yet another type of 

contact language in the constellation of contact varieties– a possible hybridized 

mixed language that is endemic to geographical areas that have isolating 
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languages as one of the source languages, such as East Asia, from a structural 

point of view.  Depending on whether other splits apart from the nominal 

affixation derivation can be found in PHH, my findings would have 

implications to the current typology of contact languages advocated by 

Thomason (1997).   

When comparing PHH nominal affixation with other mixed languages’, 

some similarities can be observed. The nominal derivational morphology in 

Gurindji Kriol is derived from Gurindji (McConvell & Meakins 2005). In 

Michif, the nominal derivational system originates from French although it has 

been severely simplified (Bakker 1997). A similar phenomenon can be observed 

in Mednyj Aleut where Aleut provides all the (nominal) derivational 

morphology of the mixed language (Thomason 1997). As such, from a broader 

perspective, aside from PHH being simply a language, there is some structural 

and social evidence hinting the fact that PHH is, at least, a mixed language. 

Establishing whether or not it really is one in the (non-)typical sense would 

require further investigations on the rest of its attested features. At the same, I 

remain cautious about the hints of PHH being a mixed language based on the 

(structural) findings, particularly the experiment results. The claim that PHH is 

typologically and structurally a mixed language based on the limited data at 

hand cannot solely rely on the acceptability judgements. PHH may well be a 

mixed language, but evidence for it being one structurally is inadequate in this 

thesis. I restrict my claim on PHH’s status as a mixed language to the evidence 

that my thesis presents – acceptability judgements of nominal derivational 

structures in PHH.  

Whether or not PHH is a mixed language, what I hope to illustrate in this 

thesis is that the nominal affixation system of Hokkien in the Philippines has 
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been affected by language contact and contact-induced change. In line with 

Ansaldo’s (2009) view on Asian contact languages, I believe that the mixing in 

PHH is a normal outcome of the linguistic ecology that defines it. In this case, 

PHH is a variety, and potentially a mixed language, resulting from Chinese 

Filipino sociohistorical events, language policies, and the dynamic language 

ecology. Contrary to folk perceptions of PHH as simply trilingual code-

switching or baluktot ‘broken’ Hokkien and based on the limited data at hand, 

I propose considering the possibility that PHH is a language. While there is 

limited actual production data to support the idea, one should not ignore the 

social and structural evidence that support it being of the mixed language type. 

Finally, with regard to its genesis, the overall results suggest that PHH is a 

postcolonial language that emerged around the 1950s.  
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

7.1 Summary 

At the outset of this thesis, I raised the issue of languageness and attempted to 

discuss it in relation to language contact. As postulated, this problem is further 

complicated in contexts where there is no clear line dividing contact phenomena. 

For instance, what makes a certain contact variety a language and not just code-

switching or code-mixing? This dilemma is especially pronounced in a high-

contact multilingual country like the Philippines, where you have regional 

languages such as Tagalog, Cebuano, and Ilokano coming into contact with the 

colonial languages Spanish and English, as well as non-indigenous languages 

such as Korean, Hokkien, Mandarin, and Cantonese. The outcomes of language 

contact appear innumerable if one considers the directionality of contact apart 

from the number of languages and varieties in the language ecology of the 

Philippines. This thesis examined one particular variety used by a minority 

ethnic group in the Philippines – the Chinese Filipinos – that I have called 

Philippine Hybrid Hokkien (PHH). This Hokkien-based admixture is unique in 

that it has influences from Tagalog and English. One distinctive feature in PHH 

that sets it apart from other Hokkien varieties such as ‘standard’ Hokkien 

(Southern Min) and Philippine Hokkien is the translingual mixing in the 

nominal derivational affix system. In this thesis, I investigated the system using 

an experimental approach. More specifically, I looked at Chinese Filipinos 

acceptability of constructed hybrid nominal stimuli with respect to structural 

factors like source language, position, syllable count, while paying attention to 

social factors like age, educational level, and gender.  
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Drawing on the responses of 63 Chinese Filipinos living in metropolitan 

Manila, who came from diverse social backgrounds, I found that Chinese 

Filipinos in general are acceptable of mixing in the nominal domain. 

Specifically, I found that out of the 54 affixes, only 12 appeared to be acceptable 

and grammatical in PHH. Results furthermore show that Chinese Filipinos only 

deem one or two-syllable Tagalog prefixes as acceptable in PHH. Apart from 

an informed description of the PHH derivational nominal affixation system, 

what my findings show when the dimension of time and age is included is that 

the acceptability of derivational affixes depends the age group. Here, I have first 

argued for a two-way contrast – 20s to 70s vs. 80s – instead of the three-way 

young-middle-old contrast based on statistical analyses, explaining such a split 

based on an exploration of the intersection between the language, history, 

identity, and age. I explained this contrast using apparent time and incorporated 

the unique sociopolitical and historical events that not only characterized the 

overall postcolonial Manila ecology but also the formation of the Chinese 

Filipino identity. These factors eventually led to a two-way distinction of 

language mixing practices as well. The discovered two-way split also then led 

me to propose that PHH did not emerge in the (pre)colonial era nor the 1920s 

as I have suggested in earlier works (Gonzales 2017). It would have most likely 

emerged in the 1950s, the decade correlating to the 70s group. Moreover, my 

investigation highlighted the nativization of PHH through the education and 

Chinese Filipino identity processes over the decades. This is manifested in the 

influence and acceptance of Tagalog features in the PHH nominal derivational 

affix domain, contrasting my third main observation which is that English has 

generally failed to permeate through PHH, except in cases where humor or 

creativity is involved. Finally, I have shown through the ideology responses that 
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while all Chinese Filipinos’ responses in the sample group generally have a high 

acceptance for language mixing with Tagalog, English, and Hokkien, it is only 

the younger Chinese Filipinos (i.e., 20s to 70s) that are actively involved in the 

mixing practice. This suggests that they are taking ownership of their nativized 

mixed heritage variety. Then, drawing on these findings and theories, I revisited 

Haugen and Görlach’s remaining criteria for languageness and demonstrated 

that PHH fulfills all six main criteria with the data at hand. I also revisited 

McConvell and Meakins’ (2005) criteria for mixed languages and used it to 

compare PHH with other mixed languages. I illustrate striking parallels between 

PHH and them. With this, I provide some evidence for PHH as a postcolonial 

heritage mixed language. I also show that PHH most likely emerged in the 

1950s due to the constant interaction among identity, politics, history, and 

language over time.  

 

7.2 PHH in concert with the other language contact research 

Now that PHH has been established as a contact language via the nominal 

affixation data, to see how it is situated in the constellation of contact literature 

and theories would be beneficial, especially with regard to transfer processes, 

and ‘pool theories’.  

On transfer, the nominal derivational affix system of PHH, and PHH in 

general, can be taken as an example of what Winford (2003) refers to as a 

contact phenomenon that involves SL-dominant agentivity or imposition and 

RL-dominant agentivity. In the case of PHH nominal affixes, it is likely that 

both mechanisms are either chronologically involved, or even simultaneously 

involved. The transfer (or functional borrowing) of nominal affixation to PHH  

(RL-dominant) could have taken place first, especially during the period of 
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communalism (1940s) when Hokkien was the primary and dominant language 

in the community that borrowed from Tagalog potentially because of its utility 

as discussed. Then, over the decades, as the Chinese Filipinos assimilated 

further to Philippine society, the influence of Tagalog strengthened, younger 

Chinese Filipinos might have lost proficiency in the ancestral heritage Hokkien 

(Chapter 2.2.2). The agency shifted to the source language speakers (i.e. the 

non-Chinese Filipino Tagalog users), who may have imposed Tagalog affixal 

features to the recipient Hokkien (now PHH) of the minority community that is 

attempting to assimilate to it.   On the other hand, multilingualism can also 

trigger the Chinese Filipino to implement both processes simultaneously 

(Winford 2003). In both cases, it is apparent that both imposition and functional 

borrowing/transfer processes are involved, contributing to unique contact cases 

that do not involve these processes in isolation. 

On ‘pool theories’, this thesis reifies Mufwene’s (2001) idea of the feature 

pool, which Siegel (1997) refers to as ‘pool of variants’. More specifically, the 

findings show a competition of linguistic affixal features from which, for 

instance, Tagalog affixes were selected due to frequency among other factors, 

and English being not. This thesis contributes to the idea by advocating for their 

use in contact phenomena beyond the Anglophone world. 
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7.3 Future directions and final remarks  

Beyond agentivity and other theories, it would also be interesting to hypothesize 

possible trajectories for PHH nominal derivational affixation, and PHH in 

general.  I hypothesize five possible scenarios. The first would be the most 

likely one – that Hokkien attrition and shift to Tagalog in the younger generation 

will continue as linguistic assimilation reaches its peak. There will either be 

abandonment of morphological mixing, where only plain Tagalog morpheme 

combinations will be used or a shift to a hybrid Tagalog matrix variety with 

Hokkien and English elements instead. PHH will then become dormant but 

become a language of interest when the community realizes the critical state it 

is in. Just like the case of Malacca Portuguese or Kristang, the Chinese Filipino 

community will attempt to revitalize it. However, unlike the recent Kristang 

language revitalization efforts that involves non-ethnic heritage speakers to 

learn and teach the language, I suspect that such would not be the case for the 

Chinese Filipino community because Chinese would still be used as an 

intragroup language, like how PHH is being used now. Second, for those that 

maintain PHH, I hypothesize that English will continue to be superficially 

present in PHH because of Philippinization and anti-neocolonism sentiments. 

This will be manifested in the continued unacceptance of English affixes and 

more innovative Tagalog elements, perhaps verbal affixation borrowing, for 

those that want to keep themselves distinct from other non-Chinese Filipino 

society members. Third, it is also very likely that the current PHH will be re-

Sinified with either a contemporary Hokkien spoken by new immigrants from 

Fujian or other Sinitic languages like Mandarin. In this case, there may be either 

be a loss of affix mixing practices or increased mixing with Mandarin bases. If 

such were the case, then, a fourth scenario emerges where a new mixed variety 
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of Hokkien will unstably emerge then conventionalize as well. Finally, the most 

unlikely but not impossible scenario would be that Mandarin will replace 

Hokkien and PHH as the community lingua franca when the first-generation 

immigrants pass on. This would be highly improbable because Hokkien has 

long gained a foothold in the Chinese Filipino community since the precolonial 

times and new immigrants are in contact with older ones, occasionally engaging 

in intermarriage practices.  Amidst these various possibilities and uncertainties 

in the development of PHH, it is certain that the language will still remain a 

fertile ground of inquiry for scholars interested in the language of the Chinese 

in the Philippines due to its cultural relevance to the community. 

Overall, while this thesis contributes to some questions in contact linguistics 

and offers a range of potential trajectories that can be investigated, it only 

focused on nominal derivational affixation in PHH. An investigation of other 

features of this postcolonial contact language would be beneficial as a 

comprehensive account of PHH would give scholars a more holistic picture of 

what PHH is as a contact language. It could also provide further support for the 

(mixed) languageness of PHH. Ignoring how PHH could affect other contact 

varieties in the Philippine language ecology would also be problematic because, 

as how Ansaldo (2009:149) placed it, languages that form as a result of contact 

do not exist in a monolingual, isolated vacuum as they are linked to other 

languages spoken in their respective environments. For instance, how PHH 

affects the English and Tagalog used by the Chinese Filipinos would be an 

interesting matter of investigation, as the innovative structure in PHH could 

have a second-order substrate effect on these languages that can be found in the 

Chinese Filipino linguistic ecology. Moreover, much has been said about the 

effects of Hokkien on Tagalog, but not that of contact varieties like PHH on 
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Tagalog. Furthermore, I propose exploring the multitude of contact effects 

among the contact varieties and normative varieties in the Philippines because 

although doing so would be challenging and complex, a repertoire of Philippine 

contact language studies would overall give scholars a better overview of the 

dynamic Philippine linguistic landscape. A step beyond this would be studying 

PHH and other Philippine contact varieties in relation to other similar contact 

varieties in Southeast Asia like Singlish, Penang Hokkien, and code-switching 

practices can also advance Asia-centric contact language studies that have been 

long dominated by Western-centric literature (Lim & Ansaldo 2016). With the 

limited findings and ideas that I have put forth in this study, this thesis seeks to 

at least contribute to the understanding of contact languages in the Philippines, 

and potentially to wider Southeast Asia. 
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Appendix 2. Affix and word List  
 

# Source Affix Type Base Set A Base 1 Set B Base 1 Set C Base 1 

1 Tagalog ka + B + an Circumfix A ka-payse-han ka-bosong-an ka-siosim-an 

2 Tagalog ka + B Prefix A ka-thautsui ka-sakap ka-pithau 

3 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
(pag) + (pa) B 

Prefix A pagkakapag-hose pagkakapag-boleso pagkakapag-
thiatshui 

4 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
B 

Prefix A pagkaka-boleso pagkaka-thiatshui pagkaka-hose 

5 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pag + pre1+ B 

Prefix A pagkakapagpaka-
thiatsui 

pagkakapagpaka-
hose 

pagkakapagpaka-
boleso 

6 Tagalog pag + ka+ B Prefix A pagka-siuki pagka-ulat pagka-phoapi 

7 Tagalog ka + B Prefix N ka-piengiu ka-bang ka-phoa 

8 Tagalog mag + B Prefix N mag-bang mag-phoa mag-piengiu 

9 Tagalog mag + dup1 + B Prefix N mag-pphoa mag-ppiengiu mag-babang 

10 Tagalog mag + dup1 + B Prefix N mag-hihi mag-gugu mag-kkoe 

11 Tagalog mag + dupt + ka + 
B 

Prefix N magkaka-dai magkaka-khantsiu magkaka-ban 

12 Tagalog mag + ka + B Prefix N magka-khantsiu magka-ban magka-dai 

13 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
(pag) + (pa) B 

Prefix N pagkakapag-siensi pagkakapag-
tshiathau 

pagkakapag-
haksung 

14 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
B 

Prefix N pagkaka-tshiathau pagkaka-haksung pagkaka-siensi 

15 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pag + pre1+ B 

Prefix N pagkakapagpaka-
haksng 

pagkakapagpaka-
siensi 

pagkakapagpaka-
tshiathau 

16 Tagalog pag + ka+ B Prefix N pagka-kanglang pagka-hautiu pagka-laobu 

17 Tagalog pang+B 
(Reservational) 

Prefix N pang-tshia pang-tshung pang-haktshe 

18 Tagalog taga + B  Prefix N taga-taidiok taga-Bikok taga-hiongkang 

19 Tagalog ka + B Prefix V ka-tshiukoa ka-thiaubu ka-tsia 

20 Tagalog ma(ng/m/n) + dup1 
+ B 

Prefix V mang-thiaubu mang-tsia mang-tshiukoa 

21 Tagalog pa + dup + ki + B Prefix V pakiki-kongoe pakiki-tsham pakiki-tsiauthai 

22 Tagalog pa(ng/m/n) + dup + 
B 

Prefix V pang-hohoa pang-hohoah pang-ththoe 

23 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
(pag) + (pa) B 

Prefix V pagkakapag-soe pagkakapag-siu pagkakapag-sau 

24 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
B 

Prefix V pagkaka-siu pagkaka-sau pagkaka-soe 

25 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pa + ki + (pre) + B 

Prefix V pagkakapagkipang-
hoah 

pagkakapagkipang-
thoe 

pagkakapagkipang-
hoa 

26 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pag + pre1+ B 

Prefix V pagkakapagpaka-
sau 

pagkakapagpaka-
soe 

pagkakapagpaka-
siu 

27 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pang + B 

Prefix V pagkakapang-thoe pagkakapang-hoa pagkakapang-hoah 

28 Tagalog pag + B Prefix V pag-kia pag-tsau pag-tse 

29 Tagalog pag + ka+ B Prefix V pagka-tsau pagka-tse pagka-kia 

30 Tagalog pang+B  
(Instrumental) 

Prefix V pang-tsitsia pang-tshit pang-soe 

31 Tagalog pang+B 
(Reservational) 

Prefix V pang-khun pang-hiusiak pang-tsau 

32 Tagalog taga + B  Prefix V taga-sng taga-khe taga-pao 

33 Tagalog taga + pag/pang + B Prefix V tagapag-khe tagapag-pao tagapag-sng 

34 Tagalog dupB + B + han Suffix A siukhi-siukhi-han utsi-utsi-han payse-payse-han 

35 Tagalog B + -han (location) Suffix N piangko-han kape-han angtsiu-han 

36 Tagalog dupB + B + an Suffix N tshulai-tshulai-an otung-otung-an isung-isung-an 

37 Tagalog B + -an (location) Suffix V tsitsia-an katsheh-an hoado-an 

38 Tagalog B + -in  Suffix V katsheh-in hoado-in tsitsia-in 

39 Tagalog dupB + B + an Suffix V hoado-hoado-an tsitsia-tsitsia-an katsheh-katsheh-an 
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40 English B + -(e)ry (state, 
condition, behavior) 

Suffix A sien-ery tiekpiet-ery kin-ery 

41 English B + -ism Suffix A tobieng-ism tsiabieng-ism sang-ism 

42 English B + -ity Suffix A Salamstam-ity amstam-ity boh-ity 

43 English B + -ness Suffix A goai-ness hose-ness hoahi-ness 

44 English B + y (state/action) Suffix A kham-y tobieng-y anstam-y 

45 English  B + -ling Suffix N tsiau-ling miau-ling kau-ling 

46 English B + -(e)ry (location) Suffix N phongkan-ery hio-ery  tshieng-ery 

47 English B + -(i)an Suffix N Tiong-san-ian Tiong-tsieng-ian  Hokkien-ian 

48 English B + -dom Suffix N ong-dom katieng-dom atsi-dom 

49 English B + -eer Suffix N panto-eer betsia-eer hesua-eer 

50 English B + -er (origin) Suffix N Taidiok-er Dipun-er Hankok-er 

51 English B + -ese Suffix N Dipun-ese Hankok-ese Taidiok-ese 

52 English B + -ess Suffix N isng-ess pieng-ess kanglang-ess 

53 English B + -ful Suffix N tungsi-ful tshung-ful pakto-ful 

54 English B + -hood Suffix N lame-hood due-hood gina-hood 

55 English B + -ism Suffix N Tiongtsieng-ism Hokkienism Tiongsan-ism 

56 English B + -ist Suffix N Hokkien-ist Tiongsan-ist Tiongtsieng-ist 

57 English B + -let Suffix N ti-let lame-let poe-let 

58 English B + -ship Suffix N piengiu-ship ong-ship isng-ship 

59 English  B + -al Suffix V kau-al toa-al kaisiau-al 

60 English  B + -ation Suffix V tsai-ation tshong-ation pangdio-ation 

61 English  B + -ment Suffix V tshongdiau-ment kiah-ment hoat-ment 

62 English B + -age Suffix V tim-age tshongpai-age tshongti-age 

63 English B + -ant Suffix V gut-ant thungsak-ant tsham-ant 

64 English B + -ee Suffix V pala-ee khotsheh-ee thsim-ee 

65 English B + -er (agentive) Suffix V kun-er tshit-er tsai-er 

66 English B + -ing Suffix V tsham-ing tsien-ing tshit-ing 

67 English B + -ity Suffix V tshong-ity tshi-ity oa-ity 

68 English B+ -ance Suffix V seh-ance koh-ance thieng-ance 

69 Tagalog ka + B + an Circumfix A ka-happy-an ka-tender-an ka-eager-an 

70 Tagalog ka + B Prefix A ka-front ka-together ka-side 

71 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
(pag) + (pa) B 

Prefix A pagkakapag-alright pagkakapag-rude pagkakapag-
obedient 

72 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
B 

Prefix A pagkaka-rude pagkaka-obedient pagkaka-alright 

73 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pag + pre1+ B 

Prefix A pagkakapagpaka-
obedient 

pagkakapagpaka-
alright 

pagkakapagpaka-
rude 

74 Tagalog pag + ka+ B Prefix A pagka-angry pagka-strong pagka-sick 

75 Tagalog ka + B Prefix N ka-friend ka-room ka-partner 

76 Tagalog mag + B Prefix N mag-room mag-partner mag-friend 

77 Tagalog mag + dup1 + B Prefix N mag-ppartner mag-ffriend mag-roroom 

78 Tagalog mag + dup1 + B Prefix N mag-fifish mag-cocow mag-chichicken 

79 Tagalog mag + dupt + ka + 
B 

Prefix N magkaka-
generation 

magkaka-couple magkaka-class 

80 Tagalog mag + ka + B Prefix N magka-couple magka-class magka-generation 

81 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
(pag) + (pa) B 

Prefix N pagkakapag-nun pagkakapag-priest pagkakapag-
student 
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82 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
B 

Prefix N pagkaka-priest pagkaka-astronaut pagkaka-nun 

83 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pag + pre1+ B 

Prefix N pagkakapagpaka-
studyante 

pagkakapagpaka-
nun 

pagkakapagpaka-
priest 

84 Tagalog pag + ka+ B Prefix N pagka-servant pagka-principal pagka-parent 

85 Tagalog pang+B 
(Reservational) 

Prefix N pang-car pang-bed pang-bathroom 

86 Tagalog taga + B  Prefix N taga-China taga-America taga-HongKong 

87 Tagalog ka + B Prefix V ka-sing ka-dance ka-eat 

88 Tagalog ma(ng/m/n) + dup1 
+ B 

Prefix V mang-dance mang-eat mang-sing 

89 Tagalog pa + dup + ki + B Prefix V pakiki-talk pakiki-join pakiki-entertain 

90 Tagalog pa(ng/m/n) + dup + 
B 

Prefix V pang-hohold pang-shoshout pang-tatake 

91 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
(pag) + (pa) B 

Prefix V pagkakapag-wash pagkakapag-fix pagkakapag-sweep 

92 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
B 

Prefix V pagkaka-fix pagkaka-sweep pagkaka-wash 

93 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pa + ki + (pre) + B 

Prefix V pagkakapagkipang-
shout 

pagkakapagkipang-
take 

pagkakapagkipang-
hold 

94 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pag + pre1+ B 

Prefix V pagkakapagpaka-
sweep 

pagkakapagpaka-
wash 

pagkakapagpaka-
fix 

95 Tagalog pag + (dup) + ka + 
pang + B 

Prefix V pagkakapang-take pagkakapang-hold pagkakapang-shout 

96 Tagalog pag + B Prefix V pag-walk pag-run pag-sit 

97 Tagalog pag + ka+ B Prefix V pagka-run pagka-sit pagka-walk 

98 Tagalog pang+B  
(Instrumental) 

Prefix V pang-cook pang-wipe pang-wash 

99 Tagalog pang+B 
(Reservational) 

Prefix V pang-sleep pang-relax pang-run 

100 Tagalog taga + B  Prefix V taga-count taga-arrange taga-wrap 

101 Tagalog taga + pag/pang + B Prefix V tagapag-arrange tagapag-wrap tagapag-count 

102 Tagalog dupB + B + han Suffix A heavy-heavy-han fancy-fancy-han happy-happy-han 

103 Tagalog B + -han (location) Suffix N bamboo-han igloo-han frisbee-han 

104 Tagalog dupB + B + an Suffix N intern-intern-an student-student-an police-police-an 

105 Tagalog B + -an (location) Suffix V perform-an enter-an arrange-an 

106 Tagalog B + -in  Suffix V enter-in arrange-in perform-in 

107 Tagalog dupB + B + an Suffix V arrange-arrange-an perform-perform-
an 

enter-enter-an 

108 English B + -(e)ry (state, 
condition, behavior) 

Suffix A pagod-ery duwag-ery bilis-ery 

109 English B + -ism Suffix A kaliwa-ism kanan-ism pareho-ism 

110 English B + -ity Suffix A gitna-ity peke-ity nipis-ity 

111 English B + -ness Suffix A bait-ness buti-ness saya-ness 

112 English B + y (state/action) Suffix A yabang-y gastos-y kanan-y 

113 English  B + -ling Suffix N ibon-ling pusa-ling aso-ling 

114 English B + -(e)ry (location) Suffix N manok-ery dahon-ery baril-ery 

115 English B + -(i)an Suffix N Rizal-ian Marcos-ian  Quezon-ian 

116 English B + -dom Suffix N hari-dom pari-dom ate-dom 

117 English B + -eer Suffix N bangketa-eer kalesa-eer bundok-eer 

118 English B + -er (origin) Suffix N Vigan-er Pasay-er Mactan-er 

119 English B + -ese Suffix N Pasay-ese Mactan-ese Vigan-ese 

120 English B + -ess Suffix N leon-ess guro-ess babaylan-ess 

121 English B + -ful Suffix N pinggan-ful tiyan-ful bibig-ful 

122 English B + -hood Suffix N lalaki-hood babae-hood bata-hood 

123 English B + -ism Suffix N Marcosism Quezonism Rizalism 
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124 English B + -ist Suffix N Quezon-ist Rizal-ist Marcos-ist 

125 English B + -let Suffix N baboy-let lalaki-let baso-let 

126 English B + -ship Suffix N babae-ship hari-ship pinsan-ship 

127 English  B + -al Suffix V dating-al hatid-al ganap-al 

128 English  B + -ation Suffix V tanim-ation ayos-ation ihi-ation 

129 English  B + -ment Suffix V tapos-ment dala-ment parusa-ment 

130 English B + -age Suffix V lunod-age sira-age tawa-age 

131 English B + -ant Suffix V dulas-ant alis-ant sali-ant 

132 English B + -ee Suffix V bayad-ee hiram-ee halik-ee 

133 English B + -er (agentive) Suffix V kulo-er punas-er tanim-er 

134 English B + -ing Suffix V sali-ing gupit-ing punas-ing 

135 English B + -ity Suffix V ayos-ity hubad-ity piga-ity 

136 English B+ -ance Suffix V salita-ance gabay-ance hinto-ance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 139 

Appendix 3. Sample survey form (Set A) 
 
I. Grammaticality Judgment Task: Form acceptability 
In casual speech, are the following forms acceptable? Please use the following 
sentence frame to determine the word’s acceptability: 
 
And so huaí mga Manila e lánnáng e usually kong tsuê _______.  
'And those Chinese that are from Manila would usually say this as ______' 
 
Scale:    1= not acceptable    --------------------------    6= very acceptable 
 

# UC Word VA 
1 99 pang-sleep   
2 81 pagkakapag-nun   
3 64 pala-ee   
4 69 ka-happy-an   
5 56 Hokkien-ist   
6 129 tapos-ment   
7 76 mag-room   
8 35 piangko-han   
9 45 tsiau-ling   
10 66 tsham-ing   
11 19 ka-tshiukoa   
12 96 pag-walk   
13 62 tim-age   
14 82 pagkaka-priest   
15 7 ka-piengiu   
16 98 pang-cook   
17 13 pagkakapag-siensi   
18 134 sali-ing   
19 119 Pasay-ese   
20 84 pagka-servant   
21 68 seh-ance   
22 117 bangketa-eer   
23 122 lalaki-hood   

24 15 pagkakapagpaka-
haksng   

25 86 taga-China   
26 78 mag-fifish   
27 107 arrange-arrange-an   
28 112 yabang-y   
29 36 tshulai-tshulai-an   
30 104 intern-intern-an   
31 14 pagkaka-tshiathau   

32 33 tagapag-khe   
33 22 pang-hohoa   
34 118 Vigan-er   
35 85 pang-car   
36 110 gitna-ity   
37 116 hari-dom   
38 38 katsheh-in   
39 4 pagkaka-boleso   
40 103 bamboo-han   
41 127 dating-al   
42 113 ibon-ling   
43 121 pinggan-ful   
44 97 pagka-run   
45 90 pang-hohold   
46 91 pagkakapag-wash   
47 120 leon-ess   
48 9 mag-pphoa   
49 102 heavy-heavy-han   
50 29 pagka-tsau   
51 59 kau-al   
52 60 tsai-ation   
53 70 ka-front   
54 88 mang-dance   
55 111 bait-ness   
56 125 baboy-let   
57 58 piengiu-ship   
58 50 Taidiok-er   
59 92 pagkaka-fix   
60 28 pag-kia   
61 20 mang-thiaubu   
62 52 isng-ess   

63 93 pagkakapagkipang-
shout   
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64 42 Salamstam-ity   
65 124 Quezon-ist   
66 135 ayos-ity   
67 18 taga-taidiok   
68 48 ong-dom   
69 123 Marcos-ism   
70 115 Rizal-ian   
71 109 kaliwa-ism   
72 30 pang-tsitsia   
73 41 tobieng-ism   
74 32 taga-sng   
75 105 perform-an   
76 77 mag-ppartner   
77 26 pagkakapagpaka-sau   
78 89 pakiki-talk   
79 55 Tiongtsieng-ism   
80 31 pang-khun   
81 130 lunod-age   
82 8 mag-bang   
83 47 Tiong-san-ian   

84 5 pagkakapagpaka-
thiatsui   

85 100 taga-count   
86 71 pagkakapag-alright   
87 17 pang-tshia   
88 37 tsitsia-an   

89 73 pagkakapagpaka-
obedient   

90 43 goai-ness   
91 10 mag-hihi   
92 133 kulo-er   
93 54 lame-hood   
94 79 magkaka-generation   
95 74 pagka-angry   
96 128 tanim-ation   
97 114 manok-ery   
98 40 sien-ery   
99 3 pagkakapag-hose   
100 39 hoado-hoado-an   

101 25 pagkakapagkipang-
hoah   

102 72 pagkaka-rude   
103 67 tshong-ity   
104 27 pagkakapang-thoe   
105 131 dulas-ant   

106 94 pagkakapagpaka-
sweep   

107 24 pagkaka-siu   
108 16 pagka-kanglang   
109 46 phongkan-ery   
110 136 salita-ance   
111 108 pagod-ery   
112 57 ti-let   

113 83 pagkakapagpaka-
studyante   

114 6 pagka-siuki   
115 106 enter-in   
116 80 magka-couple   
117 101 tagapag-arrange   
118 126 babae-ship   
119 12 magka-khantsiu   
120 53 tungsi-ful   
121 65 kun-er   
122 34 siukhi-siukhi-han   
123 23 pagkakapag-soe   
124 49 panto-eer   
125 75 ka-friend   
126 63 gut-ant   
127 132 bayad-ee   
128 95 pagkakapang-take   
129 61 tshongdiau-ment   
130 11 magkaka-dai   
131 44 kham-y   
132 51 Dipun-ese   
133 21 pakiki-kongoe   
134 87 ka-sing   
135 1 ka-payse-han   
136 2 ka-thautsui   
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II. Language Use 
 
What language do you predominantly use in verbal communication (e.g. 
phone, face-to-face) with____? If you use more than one, which one do you 
use more often (rank)?  
 
Interlocutor(s) Lg1 Lg2 Lg3 Lg4 
Parent(s) of Chinese descent (if 
applicable) 

   
 

 

Guardian(s) of Chinese descent (if 
applicable) 

   
 

 

Younger sibling(s) of Chinese descent    
 

 

Older sibling(s) of Chinese descent    
 

 

Your child/ children (if applicable) 
 

    

Same-generation relative(s) of Chinese 
descent 

   
 

 

Younger-generation relative(s) of 
Chinese descent (except children) 

 
 

   

Relative(s) aged 5-12; Child relatives 
 

    

Older-generation relative(s) of 
Chinese descent 

   
 

 

Spouse of Chinese descent (if 
applicable) 

   
 

 

Acquaintances aged 5-12; Child 
acquaintances, friends of Chinese 
descent 

    

Younger acquaintances, friends and/or 
peers of Chinese descent (except 
children) 

    

Older acquaintances, friends and/or 
peers of Chinese descent 

    

Child members of Chinese community 
(aged 5-12) (unacquainted) 

    

Younger members of the Chinese 
community (unacquainted) (except 
children) 

    

Older members of the Chinese 
community (unacquainted) 

    

 
 
On a scale of 1 to 6 (1 being the most unacceptable and 6 being most 
acceptable), how acceptable is Hokkien mixing with Tagalog and English? 
 

1   2  3  4   5  6 
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III. Background 
 
A. Education 
Highest educational attainment: 
  � Elementary   � High school   � Bachelor’s   � Postgraduate �   Others: 
_______________ 
 
Name of high school where you graduated (if applicable): 
_________________________________ 
 
 
Language of in-class official instruction during Chinese classes in high school 
(check all that apply, if applicable): 
 
� Hokkien   �  Mandarin   �  Cantonese   �  Others: _______________ 
 
B. Genealogy 
Estimated generation in the Philippines 
 
(In cases where you have a father from one generation and a mother from 
another, please base it on your mother.) 
 
� 1st generation – I myself immigrated to the Philippines with or without my 
parents and was not born here. 
� 2nd generation – My Chinese parent(s) was not born in the Philippines, but I 
was born and raised here. 
� 3rd generation – My Chinese grandparent(s) was not born in the 
Philippines, but my Chinese parent(s) and I were born and raised here. 
� 4th generation – My Chinese great-grandparents were not born in the 
Philippines, but my Chinese grandparent(s), parent(s), and I were all born 
and raised here. 
�  Others: 
_______________________________________________________________ 
      
 
Parent(s)’s background 
 

 Father Mother 

Race  
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Language 
proficiency 
level 
(approximate; 
kindly 
encircle) 
 

Hokkien none low mid high 

Tagalog none low mid high 

English none low mid high 

Cantonese none low mid high 

Mandarin none low mid high 

Salamstam 
(mix of 
Hok, Tag, 
Eng) 

none low mid high 

 

Hokkien none low mid high 

Tagalog none low mid high 

English none low mid high 

Cantonese none low mid high 

Mandarin none low mid high 

Salamstam 
(mix of 
Hok, Tag, 
Eng) 

none low mid high 

 

 
 
 
IV. General information 
 
Name (or a false name/alias): 
_____________________________________________________________ 
Sex (M/F): ________    Occupation: 
__________________________________ 
City and country of Birth: _________________________ 
 
  
� Ethnic/pure Chinese 
� Half Filipino – Half Chinese 
� Filipino with some Chinese ancestry 
� Others 
  
 
Age range: 
  
� 21-29 
� 30-39 
� 40-49 
� 50-59 
� 60-69 
� 70-79 
� 80-89 
� 90 above  
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Area of current residence: 
  
� Tondo 
� Binondo 
� Quiapo 
� Sta. Cruz 
� Sampaloc 
� Sta. Mesa 
� Others:___  
  
 
Longest residence: 
  
� Tondo 
� Binondo 
� Quiapo 
� Sta. Cruz 
� Sampaloc 
� Sta. Mesa 
� Others: _______  
  
Estimate duration of stay in area (in years): _____________  
 
Which identity do you strongly adhere to? Choose only one.  
  
� Filipino  
� Chinese 华人/華人 
� Overseas Chinese/ Hoakiao华侨/華僑 
� Filipino-Chinese (Fil-Chi)  
� Chinese Filipino  
� Chinoy/Tsinoy 
� Mixed/Chinese Mestizo  
� Others:__________________  
 


