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Abstract - This systematic review examines the linguistic and sociolinguistic
characteristics of Philippine English (PhE) based on studies published from 2019 to
2026. Guided by research questions focusing on the phonological, lexical-semantic,
and grammatical-syntactic features of PhE, as well as its sociolinguistic attitudes and
functional roles in education, communication, and media, the study reviewed fifteen
scholarly articles from credible academic databases and repositories. Findings reveal
that PhE has developed into a legitimate and systematic variety of English shaped by
local linguistic and cultural influences. Phonological studies identified recurring
consonant substitutions, vowel mergers, and lectal variations influenced by regional
and proficiency differences. Lexical-semantic features demonstrated linguistic
creativity through borrowing, blending, clipping, compounding, and semantic shifts,
particularly in digital communication contexts. Grammatical-syntactic analyses also
revealed flexible subject-verb agreement, simplified tense marking, and localized
sentence structures that reflect communicative adaptation rather than linguistic
deficiency. Sociolinguistically, PhE is increasingly recognized as a marker of Filipino
identity and communicative accessibility; however, native-speaker norms continue to
dominate formal academic settings. The findings affirm that PhE is an evolving, rule-
governed, and culturally grounded variety whose acceptance continues to expand
across different social domains in the Philippines.

Keywords: Philippine English, world Englishes, language attitudes, language identity,
English language variation

English serves as a global language that facilitates communication, education, and intercultural
exchange across diverse linguistic and cultural communities. Its worldwide expansion has led to the
development of localized varieties shaped by the sociocultural and linguistic contexts of their users
(Han, 2019). In multilingual societies, English interacts with indigenous languages, resulting in distinct
and hybrid forms rather than functioning independently (Shakir & Deuber, 2024). In the Philippines,
this process has contributed to the emergence of Philippine English (PhE) as a nativized variety.
Drawing on Schneider's Dynamic Model of World Englishes, Borlongan (2016) argues that PhE
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demonstrates increasing acceptance of local norms, structural stabilization, and emerging codification
despite the persistence of linguistic insecurity and preference for external standards.

Although Philippine English (PhE) has gained increasing legitimacy, perceptions of the variety
continue to be influenced by standard language ideologies, with many still privileging Inner Circle
English and native-like proficiency (Liu & Cheng, 2017). Nevertheless, English remains highly valued in
the Philippines because of its role in education, governance, business, international communication,
academic achievement, social mobility, and employability (Manalastas, 2022; Sy Tamco, 2022; Pontillas
& Fajardo, 2023; Melendez et al., 2025; Chavez et al., 2025). Within the country's multilingual context,
English coexists with Filipino and regional languages in a complementary linguistic system, while PhE
continues to gain recognition as a legitimate localized variety shaped by sustained interaction with
native languages despite ongoing issues of language hierarchy and colonial influence (Lising, 2025;
Lising & Bautista, 2025; Ponce, 2025; Ponce et al., 2025).

The historical development of PhE is closely linked to the Philippines’ colonial and postcolonial
experiences. Following the institutionalization of English during the American colonial period and its
continued recognition as an official language after independence, English gradually evolved into a
localized variety through sustained interaction with Filipino and other Austronesian languages
(Borlongan & Lim, 2020). Scholarly recognition of PhE gained momentum through Llamzon's proposal
of a standardized Filipino English and was further reinforced by Kachru's World Englishes framework,
which legitimized localized English varieties beyond native-speaker norms (Rentillo et al., 2024).
Although certain aspects of its phonological system, particularly its vowel inventory, remain
underexplored (Lesho, 2018), recent studies indicate that PhE is progressing toward endonormative
stabilization by increasingly adhering to its own linguistic norms rather than external standards
(Borlongan & Lim, 2020). Moreover, historical influences from Spanish and continuous borrowing
from Filipino and other regional languages have further enriched the variety, reinforcing its localized
and adaptive character (Ahead Online, 2019; Borlongan & Lim, 2020; Rentillo et al., 2024).

The growing recognition of PhE is reflected not only in local scholarship but also in the
international linguistic community. Danica Salazar, World English Editor of the Oxford English
Dictionary, affirmed that the Philippine English accent is a legitimate variety of the English language,
further validating its status within the global landscape of World Englishes (Asis, 2020). This
recognition reinforces scholarly claims that PhE has evolved from being viewed as a deviation from
American English into a legitimate and autonomous variety that reflects Filipino identity and linguistic
realities (Borlongan & Lim, 2020; Rentillo et al., 2024).

Recent studies demonstrate that language learning is closely connected with linguistic
identity, social perception, environmental discourse, and educational contexts. Research on Philippine
English shows that learners’ attitudes are influenced by their recognition, perception, and adaptation
to localized varieties of English, suggesting a gradual shift from native-speaker norms toward greater
acceptance of Philippine English in educational settings (Dillera-Prejoles et al., 2025; Quifal &
Hernando, 2025). Similarly, research on the Filipino language indicates that Gen Z students’ language
preferences are shaped by social, cultural, and educational factors, reflecting broader changes in
language use among younger generations (Lamorinas et al., 2025).

Other studies emphasize the role of language in constructing social and cultural meanings.
The use of proper names in Balinese society, for example, reflects distinctions associated with birth
order and gender, demonstrating how linguistic practices can encode cultural values and social
identities (Wajdi et al., 2024). In tourism discourse, corpus-based analysis has also shown how linguistic
patterns, particularly adjective use, contribute to the representation and promotion of Indonesian
tourism destinations (Fitriyanti, 2025). Meanwhile, research on English-speaking competence
highlights the importance of strategic and systematic approaches to developing learners’ oral
communication abilities (Zega, 2025).

The relationship between language, society, and broader social issues is also evident in
studies of discourse and linguistic capital. Eco-critical discourse analysis demonstrates how social-
media captions can construct environmental meanings and promote particular ecological
perspectives (Fernando & Dizon Jr., 2025). English proficiency may likewise function as a form of
linguistic capital, potentially influencing social stratification and educational opportunities among
university students in postcolonial contexts (Jamil, 2026). In addition, research on EFL learning
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identifies multiple factors affecting deep learning among vocational college students, emphasizing
the importance of learning environments, learner engagement, and instructional conditions (Jiang et
al., 2024).

Although these studies cover diverse contexts, they collectively indicate that language
learning and language use cannot be separated from cultural identity, social structures, educational
environments, and contemporary communicative practices. This body of research supports the need
for furtherinvestigation into how learners negotiate language varieties, linguistic identities, and social
meanings within increasingly multilingual and digitally mediated educational contexts (Dillera-Prejoles
et al., 2025; Jamil, 2026).

The legitimacy of PhE is further supported by its systematic linguistic features. Long-term
contact between English and Philippine languages has resulted in distinctive grammatical
constructions, including localized uses of articles, prepositions, and verbs, demonstrating that PhE
follows stable linguistic patterns rather than representing random deviations from Standard English.
Yao and Collins (2017) further observed that PhE exhibits grammatical colloquialization in written
discourse, suggesting that the localization of the variety has extended beyond spoken
communication. Likewise, Gonzales (2017) argues that the naturalization of English in the Philippines
has produced distinctive lexical and grammatical features through sustained interaction with local
languages, supporting the classification of the Philippines within Kachru's Outer Circle of World
Englishes. Collectively, these studies demonstrate that PhE is a stable, rule-governed, and continually
evolving variety of English shaped by the country's historical, linguistic, and sociocultural contexts.

This systematic review is anchored on the following research questions: (1) What are the key
linguistic features of Philippine English in terms of its phonological, lexical-semantic, and grammatical-
syntactic characteristics as identified in existing literature? (2) What sociolinguistic attitudes and
functional roles are associated with Philippine English in education, communication, and media?

2. Method
2.1 Data Base
The data for this study were gathered from credible academic databases and scholarly repositories
that provide accessible literature related to Philippine English. Specifically, the researchers will utilize
sources from Philippine Journal of Linguistics, Google Scholar, ResearchGate, and Social Science
Research Network. These databases and repositories were selected because they contain credible and
relevant scholarly materials such as journal articles, theses, dissertations, and other academic
publications that are essential to the analysis of the linguistic and sociolinguistic features of PhE.
2.2 Keywords
The presence of the following keywords was considered in selecting the papers to be reviewed in this
study: Philippine English (PhE), English language variation, linguistic features, phonological features,
lexico-semantic features, grammatical-syntactic features, sociolinguistics, language attitudes,
language perception, functional roles of language, communication contexts, educational discourse,
media discourse, language identity, and English usage in society.
2.3 Inclusion Criteria
The study includes scholarly materials and literature that are relevant to the analysis of Philippine
English. Specifically, the selected sources must meet the following criteria:
(1) The literature must discuss the linguistic features of PhE, particularly its phonological, lexical-
semantic, and grammatical-syntactic characteristics.
(2) The literature must contain discussions related to the sociolinguistic attitudes, perceptions,
and functional roles of PhE in education, communication, and media.
(3) The sources must be academic and credible in nature, such as peer-reviewed journal article,
theses, dissertations, and scholarly publications.
(4) The literature must be written in the English language to ensure consistency and accessibility
in analysis.
(5) The studies must have been published between 2019 and 2026.
(6) The studies included must focus primarily on the Philippine context and on the use or
development of PhE.
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(7) The materials must be accessible in full text through online databases to allow comprehensive
review and analysis.
2.4 Articles
The paper reviewed a total of 15 research articles anchored in the Statement of the Problem,
specifically focusing on the linguistic features and sociolinguistic dimensions of Philippine English.
These studies were selected based on their relevance to phonological, lexical-semantic, and
grammatical-syntactic characteristics, as well as language attitudes, acceptability, and functional roles
in education, communication, and media.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1 Results

3.1.1 Theoretical Frameworks

Across the reviewed studies, World Englishes (WE) emerged as the dominant theoretical framework,
providing the foundation for understanding Philippine English (PhE) as a legitimate and localized
variety of English. Several studies specifically drew on Kachru's World Englishes framework and
Schneider's Dynamic Model of Postcolonial Englishes to explain the development, stabilization, and
recognition of PhE across linguistic and sociocultural contexts (Santos, 2022; Sy Tamco, 2022; Paz,
2022; Babanto et al., 2023; Haloc & Dita, 2024; Dimaculacan & Sarmiento, 2024; Rentillo et al., 2024;
Gustilo et al., 2025; Dita, 2025; Pal-ing, 2025; Tocalo et al., 2025; Hartwell, 2026).

For phonological studies, researchers employed lectal classification models, language
transfer, and language contact theories to explain pronunciation variations influenced by speakers'
first languages (Torres et al., 2021; Haloc & Dita, 2024). Studies on lexical and semantic features
integrated Schneider's Dynamic Model with theories of language change, word formation, critical
discourse analysis, and computer-mediated communication to account for the emergence and
evolution of localized lexical innovations, particularly in digital and pandemic-related contexts (Santos,
2022; Afable et al., 2021; Dimaculacan & Sarmiento, 2024). Investigations of grammatical and syntactic
features combined World Englishes, nativization, and pragmatic linguistics to explain how local
linguistic systems shape the structural characteristics of PhE (Pal-ing, 2025; Dita, 2025).

Studies examining language attitudes adopted World Englishes, Schneider's Dynamic Model,
Language Attitude Theory, Standard Language Ideology, and the intelligibility-acceptability distinction
to investigate perceptions of PhE and its increasing social acceptance (Rentillo et al., 2024; Gustilo et
al., 2025; Hartwell, 2026). In the field of education, researchers primarily relied on World Englishes and
Schneider's Dynamic Model to explain the pedagogical legitimacy of PhE and its role in developing
local linguistic identity, while some studies implicitly reflected these principles despite not explicitly
identifying a theoretical framework (Sy Tamco, 2022; Babanto et al., 2023; Tocalo et al., 2025). Finally,
studies on communication and media applied World Englishes alongside sociolinguistic, discourse
analytic, and cognitive discourse perspectives to examine the use and representation of PhE across
digital and media platforms (Bautista, 2019; Paz, 2022). The reviewed literature demonstrates a strong
theoretical consensus that positions Philippine English as an evolving, systematic, and socially
legitimate variety shaped by linguistic, cultural, and technological influences.

3.1.2 Findings

The studies consistently showed that phonological variation is more evident among mesolect and
basilect speakers, while acrolect speakers closely approximate General American English (GAE). Haloc
and Dita (2024) identified features such as substitution of /8] and /d/ with [t] and [d], vowel confusion
between [i/ and [1/, and variations in stress and intonation influenced by llocano. Similarly, Torres et al.
(2021) found vowel reductions (e.g., /], [9], [2]), schwa substitution, and consonant shifts like /8] —
[t] and /8/ — [d]. Both studies conclude that these patterns are systematic features of Philippine
English, supporting its recognition as a legitimate variety rather than a set of pronunciation errors.

Santos (2022) found that Philippine English during the COVID-19 pandemic exhibited
significant lexical innovation through compounding (e.g., ‘“community pantry,” “enhanced
community quarantine”), acronyms (e.g., ECQ, SAP, APOR), borrowing (e.g., “mobile palengke”), and
semantic shifts such as broadening (e.g., “frontliner””), narrowing (e.g., “sanitize”), and pejoration
(e.g., “lockdown”), largely driven by institutional and media discourse, while Dimaculacan and
Sarmiento (2024) identified extensive lexical creativity in Facebook PhE through blending, clipping,
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compounding, hypocoristic extension (e.g., “thankie”), and backward spelling (e.g., “dusty” from
“study”), showing that social media accelerates informal, context-dependent language innovation,
and Afable et al. (2021) found 29 Internet PhE lexical items dominated by borrowing (e.g., “adobo,”
“hugot,” “balikbayan,” “bongga”), noting that while these forms are widely used in digital spaces,
ESL teachers generally consider them acceptable only in informal contexts, highlighting the ongoing
tension between lexical innovation and standardization in PhE.

Philippine English exhibits stable and systematic syntactic features that reflect nativization
rather than error. Pal-ing (2025) found that LGU executive orders frequently use long, complex
sentences with multiple embedded clauses, repetitive structures, and dense prepositional phrases, all
of which function to ensure precision, clarity, and legal unambiguity in official communication.
Similarly, Dita (2025) identified patterns such as flexible subject-verb agreement, variable article
usage, and simplified tense marking, explaining that these features are widely used, stable, and
influenced by Philippine language structures. Both studies conclude that these syntactic
characteristics form a coherent grammatical system, reinforcing the view that PhE is a legitimate, fully
functional variety shaped by local linguistic and socio-functional demands rather than a deviation from
Standard English.

Hartwell (2026) found that Philippine English is increasingly visible and partially accepted in
academic research communication, where intelligibility and clarity are prioritized over native-speaker
norms, although acceptance remains selective and inconsistent due to ongoing ‘“‘non-native
speakerism” in scholarly publishing. Similarly, Gustilo et al. (2025) revealed that Filipino-Americans
generally perceive PhE as highly intelligible but less acceptable in formal and academic contexts,
strongly influenced by Standard Language Ideology and preference for American English norms,
creating a gap between comprehension and social acceptance. Rentillo et al. (2024) further showed
that younger Filipinos across regions generally accept and normalize PhE, especially in informal and
spoken domains, although NCR respondents exhibited lower acceptability due to stronger exposure
to Standard English, concluding that acceptability is highly domain- and context-dependent. Overall,
the studies consistently indicate that PhE is widely intelligible and increasingly recognized as
legitimate, but its acceptability remains shaped by ideology, context, and institutional standards.

The studies showed a tension between recognition of Philippine English and continued
reliance on American English as the standard in formal education. Sy Tamco (2022) found that ESL
teachers generally accept PhE in spoken communication and informal classroom interaction but
continue to prioritize American English in formal writing due to institutional standards, with limited
awareness of PhE contributing to misconceptions and language anxiety among learners. Likewise,
Tocalo et al. (2025) revealed that both teachers and students recognize PhE as a legitimate variety and
marker of identity, but teachers demonstrate hesitation in fully legitimizing it in formal instruction due
to native speakerism and the “teacher’s dilemma,” resulting in selective and cautious application of
World Englishes principles in the classroom. Similarly, Babanto et al. (2023) found that ESL teachers
generally hold positive attitudes toward PhE and view it as beneficial for inclusivity, communication,
and learner engagement, although some concerns persist regarding pronunciation, vocabulary
variation, and academic acceptability. Overall, the studies conclude that while PhE is increasingly
recognized and valued in educational settings, its full integration remains limited by standard language
ideologies and institutional preferences for Inner Circle norms.

Philippine English plays a significant role in communication and media while remaining subject
to varying degrees of acceptance. Bautista (2019) found that PhE enhances communication by making
messages more relatable, culturally grounded, and expressive, allowing speakers to maintain Filipino
identity while using English, and highlighting its effectiveness in media for clarity, creativity, and
entertainment, thereby supporting its acceptance as a valid variety in both media and academic
contexts. Similarly, Paz (2022) found that PhE is widely used in online and digital communication;
however, its legitimacy remains contested, with some users rejecting it due to perceived grammatical
deviations, while others accept or partially accept it depending on familiarity and exposure. Overall,
both studies conclude that PhE functions as an important communicative and identity marker in media
spaces, though its acceptance is still shaped by ideological attitudes toward standard English norms.
3.2 Discussion
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Across the two studies by Haloc and Dita (2024) and Torres et al. (2021), several consistent patterns
emerge regarding the phonological features of Philippine English. Both studies confirm that
systematic deviations from General American English (GAE) are present and are influenced by
speakers’ linguistic background and level of proficiency. A recurring pattern is the substitution of
consonant sounds, particularly the interdental fricatives /8 and /8/, which are commonly replaced with
[t/ and [d/. Similarly, both studies highlight vowel-related variations, such as the confusion or merging
of vowel sounds (e.g., /il and 1/, and the frequent substitution or absence of the schwa /8/). Another
shared finding is that phonological variation follows a gradient, where speakers with higher
proficiency (acrolect) show fewer deviations, while those with lower proficiency (basilect) exhibit
more substitutions and simplifications. These patterns reinforce the idea that PhE has stable and
identifiable phonological features shaped by local languages.

Despite these similarities, some contradictions can be observed between the two studies.
Haloc and Dita (2024) emphasize regional and dialectal variation, showing that even speakers within
the same linguistic group (llocano) display differences depending on geographical location. In
contrast, Torres et al. (2021) focus more on lectal variation (acrolect-mesolect-basilect), suggesting a
more structured progression of phonological features based on proficiency rather than location.
Additionally, Haloc and Dita (2024) include suprasegmental features such as stress and intonation,
revealing variation in these areas, whereas Torres et al. (2021) primarily concentrate on segmental
features (vowels and consonants), with limited attention to suprasegmentals. This difference creates
a partial divergence in how phonological variation is conceptualized either as geographically
influenced or primarily proficiency-based.

Several gaps remain evident when the two studies are considered together. Both rely on
limited sample sizes, especially Torres et al. (2021), which affects generalizability. There is also a lack
of large-scale or longitudinal data, as well as limited analysis of suprasegmental features like intonation
across broader groups. Additionally, sociolinguistic factors such as education and language exposure
are not fully explored, leaving important influences on pronunciation underexamined.

Both studies confirm that PhE has distinct and systematic phonological features, including
consonant substitutions and vowel variations influenced by proficiency and regional background.
These features demonstrate that PhE is a legitimate and evolving variety, not merely a deviation from
GAE. Also, the implications highlight the need to recognize and accept local pronunciation features in
English teaching to reduce stigma. They also point the importance of context-sensitive instruction and
further research using larger and more diverse samples to better understand phonological variation
in PhE.

The selected studies provide insight into how the lexical and semantic features of Philippine
English are shaped across different communicative contexts. In analyzing these features, Santos
(2022) examines how pandemic-related discourse led to both lexical innovations, such as
compounding, borrowing, initialisms and acronyms, as well as semantic shifts, including broadening,
narrowing, and pejoration. These developments highlight how language adapts to urgent
communicative needs while reflecting broader social realities during times of crisis. Similarly,
Dimaculangan and Sarmiento (2024) show that PhE in social media demonstrates a high degree of
lexical creativity, with users forming new expressions through processes such as blending,
hypocoristic extension, anagrammatic transposition and clipping, shaped by the informal and
interactive nature of digital communication. In contrast, Afable et al. (2021) focus on blog-based
language use and identify borrowing as a dominant word-formation process, with lexical items
reflecting strong cultural influences; however, they also emphasize that such forms are generally
considered acceptable primarily in informal contexts, particularly among ESL teachers.

Across the studies, several patterns emerge. A consistent theme is the productivity of word-
formation processes across diverse communicative contexts, indicating that lexical innovation is a
defining feature of PhE. At the same time, semantic shifts further illustrate how meanings evolve in
response to sociocultural conditions, though this dimension is addressed more explicitly in some
studies than in others. However, contradictions arise in how these features are evaluated. While
Santos (2022) frames these developments as functional and necessary responses to communicative
demands, Afable et al. (2021) highlight limitations in their acceptability, indicating that such forms
remain appropriate primarily in informal settings. This reveals an ongoing tension between linguistic
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innovation and standard language norms. Despite these shared insights, gaps remain in the uneven
examination of semantic features: Santos (2022) provides an explicit analysis of semantic shifts,
whereas Dimaculangan and Sarmiento (2024) and Afable et al. (2021) focus more heavily on lexical
innovation. There is also limited attention to how these features operate in formal or academic
registers, and a narrow range of participant perspectives across the studies.

The findings indicate that PhE is shaped by dynamic lexical and, to a lesser extent, semantic
processes that are closely influenced by communicative context and patterns of usage. These
processes reflect how speakers actively adapt language to meet practical needs across domains such
as public discourse, digital communication, and culturally embedded expression. Taken together,
these insights underscore the need for more inclusive and context-sensitive approaches in both
linguistic research and language education, particularly in acknowledging the legitimacy of localized
lexical forms and context-driven meanings. At the same time, they highlight the importance of re-
evaluating rigid standards of language use, especially in determining what is considered appropriate
across formal and informal settings. Ultimately, this suggests that PhE should be recognized not
merely as a variation of standard English, but as an evolving and legitimate variety shaped by the
sociocultural realities and communicative practices of its users.

The recent studies on the grammar of Philippine English highlights a systematic and evolving
set of syntactic features shaped by both internal linguistic development and external sociolinguistic
influences. Dita (2025) emphasizes that PhE has developed stable syntactic patterns that are no longer
merely “errors” but are increasingly recognized as features of a localized variety. These include
variation in subject-verb agreement, flexible use of articles, and the tendency toward a simplified
tense marking. Dita (2025) argues that such features reflect natural processes of language nativization
wherein speakers adapt English structures to align with patterns that are found in Philippine
languages. This is resulting in a grammar that is both intelligible and functionally efficient within its
context. Similarly, Pal-ing (2025) demonstrates that institutional and formal texts also exhibit distinct
syntactic tendencies, such as longer sentences with multiple clauses and frequent use of prepositional
phrases. While these structures differ from the standard norms, they serve an important purpos in
governance by ensuring clarity and avoiding confusion. This suggests that PhE syntax is shaped not
only by language transfer but also by the specific needs of different communication situations.

As per the research gap, previous studies have often focused only on vocabulary and
pronunciation. Authors often view non-standard structures as mistakes rather than valid patterns.
There is a need to update our understanding to show that these features are consistent and rule-
governed, especially in formal and legal writing. Both studies reveal common patterns showing that
PhE is systematic and influenced by local languages. The structures are adapted to fit the
communication needs of society, whether for daily conversation or official documents. However,
there is also a noticeable difference in style. Dita (2025) observes a trend toward simplicity in general
use, while Pal-ing (2025) notes a preference for complexity and detail in formal texts. This shows that
the language is flexible and changes depending on the situation, rather than being simple or complex
all the time.

The findings confirm that PhE has a distinct and stable grammar with its own set of rules. It is
characterized by features like simplified tense marking and flexible agreement in casual contexts, and
detailed sentence structures in formal writing. These are not errors but natural developments that
help people communicate effectively. The implications of these studies are significant for education
and policy. It is important to recognize PhE as a valid and legitimate variety. Schools and institutions
should move away from strict standards and instead appreciate the local variety for its clarity,
function, and unique identity that is accepted and used properly in all areas of society.

Across the selected studies is a growing appreciation of Philippine English as an intelligible
and functional variety of English, alongside its larger role in expressing linguistic identity. All the
reviewed studies constantly show that PhE is widely known and understood easily across different
groups, especially to younger Filipinos and Filipino-Americans supporting its effectiveness as a means
of communication in everyday situations. In addition, there is a common view that exhibits a lower
acceptance of the language in terms of formal contexts showcasing that acceptance is highly
dependent on context, while informal domains exhibiting a greater flexibility, and yet formal and
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academic setting still favors standardized native-speaker norms. This highlights an ongoing shift
toward inclusivity, but not yet actually the full transition of the language.

However, contradictions are also apparent in the results. In the study of Rentillo et. al (2024)
it emphasizes a powerful acceptance and normalization of PhE among younger Filipinos, especially as
a marker of identity. Meanwhile Gustilo et al (2025) found that Filipino-Americans, in spite of
appreciating its legitimacy, still its formal acceptability were rated lower, due to the strong influence
of standard language ideology. Similarly to the result of the study of Hartwell (2026) it shows that
academic writing as a space for gradually becoming inclusive, yet still limited by institutional
expectation and external norms. These results suggest that the perception in acceptance of PhE in
formal settings differs significantly based on exposure, location, and sociocultural backgrounds.

In spite of these important findings provided by the selected studies, some gaps remain
apparent. The studies focus on specific groups, such as students and younger generations, as evident
in the study of Gustilo et al and Rentillo et al, which limits the generalizability of the results to other
individuals like professionals, educators, and older people. Additionally, Hartwell examined the
presence of PhE in academic publishing, there are still gaps that are unexplored like the impact on
outcomes such as publication success and professional opportunities. Furthermore, the studies
depend on cross-sectional design, a lack of longitudinal approach is needed that could explore how
attitudes toward PhE develop over time. These gaps suggest the need for a broader and in depth
research that included diverse participants and real-world implications.

The results recommend that PhE is in a moving phase, widely known and understood, and
strongly linked to identity, but still treated less value due to the strong influence of language
ideologies that support native norms. This highlights a broader tension between global standards and
local linguistic realities. The findings of these selected studies emphasize several important
implications for language education, academic institutions and broader communication practices. The
need to increase a greater awareness and acceptance of World Englishes, especially in formal settings.
Educators should promote awareness of World Englishes, especially the PhE variety to decrease
linguistic discrimination. While, institutions and publishers may reconsider strict adherence to
standard English and shift toward more inclusive language standards. It also recommends that it
should be acknowledged and integrated as a legitimate language both in teaching and
communication.

A clear pattern across the selected studies is the general recognition of World Englishes and
the legitimacy of Philippine English (PhE), alongside a persistent reliance on Inner Circle standards. Sy
Tamco (2022) shows that ESL teachers acknowledge language variation as natural and accept PhE,
particularly in spoken communication, yet still prioritize American English (AmE) in formal writing due
to its perceived prestige and historical authority. A similar pattern is observed in Tocalo et al. (2025),
where both teachers and students recognize PhE as a marker of Filipino identity and a coexisting
variety, but teachers continue to orient themselves toward American and British English as standards
in education. Babanto et al. (2023) likewise report positive attitudes toward PhE, with teachers
recognizing its pedagogical value in fostering inclusivity, engagement, and communicative
competence. Across all three studies, there is a consistent theme of acceptance of PhE in principle,
particularly in informal or spoken contexts, combined with cautious or limited application in formal
academic settings.

Despite these shared patterns, contradictions emerge in how acceptance translates into
practice. Sy Tamco (2022) highlights a tension where teachers support communicative flexibility yet
restrict PhE in writing, reinforcing standardized norms. Tocalo et al. (2025) further complicate this by
showing that even increased awareness of World Englishes does not necessarily lead to greater
acceptance of PhE in practice, especially among tertiary educators who become more conservative
despite their knowledge. In contrast, Babanto et al. (2023) present a more optimistic view, where
teachers are not only open to PhE but also actively recognize its benefits in improving motivation,
cultural relevance, and classroom interaction. However, even in this study, some hesitation remains
regarding pronunciation, vocabulary, and academic reliability. These differences suggest that while
attitudes are generally positive, the degree of willingness to integrate PhE varies depending on
context, level of education, and perceived academic standards.
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Several gaps are evident across the studies. Sy Tamco (2022) identifies limited awareness and
understanding of PhE features among both teachers and learners, which leads to misclassification of
localized forms as errors and contributes to language anxiety. Tocalo et al. (2025) point to a gap
between theoretical knowledge and classroom implementation, indicating that awareness of
linguistic frameworks does not automatically result in pedagogical change. Babanto et al. (2023), while
highlighting positive attitudes, reveal lingering doubts about the empirical foundation and wider
applicability of PhE. Taken together, these gaps suggest a need for more systematic integration of PhE
into teacher training, curriculum design, and assessment practices, as well as further research on its
codification and standardization.

The findings collectively indicate that PhE is increasingly recognized as a legitimate and
functional variety of English, yet its status in formal education remains contested. Sy Tamco (2022)
emphasizes the coexistence of acceptance and restriction, where PhE is used to support fluency but
not formal accuracy. Tocalo et al. (2025) frame this as a “teacher’s dilemma,” reflecting the struggle
between acknowledging local identity and adhering to established norms. Babanto et al. (2023)
extend this by demonstrating that PhE can enhance teaching effectiveness and learner outcomes
when integrated meaningfully. These findings converge on the idea that PhE occupies a transitional
space between recognition and full legitimization in educational contexts.

The implications of these patterns highlight the need for a shift toward more inclusive and
context-sensitive language teaching practices. Sy Tamco (2022) suggests that reducing strict
adherence to native norms can help lower language anxiety and encourage participation. Tocalo et al.
(2025) advocate for a pluricentric approach that values multiple English varieties and promotes
intercultural competence, while also calling for stronger curricular integration of PhE across
educational levels. Babanto et al. (2023) reinforce this by showing that incorporating PhE can create
more engaging, culturally relevant, and empowering learning environments. Together, these studies
imply that advancing the status of PhE requires not only theoretical acceptance but also concrete
pedagogical shifts, increased awareness, and institutional support to bridge the gap between
recognition and practice.

One pattern that stands out from the above researches is the dual role of Philippine English
in both communication and media. According to Paz (2022) and Bautista (2019), PhE contributes to
the clarity and relatability of communications and media while being associated with one's national
identity. At the same time, there is a contradiction in terms of the language's acceptance as a
legitimate means of communication. Even though Bautista (2019) gives a rather positive assessment
of the efficiency of PhE as a means of communication, Paz (2022) notes that people still question and
oppose it due to the language's lack of accuracy and grammar.

One important gap in the research on PhE is related to the low level of PhE acceptance in the
academic world despite its extensive use in other spheres of communication. It can be said that
despite being effective in conveying information, PhE still is not considered a legitimate way of
communication in the eyes of society. It can be concluded that PhE proves to be a very useful language
variety that can help people improve their communication skills if introduced properly into education
and media.

4. Conclusion

4.1 Conclusion

Across the reviewed studies, Philippine English (PhE) consistently emerges as a legitimate, systematic,
and evolving variety of English shaped by local linguistic, cultural, and communicative influences.
Phonological research identifies recurring consonant substitutions, vowel mergers, and lectal and
regional variation, with more proficient speakers exhibiting fewer deviations. Lexical and semantic
studies highlight the productivity of borrowing and other word-formation processes, as well as
semantic shifts driven by sociocultural and digital contexts, although the acceptability of these forms
varies according to context and formality. Grammatical and syntactic investigations demonstrate that
features such as flexible subject-verb agreement, simplified tense marking, and distinct sentence
structures are systematic adaptations influenced by local languages rather than random errors.
Studies on language attitudes reveal increasing recognition of PhE, particularly in informal and
identity-related contexts, while native-speaker norms continue to influence perceptions in formal
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academic and institutional settings. Similarly, research in education shows that although teachers and
learners acknowledge the legitimacy of PhE, American and British English remain the preferred
standards for instruction and assessment. In communication and media, PhE contributes to clarity,
accessibility, and the expression of Filipino identity despite ongoing debates regarding its legitimacy
in formal domains. These findings affirm that PhE is a rule-governed and continually developing variety
whose acceptance varies across social, educational, and professional contexts.

4.2 Implications

The findings suggest that Philippine English should be recognized as a legitimate variety with its own
systematic phonological, lexical, and grammatical rules rather than being treated as incorrect or
deficient English. They also imply the need for reforms in language education, particularly in
challenging the dominance of Inner Circle norms and incorporating World Englishes perspectives into
teaching practices. Curriculum development should reflect real language use in the Philippines,
especially in spoken and communicative contexts, to better prepare learners for actual language
environments. The studies further highlight the importance of addressing sociolinguistic awareness,
as negative attitudes toward PhE in formal settings reflect strong language ideologies that may
contribute to linguistic stigma. In addition, the use of PhE in communication and media emphasizes its
functional role in promoting clarity and identity, suggesting that it holds practical value in public
discourse.

4.3 Recommendation

It is recommended that Philippine English (PhE) be more fully integrated into language education by
incorporating its phonological, lexical, grammatical, and discourse features into classroom instruction
while recognizing localized forms as systematic linguistic variations rather than errors. Language
standards, teacher training, and language awareness initiatives should likewise be strengthened to
promote greater understanding of World Englishes, reduce stigma toward PhE, and encourage more
inclusive and context-sensitive language policies in academic and professional settings. Future
research should broaden the scope of PhE studies by involving more diverse participants, conducting
longitudinal investigations, and exploring underexamined areas such as suprasegmental features,
pragmatics, discourse patterns, and comparative analyses with other World Englishes. Further studies
should also examine the role of PhE in formal domains, including academic publishing, professional
communication, and the workplace, to better inform language policy and practice.
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