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RenaTo B. MANALOTO

Discourse on Filipino Philosonhy still focus on
formulating the bases and approaches that would make
Filipino phil«)sophy known and sise above the rest. The
following are the aspects of the discourse that has been
molded:(1) wholistic approach, (2) comparztive analysis,
(3) contextu alization of western philosopky in Filipino
awareness, (¢) phenomenology of Filipino experience, 5)
compilation of texts in philosonhy written by Filipino
and (6) in depth study of Filipino concepts. Results of
the new d:scourses made ate usnally just the repetitions
of these bases and approacnes.

Though the bases and approaches aseé differ from each
other and are conflicting at some ~oint, tkis should not
be a reason to delay the dicourses rnade on Filipino
philosophy. In fact, much can be gained from these types
of discourses because though they somehow distupt the
continuity of these studies made, rhey are rather seen as
improvements to it.
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Renato B. Manaloto is currently an instructor at the Denartraent of Philosophy; College
of Social Sciences and Philosophy, University of the Philippines, Diliman.
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SADYANG HINDI MATATAWARAN ang pakinabang na naidudulot ng makabagong
teknolohiya ng kompyuter sa pagpapalawak at pagpapzunlad ng mga diskurso
sa pilosopiya ng hindi na xinakailangang imagkatagpo -fagpo ng personal ang
mga kasali. Kamakailar halimbawa ginawang lunsaran sa e-mail ang
pilosopo(@kssp.upd.edu.ph (+a pangunguna na tin rd D Leonardo de Cast-o,
tagapangulo ng UP Devartamento ng Pilosopiyz at sa twiong ni Prop. Pezer
Sy, coordinator ng compurer lab ng KSSP) para sa mga diskurso sa pilosopiya.
Nauna nga sa diskusyon ang Pilosopiyang P/Filipino. Ganito ang tanong ni
Dr de Castro:

Mga kaibigan,
Matanong ko nga iy — para ia imyo, mayroon bang  Pilosopiyang
Filipino (Pilipino?)? Ano ba, para sa inyo, an maaaning tbig sabibin
nito?

Narito ang ilan sa mga kiatugunan sa tanong:

GINAGAWA MUNA BAGC ITINATANONG KUNG ANC ITO

> R. Ibana

Naalaala ko ang kwento ng isang prcpesct noong isang linggo sa
round-table discussion ng: Philosophy Cirte dito sa Ateneo. Ang sabi ng isung
propesor sa isang estudyanteng mav katulad pa tanong: Katulad raw
ito ng isang higac ria masayang narn amasya. Minsan tinanong siya kung
paano siya maglakad. Pagkatapos niro, hindi na nakahakbang ang hizad
dahil tinatanong niya kung paano siva nagjalakad.

May isang hindi pa nailalathalang akda si P Roque Ferriols na
ginagamit namin bilang pambungad sa unang araw ng pamimilosopiya.
Ang pamagat ay “Sapagkat ang Prosopiy1 ay Ginagawa.” Isa sa nga
islogan na lumitaw mula sa akdang tto av “_unclagin mo, Baybe!” Kung
rinanais raw ninumman na matuton lumangoy, kailangang lumunday sa
tubig. Gayundin, nara sa sinuang nagnanais mamilosopiya, kailangan
niyang gawin ito mismo bago itanong kung ano ito. Sa mismong
pamimilosopiya, ‘ilitaw ang pilosopivang; Pilpino. Hindi naman sa
walang pilosopivang Pilipino. Sa palagay ko,meron nito.

Pero dahil nakalubog tayong; lahat sa pagkameron nito, mahirap
makalitaw na para bagang hiwalay tayo at pinag-uusapan “Ang mga
Pilipino.” Dapar ding gawin ang paglitaw 2a ito, paminsan minsan; para
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Pilipino.” Dapat ding gawin ang nagiitaw na itc, paminsan minsan;
para hindi malunod. Pero iba ang gumagawa sa nanonood. Maari
rayorig pumili ng; ating mga posisyon: maponcod 0 Manggagawa:
miron o meron. Walang makapagbawal kung ano ang dapat na
posisyon. Maaari pa ngang magtilungan sia.

PRODUKTC NG NAMIMILOSOPIYANG PiLiPINO

> P Khalid:

Well, it s like this: borrow.ng frorn American composet
Leonard Bernstein, “American Music: is Music composed bty an
American” and so a Filipino philosophy is a product of a Filipino
who philosophizes. Now, if there is 2 problem about 2 Filipino
“systematic” philosophy, I dor’- think we should spend sleepless
nights over it, let us just continue doing philosophy and some thing
good will come out on it For starters, the government, CHED
patticulary, industry should see the 7alue of philosophy in a college
curriculum. My idea is, just get the Filipino ro philosophize then
something of « Filipino philcsopay will emerge. When I mean
philosophize, it is more than asking metaphysical questions, but more

3

of understanding our society, the Western & Eastern philosophers
in 2 SCHOLARLY way, funding conventions like the Philosophy
Association of the Philippines aad the Phiosophy Circle... these are
ways where we can develop our philosophy of being Filipino. Let
us not dwell whether we have cne or not, let us roll up our siceves

and start to do scholarly philosophic:nl works...

KAUGALIANG MINANA NATIN SA ATINC MGA NINUNO

> M. Dela Cruz:
Sa aking palagay ang Pilosopiya ng 1nga Filipino ay isa lamang

kaugalian na minana natin sa ating mga ninuno. Ito ay hindi natin
ginaya sa mga banyaga. Halimbaws, 2ng pagtinaw ng utang ra loob
sa mga maguling natin. Sa pagtugor: natia dito minsan iniiwanan
natin ang ating; sarili para lamang cito, hindi ba parang pilosopiya ni
Levinas?

Ang aking tanong ay, alan ba nila 2ng pilosopiyang ito? kilala
ba nila si Levinas?
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MAYROONG PILOSOPIYA ANG MGA PiLIPINO PERO WALANG
PiLosOPIYANG FILIPINO

> D. Odchimar IIT

Ang Filipino 1y mayroong pilosoprya ngunit walang pilosopiyang
Filipine.

Kung ang ibig nating sabthin 1g pilosopiya 2y isang pananaw o
worldwew (perspectiv’) ay maarl nating ipagkaloob na mayroong miga
pananaw na katangian sa 1sang tao sa isang si-wasyon. Maaating 2ng
sitwasyon na kanyang kinatoroonar. ay 1na; yduculot ng katbhan at mga
pagbabagu-bago ny; pananaw.

Ang mundo samakatuwid av kung papaino ito nararanasan ng
isang tao © how i apdears o the person. Iahtl sa tinitngnan natin ang murido
mula sa sitwasyon na kinaroroonan n atin, malarr ang ang mundo ay avon
palagi sa kung papaano natin 1ro nukikita. Kung gayon, ang mundc ay
pananaw lamang natn.

Tayo ay mga pananaw. Dahil dito wala kalut na isa man sa atin ay
mayroong parehong ringin sa mundc. Maaring sabthin na tayo ay
nananahan sa iba’t ibang hiwa-hiwzliy na munco. Maaari lamang siguro
na magkakahawig ang pananaw natin sa mundo ayon sa kalapitan ng
Ingar na kinarorconan at mga ympluensiya aito 32 atin, ngunit ang pagka
particutar natin blang mga highly specific na nditndwal na hinihiwalay ng
time at space dahil sa rayo ay mga /n storical veing sitnated in a material world
o “phenomend” ayon kay Kant o o r'd of ppearances ayon kay Platc.

Ang pag-pangalan na Filipino sa mga pananaw ay isang
pagtatangka na burahin ang lantay ra paghkapai tikular ng mga pananaw.

Ang pagpupumilit na mayrcon piiosopiyang Filipino ay isang
malinaw na pagraiangkang ibukod ang nakabukod nang kaayusan.

Ako ba ay Filipino? Ano ba ang ?:ilip'mc? Sino ba ang Filipino?...

MGA ETNIKONG IDEYA, PARADIGM AT PESPEKTIBO

>N. Manauat

For one who’s working on identity issues: race and ethnicity, class,
gender and sexual orfentation, I find that these categories aren’t as neat
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as many of us think. IMHO, a person’s identtr can not be boxed 11 so
simple a manner. For example, 1 am all these: filipino, ex-catholic,
“middle-class” (prtvate-schooled but lovw-incomed -— what can 1 do, ’m
in the academe!), lesbian ferninist worman whe does philosophy. But is
what i do “Filipmno” philosophy? 15 Filipino = the person’s nationality?
are ideas, paradigms, and perspeciives ‘ethnicized’? Is there a Filipino
way of doing things, and if so, is it applicable to how one does
philosophy?

Perhaps cefrain patterns may emerge bur i arn wary of falling into
the structuralist’s trap of falsely speaking for everybody.

TATLONG LAPIT
Antropolobikal, Trad'gyunal (Historikas) at Kenstitagyunal

Mayroong tatlong lapit sa pllosopiyang Piliping, ayon kay R Gripaldo
(bilang pagsipl na rin sa kanyang akdang © Filipino philosophy: A Critical
Bibliography”): Antropoiohikal, Tradisyunal, at Konstitusyonal Subalit tmani
ang roga lapit na ito n3 batikos mula kina C. Sayson, Jr at BE. Vera.

Nazsa ibaba ang palitan nila ng mga kuru-kuro. Iniayos ito sa paraang
dayaiogo:

ANTROPOLOHIKAL NA LAPTL

>R. Gripaldo

The first is the anthropological approzch which was popularized
by William Graham Sumner in hus book “Felioways.” In the Philippines,
this is adapted by Leonatdo Mezcado, Florentino Timbreza, and others.
This is the collective view of the Filipino people based or. their
languages, sayings, riddles, epithets, ‘olilore, and the like.

>C. Sayson, Jr

But are they in fact philosophical views? This criterion begs this
substantive question, by blurring the distinctiE)n between social
philosophy (worldview, weltanschauung, pananaw sa buhay) on the one
hand, and philosophy on the other.
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TRADISYUNAL NA LAPIT

>R. Gripaldo: '

The second it the traditional approach which is generally the cne
used by historians of philosophy which is the enumeration of the
philosophies of iandividual thinkers. When we speak of “Greek
philosophy,” for example, we eaumer:ite Thales, Anaximenes,
Anaximander, Xenophanes et al. This is true wirh British philosophy,”
“German an philosophy,” “French philosophy,” etc When we speak of
“Filipino philosopby” in this traditicnal sense, we must be able to name
Filipino thinkers like Rizal, Mabini, “acin-o, Borifacio, up to the present
time. This is the individual views of Filipino thinkers.

>C. Sayson, Jr:

Again, this begs the question whetber the wotk of such men as
Fizal, Mabini, Jacinto, and Borifacio is :n fact phiosophy, and whether
they are philosophers in addition tc be:ng revolutionaries.

KONSITIUSYUNAL NA LAPIT

>R. Gripaldo:

The third approach I call the cons titatior:al one in that the subject
matter isdefinitely Western or Eastetns (non- Filipino), but interprzted
by Filipino authors, that is, “Filipinc” as defined by the Philipaine
constitution. In the light of hermeneutics, since the writet /interpreter
is a Filipino, thea there is an interpretative input by a Filipinc (as
constitutionally defined). About 75%0 t3 €0% >f writings in philosophy
by Filipinos at present ate of this nature. Examples of titles are: ‘The
Social Philosophy of Plato,” “The Ethical Philosophy of Confucius,”
«7en Buddhism and the Will of the Wind,” “The Theory of Justice of
Aristotle,” “The Private Language Argument of Wittgenstein”, etc.

>C. Sayson, Jr:

So, every dissertation written by « Filipino citizen in a foreign
university, for example, no matter what the theme and point of view, 1s
Filipino philosophy? Isn’t it just philosophy that aappens to be witten
by a Filipino? (I mean, of course it IS Filipino philosophy, but only in
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an empty, legalistic sense. It’s Like saying that Bernard Williams’
philosophy is British philosophy because he 15 2 British subject, even
though he si)ends most of his time at Berkeley The point is: Does the
question even come up in such cases?

ANTROPOLOTIKAL, TRADISYUNAL O FHSTORIKAI

>R. Gripaldo

I do not have much time to elaborate cn these three, but when
we ask the questicn, “Mayroon bang Pi.osopiyang Filipino?” the answer
is definitely yes. However, if we want to be more specific, we can ralse
the question, what do you mean bs “Filipino philosophy”? The
anthropological, traditional, or corstitutional approaches? Or all three?

>C. Sayson, Jr

When we lcok at our answers to the question “Is there such a thing
as Filipino ph'll()SDIi)th?”, 1t is necessary to ask in what sense the answet
could be “no”. n the anthropologicul sense given above, the answer
could not possibly be no, since every culture has in fact some kind of
wotldview. But many such worldviews are of a mythic characte: and
do not rise to rhe ievel of philoscphical thirking. All myth is part of
the collective thought of a culture, but from this it doesn’t follow that
that culture has a philosophy. Thus, for instance, the wotldview of
Homer’s ‘Iliad’ it considered part of Greek thought, but not of Greek
philosophy.

In fact none of the criteria proposec by Dr Grpaldo engages
the prior and cubstantive question, wha: is philosophy? Unless we are
clear about this, we are at risk of putting the emphasis on “Filipino”
rather than ot ¢ philosophy’" whenever we try to characterize “Filipino
philosophy”.

HISTORIKAL NA LAPIT VT PILOSOPISASYON NG PANG-ARAW 'ARAW NA
PAMUMUHAY

>R. Gripaldo

As I said in the my answer to the cuestion “Is there F.lipino
philosophy?” that I aave no time to elaborate on the three
approaches to Filipino philosophy. I did ciscuss/explain in the first
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edition of “Filipinc philosophy: a critical bibliography” the meaning
of philosophy. The: title of the first chapter is “Towards a definition
of Filipino philosophy” where the three -oncepts “Filipinc,”
“philosophy,” and ‘Filipino philoscphy” are clarified. The best way
really to respond to Prof. Sayson’s remarks is to read this chapter.

But I will quickly just say the following:

10 I am taking the powmt of view of a historian of philosopay.
As such, any bistorian of philosophy transcerds the quarrel of
different philosof hucal schools in which one school denies that the
other schools are engaged in plulosophy. For example, Bertrand
Russel. distinguishes between a philosophes {one engaged in “he
philosophy of logical analysis) and a social critic (one who makes
critical views aboat/comments of lif=, socicry, etc.). David Hume
and Rudolf Carpap rejected me -aphysics a3 philosophy. On the
other hand, the ex:stentialists discarded logical analysis as meaning ess
i one’s life, etc. Tut a historian of ph ilosopta considers all these as
philosophy and includes them in his history of phﬂosophy. Waile
analytic philosophy emphasizes logi: and continental philosoohy
emphasizes life, pragmatism tries to bridze tke two by stressing toth
logic and life. Morton White argues that the hedgehog (existentialists,
phencmenologists and the Like) may lie down with the fox (analytic
philosophers) anc the result need not de grotesque. He suggests that
the two types cf philosophizing sa0uld be -econciled. Rorty began
as an analytic philesopher who stadied continental philosophy and
ended up a necpragmatst (ora postmodern pragmatist). Of course,
pragmatism neecl not be the only way to bridge the two camps.

>C. Sayson, Jr:

. But I never questioned any o “ that. There has never beer any
question of the pluralistic nature of ')h‘losop»kd(:al method. To make
it quite simple, there have been three main methods of doing
philosophy: (a)logcal/ linguistic/conceptual aralvs:s; (b)transcendental/
phenomenologiz:al analysis; anc. (c) dialectic. And there has never
been any question, either, that myth can be stbjected to any Ot all
of these modes of analysis. but theze you have it: these ate all
modes of ANALYSIS. Even phenomenclogical description is, in
effect, an anatysis of the categories of our lived experience.

224



diskusyon sa pilosopo@kssg.usd edu. ph

Manaloto

Sure, the point of view of a aistoran of philosophy exempts
one from taking 2 stand on which method is the “correct”
philosophical method; but it doesn™: exempt one from explaining vhy
one thinks that myth is or can be corsidered plilosophy. Perhaps
this is explained n vour book, but [ hope the explanation can be
formulated neatly enough in a shert simple Jarzgraph for those of

us who have no access to It.

>E. Vera

Please clariry this point: If an his-orian of philosophy needs
to trariscend the quarrel of different philosophical schools in which
one school denie: that the other schools are engaged in philosophy,
how does he or she know that both ¢ystems are philosophies? s it
because they just claim to be so? Corapare this with an historian of
ccience who needs to choose between different explanations for
physical phenornena, classifying some as scientific, others as
superstition. He mught begin wit1 nearl: animistic belief but after a
while he rejects “hem. By the tire he talks abcut the discovery of
magnetism he no longer refers 1o astrology as a science. Simtarly
‘he historian cf philosophy just.fies the claim that say two lines of
inquiry, existenzizlism and linguist:c analysis are philosophical fizlds,
while provincial seitefs about pec aliar natur2 of humans (such es all

men are by natu:e polygarnous) are not.

>R. Gripaldo:

2) In conteraporary philosopby there is the philosophizztion
of everyday life, that 1s, the atterapt to efface the boundary between
the low road to philosophy (unsvsteriaiic philosophical views about
life, society, etc.) and the high read to plilosophy (systematic thir king
such as those oF Plato, Xant, Schopenhauer et al). 1 do not have
much time to explain this, but the point 1s, “philosophy” has come
down to us to have a very broad meanitg that even myths (see
Roland Barthes —a poststructuralist) can be philosophical. This is
not to sav tha: all myths, the cocial scences, etc. are philosophies.
All T am saying 1s that a philosophicaily-mmunded person can “see

»

philosophizing in them
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>C. Sayson, Jr

.. To say that mvths can be “chilcsoohica]” is a statement sO vague
as to be practicall) useless. Anywzy, [ think T arswered this point in -eply
to (1): that i)hilas ophy can be and 1s applied o the study of myth and
with remarkable resulrs as Barthes shovrect But how does this show that
myth is or can philosophy?

Why do vcu categorize Plazo as a ‘systematic’” philosophe:? To
Plato, philosophy s the difficult and pair staking task of muking
conceptual distir.clions. From his eatliest work uvp to the very last, his
dialogues are retaarkable attemp:s to get clear 2bout the meanings of
certain terms (justice, virtue, gond, frieadship, courage—all ordinary
concepts that ar: part of moral d scourse).

>E. Vera

Does the phllosophi(:;llly minded person “see” the philosophizing
in them or does he put 1t there? It's cne thing 1o examine a text whose
author intends as ]')hiloso}t)hjcal.i 1ad then to “look for” the philosophy
in it but to “se¢” 1t n z myth or other common belief... it makes me
stop and wonde-. This v-ew wouldnt includ: “personal philosop hy” in
the sense that, “Well, my philosophy n ife 1t blah, blah, blah...”, would
it?

Anyway, [ sgree this leads to Dr Gripaldo’s next point...

>R. Gripaldo

3) Tt reall” <1l bots down 10 “what is philosophy?” My answer to
this is rather loag, but can anyooe give us a defnition that will iaclude
all the “philoscphical views” that are supposed to be included in any
history of philosophyr Can Pro . Sayson gzive us his criteria of what
ought or ough: not to be included as philasophy which will suit the
perspective cf a histortan of philosophy like Arederick Copleston? I
will give you 2 clue: any definition of ptdlosophy must take into account
Wirtgenstein’s doctrine of fanmuly resernblances.

>C. Sayson, Jr

.. Does Father Copleston consider myth philosophy? I think
not! And I didn’t sav that oar prcblern “,411 boils down” to the
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question, what s philesophy? 1 saic thet cueston needs to be answered
first before we can do anything else Lastly, family resemblances can be
quite deceiving. If vou foliow famrily resemblences uncritically, you can
be led insensibly cown a slippery slcpe. A few months ago, a newsgaper
columnist wrote 7 fatuous editorial where he equated “critical thinking”
with “making ctidcisms”, e.g., person al criticisms, and then drew the
irresponsible ccnzlusion that it is perlous to engage in critical thinking,
The “argument” trades on the family resemblance between the terms
“critical thinking’ and “making crticisins”. (Forunately his column did
not go unchallengzed) Another ex zmple: In the Athens of Plato’s tme
there were farril7 resemblances beatwzen the two terms ‘sophos’ and
‘sophistes’, such that it was unclzar Fow to distinguish one from the
other. Plato mad: a lifelong attempt to distinjuish the two terms. The
‘sophios’ 1s one </ho can make distincticns between ideas in a re.iable
way, according to the narure of thungs as thev really are; the ‘sophistes’
is one who wartcnly disregards these distinctions for the sake of winning
an argument ard persuadiag his hearers, and for financial gain. Socrates
was accused of cing a “sophistes” and put to ceath for it, but Plato
showed mankind that Socrates was really a ‘philosophos’, ie. a “over
of ‘sophia’, sorncone who is unswervingly cotrmitted to the human task
of searching for the truth, not by haviag it reealed to him but by going
out and engaging others in disephnec corvrersation. Philosophy, in
Socrates’ and Plato’s minds, is an activiy, not a body of doctrine.

Well, T gaess that too 1s my conceg tion of philosophy, and I think
it’s a damn good one!

>FE. Vera:
Wie can begin with the following guide questions:

1. What do these philosoplical schools intend to do? — Almost
all of these seek to explain or justiy somethirg, answering questions like,
(a) What is real? (Covers just about cverything from Thales to the
present), (b) How should we actt (Seme. I'm not an expert but doesn’t
this sooner or liter involve existentizlism as well as ethics?), (c)Are my
arguments for 1a) and (b) good cr badr (Logic), (d) Is there only one
way of assessing the cotrectness of my arguments?, (¢) How do1
justify my judgments?
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1 dare say the last question even sums up the ONLY question
in philosophy. Everything else either rephrases the question ot
explores the detni],s,

The next problem 1s distinguishing this from the physical
sciences, compatative literature, or any othet sort of inquiry...

[ dare say the last question even sums Up the ONLY quest.on
in philosophy. Everything else either rephrases the question or
explores the details.

The next problem is distinguishing this from the physical
sciences, comparaitive literature, ot any other sort of inquiry...

2. 1ts the method and the depth —- Philosophers answer their
questions without necessatily using the scientific method (especially
since some of them are busy examining the scientific method). I'm
not too clear how to describe the “method” here, save perhaps to
say that we use logic (but then again, what science doesn’t?).

[ notice, however, that setious philosophical enterprises seek
nltimate justificadon for their clums They keep to get the reason
behind the last reason... at least until heir spade is turned.
Gurthermore, they seek an ultimate genera) principle. I mean they
seek a general principle, a rule that applies pot only to the inquiry at
hand but to every other inquiry Note how Atristotle’s theories, or
Plato’s before him, would have something to say about how to
answer any quesdion.

And compare how a modern .tudent of the discipline would
use Wittgensteinian techniques o answet any other question like,
“What is justice?”, “What is the nature of man?”, and “Why do 7
and 5 make 12?27

Not all philosophets have writ-er on so many subjects, but my
point is that it’s possible to apply their principles to other sukjects.
How would cartesian thinking explore ethics or politics? I am not
versed in all of Descartes” s writings but ] think he wrote noae on
this subject. How different would it be from, say, Kantian ethics?
If they didn’t actually write or: everything, at least their principles
should be capable of being taken to other directions.

That’s generality.
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(Hmm. Maybe Descartes didn't cover those areas because it
didn’t interest him, or the project would prove o broad. But note
how different philosophers can <hate 1 tradition, a way of doing
philosophy, and ream up on these philesopaical problems. Which
rationalist tackled ethics? Didn’t the Vienna circle do something like
this (teaming up on problems)? Can we do something like this?)

3. Finally, it s the discipline --- Given the length of time humans
have existed on this planet, I bet people have tried to answer the
‘oregoing questions. Tven before Thaies, even before Confucius, even
before people ived in Mohenjo Daro, Harappa or what have you.
Unfortunately, nobody dic any writing, or if rhev did, these were lost.
Think of philosophy as a great conversation between all the thinkers
of the human race. Next, to participaie, we have to be thoroagh.
We imagine our arguments, jastity it and anticipate counter
arguments... and then we write them cown. Furthermore, we assume
the truth of our conclusions and imagine their implications (if you
find that modus ponens holds ir. all pousible worlds, does this umply
that logical principles are more r2al -hen te write them down.

Does this mean that unwritten thoughts are not philosoohy?
Only to the extent that some great thinker in human history 1« not
deemed a philosopher.. because no ore ever heard of him.

Now, what would make philosoohy Filipino? Probably the
same criteria we use to refer 1o Continental philosophy, Anglo-
American philosophy, Chinese plulosophy, Arcient Greek philosophy,
and Islamic philosophy. We normall tulk like tais to distinguish the
way they do philesophy in som.c place from the way they do it in
other places. Their theoties were o-ig nal, cogent, and suppotrted.
They also enjoyed prominence ‘or notoriety) in places outside their
geographic location. If we want tc hwe 1 Filipino philosopay 1n
the same vein, we should consinue writing our answers to the
phil()sophical questions. By theur general.ty, peculiarity, and
coherence, shall our ideas distinguish themselves.

I imagine there will be other 1ssuzss here like, “Should Filipino
philosophy be ir. Filipino?” My first answer 1s “No, there’s no need.”
Others feel that our very langaaze celineates the kind of
philosophical question we woud pose, as well as how to answer
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them. 1 used to think this way too but latzly, I’m not so sure of my
position.

Eamiy RESEMBLANG i AT MODUS Porians. BILANG FAGLILINAW SA
Pirosoriya vs Mrro

> C. Sayson, Jr:

[ intend the above points to de cor junctive; a thorough essay
on how best to wear pajamas 15 not philosophy, and a shallow
explanation of ethic al principles (“ Because the spirits decree it! Ien’t
tkat enough?”) bo h fall short of the reqairernents.

This, like the proverbial huncred awyers chained to the bottom
of the ocean, is ‘¢ good start”. What is the j)hﬂosophical mode of

e:(plaxmtion as contrasted with the mythic mode?

One thing we cannot do is 10 arzuc frora resemblances. That
is to say, we can’: argue that since thete are family resemblances
between certain types of mythical taought andl philosophy, then tkere
must be and substantive relation between the two. Resemblance is
fot a rransitive relation, 1e., if x resembles y and y resembles , it
does’t follow tazt x resembles z. It's like the re.ation “mother of™:
If A is the motaer of B aad B is the nothet of C, it doesn’t follow
that A is the mo her of C.] Any -esemolan e between philosophy
and myth is incoclusive as to their rzal connec tions.

On an eazlier point raised, I’m nct sure what it means to ask
«shether modus ponens is true in al possible worlds.Perhaps the point
of the question 1 whether modus ponzns is validity-preserving for
all formal systems. There’s one philosopher who argued that modus
ponens is masct line form of infereace, that it expresses the male
domination of society, and thus s v alid onlv for a certain range of
discourse. (I'm sorry 1 forgot her nane, tut she was mentioned
prominently iri .0 exchange of latters in the New York Review of
Books several vears ago.) The roistake here s 1n thinking that a ‘orm
of inference can be critiqued cn the level of the pragmatics of

discourse, which opens the way to ‘he kind of ideological criique
she wants to do. 1t cannot-—its critique mast oe done on the level
of formal semantics. (Simple distinctions 1 ke this go a long way. It

keeps you frora worrying about nrobleras that aten’t really problems.)
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WikaNG FiLIPINO

Panlinang sa Pilosopiyeng F/ Pilipino

>M. I Lamongo:

Kung ating likilalapin na isa sa mg: paraan upang linangin ang
“mga pilosopiyeng Filipino™ (anumarg ari ng mga nilalang ito) ay
sa pamamagitan r g paggamit ng »ikaag Filipino, hindi matiwasang
harapin ang kakalingan ng mga pagsasaln ng mga akda (pilosop:kal
man o hindi) sa Filipmo. Kahit satihin natin oa marami-rami na 1ing
mga aklat sa pilosopiya ang nasus slat sa Filipino (ng mga Pilipinong
pilosopo), narorcon pa rin ang hind. maitatatwang kakulangan at
kahirapang matag puan ng mga paaguna ning reksto sa Filipino. (Sa
isang TV show noong nakarzang teon, binigyang-pansin ni
Homobono Adaia ang kakulangan/‘]r;awalan ng mga pagsasalir., ng
mga “classics sa worid Jiterature” sa atng mga bookstores.) Sa aking
palagay, kung talagang seryoso tayo st peglinang ng “mnga
pilosopiyang Filisino,” katlangang; se -yosohn din natin ang gavain
ng pagsasalin. Siguro, kailangan nating hikayatin ang isa’t-isa na
magsagawa ng mga pagsasaling 1t.

Sa aking personal na karanasan, Insles ang pangunahing paraan
ng aking pakik.pagtagpo sa 1ba't- bang mga pilosopo at pilosopiya.
Pero napag-isip-isip ko na kung rinanais kor g makatulong sa gawain
ng pagsasalin, kinakailangan kong mzg- aral og ipa pang wika bukod
sa Ingles at aking inang wika. Nigsisimula ako sa Aleman at
nangangarap na balang-araw ay makapagsalin sa aking paboritong
pilosopong si N:etzsche.

Gayunparmran, hindi pa rin mnaliwisan ang mga kontrobessiya.
Sa TV show ne rabanggit ko kanina, binahagi naman ni Alex Magno
na isinalin niya ang “The Prince’ ni Machiavelli bilang “Ang Pinino”
at ipinabasa sz kanyang mga esmdyanve. At tinanong daw siya ng
mga ito kung wzlang ingles noon dahil nahihirapan silang intindihin
(nalalaliman?). At dahil nga raw sa pun«ng tila bumababa ang kalidad
ng edukasyor. a paggamit ng wikang Filipino, ipinasya niyang
bumalik sa pagtaturo na ang ginagamir. na wika ay Ingles.
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Tabak Philosophy at Wikang Pilipino

> J. m.p.Javier:

...Sa aking palagay ay mayroong Pilosopiyang Pilipino. Ang mrga
ginawa ng ating mga ninuno na pagsisikap na maunawaan ang kanilang
kinalalagyan sa bubay ay tinatawag kong pamimilosopiya. Ang kanilang
kaisipan ay ipinahahayag sa pamamagitan ng panulat ng ating mga
naging bantog na bayani kabilang na sina Rizal. Bonifacio, atbp. Hindi
ko alam kung ang 1ba pang mga bay ani matapcs ang 1521 at bago ang
mga [lustrado av nagawang maipahayag sa pamamagitan ng
pagsulat...Ang kanilang tinalakay, ang paksa ng kanilang
pamimilosopiya ay ang ating KABANSAAN. Sasabihin ng isang nag-
aaral sa kasalukuyan na sila ay Social of Political Philosophers. /ing
ginawang pakikihamok ng mga Pilpinc laban sa mga dayuhan para sa
kalayaan at kasarinlan simula pa ng dumating ang mga Kastila { at
hanggang sa kasalukuyan!) ay nagp apakita ng kanilang pagiging gising
¢ mulat ang mga mata at bukas ang kaisipan sa mga nagaganap sa
kanilang paligid, sa buhay At ito ang nagsisilbing batayan at
nagbubunsod ng kanilang pamimilosopiya. | Ang tawag ko rito ay
“TABAK PHILOSOPHY”). Sa katunayan , kuag tatanggapin natin na
may “pattern” zt “continuity” ang daloy ng Kasaysayang Pilipino ay
naroroon at buhay pa rin ang pamimilosopiyang ito hanggang sa
candaling ito! Hindi vata tumpak na hanapia natin sa Pilipinas ang
tinatawag na “pilosopiyang” natagouan ng iba sa Gresya o sa Tsiaa o
sa Amerika, atbp

Ang TUNAY na Pilipino aj namimilosopiya sa wikang Pilioino
kahit pa sa impiyernol!l—itong mabagsik na pananalitang ito ay para
sa taong dapat lamang tamaan... Marahil hir.di pa niya naiintindthan
ang kahulugan ng “NO BLOOL: NO HEROISM”... PARDON TO
MORE SENSITIVE READERS AND BROTHERS... BUT I JUST
WANT TO BE CLEAR...

Wikang Pilipino vs Tunay na Pilosapiyang Pilipino: Turgo sa Feministany
Pilosopiyang Pilipino

> N. Manauat:

Pilosopiyang Pilipino sa wikang, Pilipino ? Heto na naman
tayo... Sa bansang Pilipinas , d. lamang iisa ang wika. Sa aking
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pananaw , hindi -nakakadagdag o macakabawas sa diwa ang paraan
ng pagsaad nito-— kesyo ilahad ito sa Inggles, Tagalog, Ilonggo,
‘Waray, etc. Hind: lamang ang pagbigkas o pagsulat ng sariling wika
ang tanging bataran sa pamimilosopiyang Pilipino. A case in point:
51 Jose Rizal—isang socio-political philosopher. Hindi maitatatwa ang
kanyang pagmarrahai sa bayan. Mgzunit mas marmi siyang isinulat sa
Espanyol kaysa Tagalog Isa pa, rearaming manunulat na gumag amit
ng wikang Pilipino,/Tagalog nguni: Findi iro sapat para sila ay
maituring na pilosopong Pilipino

Ano nga bz ang “tunay’(axilent) na piosopiyang Piliptno kung
mayroon nga nito? Para sa akin b 11di medaling hanapan ng sagot ang
katanungang ito. Mas marami pang katanungan ang ibubunga nito,
e.g. mayroon nga bang pibpinong kasarinlan (¢dentity)? Kagaya ng
nabanggit ko karnakailan. May ibz pang kategorya na dapat 1saalang-
alang maliban sa sa ating pagkapilipino Maliban sa ethnicity, nariyan
pa ang panlipunari-ekonomiyan3 baaagdan, kasarian, orientasyong
sekswal, abilidad, etc. Kung mayrocn ngang pilosopiyang Pilipino
paano tayo masgakzsiguro na (0 1g: ay 1otoo at hindi larang
nagrerepresenca sa Jstafws guo? Kagaya ng daraan ng pagtuturo ng
pilosopiya sa kclehiyo. Naging pangksraniwan na ang magtatag at
panatilihin anz “.amon” Hindi na’t sila Platon, Aristoteles, Santo
Tomas, etc., ang laman ng ating klase s2 “Iriro to Philosophy” at ating
itinumuring na “canonical”’r Marami sa atin ang nagsasaisang-tabi sa
mga kababaihang pilosopo at hirdi mula sa kanluran. Matahil andi
malayong magkaroon din ng “semiaistang pilosopiyang Pilipino”,

hind: ba?

Lumalabas sa mga talzkayan sa itaas ung kahwrapang makahagip ng
malinaw na pamﬂr,tayan/lapit/pzman AW sa pagtutukoy kung ang
pilosopiya ay Pilosonijang IF/Pilipinc. Sarnu t sati ang mga pamantayan/
lapit/pananaw na naiahad ra, subalit wala ai is1 sa mga 1to ang maalwal
na kinikilala bilang mutibay na paman ::1yan/ lapit) paranaw sa pagtutt,koy/
pagtutuklas/pagpapaiu tang sa Pilosopiyang F/Tiliptno. Kung kaya hindi
masisisi kung naging pananaw ng marami ang “Mabuti pa ay mamilosopiya
na muna tayo. Saka n natin itanong kung aco arg ating pamimilosopiya”.
Sabay sipi kay Padre Ferriols, “Tundagin mo, baybe!”.

Gayunman, nanatii ang tanong ,’Mayroor bang Pilosopiyar.g F/
Pilipino?” hindi lamang, dahil sa pagnanais na makahanap ng pilosoptyang
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maituturing na pilosopiyz ng mga Piiipino uparg maihanay sa m3a
kinikilalang pilosopiy: sa mundo gzaya ng Piloscpiyang Pranses,
Pilosopiyang Aléman, T'losopiyang Inusik, Piloscpiyang Indiyan atbp,
kundi dahil na rin sa pagnanais na makilala ang sari ing kaakuhan na hizit
na pinahahalagan sa kas alukuyang pamircilosopiya ¢ahil na rin sa pananaw
na laluna ng postmoceraismo) ang pamimilosopivz ay kaakuhan. Sa
pagsagot kasi sa tanong nagiging melinaw ang pagkilala sa sariling
kaakuhan.

Ilan lamang ang mga nabanggit sa 1aas sa m3a pamantayan/lapit/
painznaw na sinubukan ng gamitin sa Dag autukos sa Pilosopiyang E/
Pilipino. Ilan pa sa mga ito ang: holistikong layit n. Leonardo Mercado';
komparatibong analisis n. Emetita Quito®; pagiasakonteksto ng pilosopiyang
kanluranin sa kamalayang Piliping ni Leorirdo de Ca stro®; penomenolohiyc ng
karanasan ni Manuel Dy, J<*; pagitipon ng mga akdang ist nulat ng mga Pilipino
sa tilosopiya ni Romualdo Abulad® tungo sa ;zatutubong Pilipino at
pagsasaratutubo ng Pilosap iyang Pilypino ni I orentino Timbreza®; pamamaraang
vital thought at reflexive 130:4ght ni Ramon Feye” ; antropolchikal na paglalahad
nina Dionisio Miranda' ar Albert Alejo' ; g1 pagsusuri ng mga konseplong
Pilipino nina Dionisi> Miranda, Albert Alejo , Prospero Covar!?,
Reynaldo Ileto'', Zeus Salazar'? at Emmanucl Lacaba®.

Kung tutuusin  ang mg: pamantayan/ lapit/ pananaw na ginamit sa 1taas
ay pag-uuli: lamang sa alinman sa mgz nasubukan ng mga pamantayan/
lapit/pananaw na ito. V/alang dudang sng “‘historkal na lapit” na ginzmit
ni Gripaldo at “Ang d>ilosopiyang F/ Pilipino ay walang iba kundi ang
paraimilosopiyang ang namimilosopiye ay Pilipine” . Khalid ay tulad ng
“pamzmaraang pagtitipcn ng mga akdang isinulat ng mga Pilipino sa
pilosopiya” ni Abulad.  Ang Pilosopivang F/Pilipino bilang kaugalang
minana natin sa ating inagnlang” ni de la Cruz ay walang ipinagkaita sa
“ang pilosopiya ay ang kabuuang kaugeliang jamana natin sa nakalipas
ni P. Roque Ferriols, ar ang “wikang Filip:no  bilang pantukoy sa
pamimilosopiyang F/P ilipinc” ni Lamongo a7 gays ng “metalingwistiliang
analisis” ni Mercado

Nagkakaiba’t nagsu sungalngalan roan ang mga inihaing pamantajzan/
lapit/pananaw nakalatn.ong namar ang 13ga i sa pagpapalawzk at
pagpzpaunlad ng disk irso sa pilosopiyang F/Pilipino. Sadya nga marahil
na ang hinthingi ng ki salukuyang disk atso ay hind: ang kaagad na iisang
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marami dahil sa ganitc karaniwang nakkits ang lunahanap. At saka nu nga
natin marahil kailangang tukuyin ang ating hinahanap na matibay at
katanggap-tanggap na pamantayan/ lapit/pananaw sa Pilosopiyang F/
Pilipino.

Samantala tayo na rounang makisawsaw sa diskurso.
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