
Cooceming the Filipinos in Porteus' experim:mt of 1920 • s we must be aware 

that it was the use of a \eStem standard test in which people of a different 

culture were judged. Porteus interprets the findings in caupariscn to the 

white race. 

Did Porteus~ into account the differences in the envionment that the 

Filipinos cane ftan? h Ilocano is said to be more industrious and thrifty. 

The Ilocano wem very hardworking because of the enviomrrent that they eame 

fran. The Land they fazned was rural and very arid. , Because of this fact · 

hardwork was needed to produce a living. The Visayan is hardworking but 

not as much as the Ilocano because their rural land was Jl11lCh m::>re richer 

and pJ:Oductive. 'lhe Tagalog is also industrioos thoogh not as nuch as either 

because he was n,re acoostuned to the city life. 

Q'le wooders at the true depicticn of Porteus' intezpmtaticn of -piant:atim 

life- a quote fJ:an his boat ~t and Race - "If left-a, his CNl devices 

the Visayan laborer works just as loog as he 11'l1St and no looger." It was a 

hard life for the Filipinos oo the plantatim. 'Ibey had low wages, loog 

'-«>rk:ing hours and bad working <Dldi.t:i.ais. 

In Edna Wenblorth's stmy m Filipino Incxne and Bxpendi.tures in 1941, she 

found that the nen work very hard and that their wives took in other 

peoples laundry, even cooked and sold Filipino delicacies to help suwlement 

their inoane because it was so low. 

As for the Filipino being in an adolescent stage and not being able to handle 

self-govenmeit. I would like to point out that in the 19th century, the 

Filipinos were already fighting for self-goven,rrent. Porteus states that 

"at pc tine was there a general revolt against Spanish rule." But in truth, 

there was a major revoluticn against the Spanish in 1896 and they would have 



attained their self-govenutent if Gens. Dewey and MacArthur didn't step in, 

in 1899. 

In refuting the statements of Porteus, he states that the reasai the Filipino 

striked was because of vague threats or because they just were imitating others. 

When in reality, the reasoo that the Filipino striked was because they -were 

tmSati.sfied with their lDt1 wages and working oonditiais. Fran Malapits' 

study and the Hawaii Palo paper; it was famd that even under the threat of 

being t:hrcMn out of the plantatial, the Filipinos still striked because of 

the CClldi tions that they were under. 

As regards to Porteus' assertiai. that to educate the Filipino and to take him 

EM8:/ fxan the land wail.d give h:im anbiticms and goals which he is incapable of 

handling, I want to state here that Filipinos place a great E!DplaSis en 

educaticn. · 'lhis is part of their traditicn, they value educaticn. In carriagas , 

study in 1934 and Ben Junasa's in 1961- They found for the Filipinos the anbi..., 

ticn is there but because of the lac:k of ina::rne many do not go on to higher 

educati.cn. 

I am a Filipino and I am proud of this fact. I became involved with the Coali­

ti.cn because, I feel that to nane the Social Science Building after Stanley D. 

Porteus would be a great mistake not cnl.y to my ethnic group but also to other 

fell.a,,r nenbers living .in Hawaii. 

Persaially, I fi.n<l Porteus' oonclusioos or"ccntributiais"an insult to my ethnic 

heritage and pride. 


