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Abstract 
For several decades, education and language policies in the Philippines have been a 
popular subject of debate especially among policy makers and school administrators. The 
1974 Bilingual Education Policy (BEP) and the 1987 constitutional mandate on the status 
of Filipino, in particular, were significant issues contributing to the course of the 
Philippine education system (Rubrico, 1998; Acuña & Miranda, 1994). 
More recently, the implementation of DepEd Order No. 60, s. 2008 and DepEd Order No. 
74, s. 2009 caused a significant change in the current educational landscape. The former 
recognizes that the mother tongue, when used as the language of instruction (LOI), is the 
most effective way to improve student learning. Correspondingly, the latter mandate aptly 
institutionalized Mother Tongue-Based Multilingual Education (MTBMLE) as a 
fundamental educational policy program, founded on the basic premise of starting “where 
the learners are, and from what they already know” (Nolasco, 2009: 2). MTBMLE 
advances education beginning with the child’s first language (L1) and the subsequent 
gradual introduction of other languages along with the buildup of the child’s L1 skills.   
The effectiveness of MTBMLE is irrefutable. However, the success of this approach lies 
not entirely on the school administrators but on the support it gets from the community as 
well. By looking into the surveys done on the local community, this study aims to give an 
overview of the current attitudes and perceptions regarding MTBMLE, consequently 
providing a glimpse of the Philippine education system in the future. 
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Introduction of multilingualism and language policies 
The linguistic context of the Philippines plays an important role in the formulation and 
implementation of various language and education policies in the country. Home to 171 
extant languages (Lewis, 2009), the archipelago is a colorful mix of cultures, traditions, 
and languages. In many ways, the interaction we see among the languages spoken here are 
by no means a product of different social factors – language preference, shift, borrowings, 
and contact are brought about by the concepts of prestige, ideologies, labels and 
stereotypes the speakers continue to propagate.  
The multilingual situation of the country is far from simple. Aside from the vernaculars 
(ex. Bugkalot of the Cordilleran region), a prototypical Filipino can speak several 
languages of wider communication such as a regional lingua franca (ex. Ilokano in the 
Northern Philippines), the national lingua franca (Filipino), and a global language (ex. 
English). The diglossic situation of these languages, however helpful and healthy, 
contributes in some ways to the maintenance and proliferation of such aforementioned 
stereotypes and images the speakers put on their languages. For example, if English and 
Filipino are often used in schools while the vernaculars are typically restricted within the 
realms of the home and the immediate community, a speaker may deem his vernacular 
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unfit for official and formal use. 
Educators and administrators are faced with several difficulties regarding language and 
education policies in the Philippines because of this complex multilingual situation. This is 
compounded by that fact that the Philippines has been under at least two colonial regimes: 
Spanish and American. English and Spanish were integrated to the country’s educational 
system. For a time, the former remained the primary medium of instruction (MOI) in 
schools, and even up to now, the language is recognized as one of the official languages of 
the archipelago. Not until 1974 was there a move to replace English with Filipino as the 
MOI in the social sciences, physical education, arts and music, and etc. with the 
implementation of the Bilingual Policy through Dept. Order No. 25 s. 1974 and Dept. 
order No. 52, s. 1987 (Rubrico, 1998; Acuña & Miranda, 1994). Moreover, the regional 
languages, as mandated by the 1987 Constitution, serve as the “auxiliary media of 
instruction”. Operationally, the term auxiliary is defined as the use of the local vernacular 
as the medium for transitional bilingualism (Gonzalez, 1996: 1). 
The implementation of the Bilingual Policy is not without problems. English proficiency 
continues to be the primary marker of skill, intellect, and social class, whereas the 
vernaculars remain in the periphery. However, the TIMMS report showed the low aptitude 
of Filipino students in science and mathematics despite the use of English as MOI in the 
said domains (Martin, et al., 2000; Martin, et al., 2004; Mullis, et al., 2000; Mullis et al., 
2004). Thus, the need to assess other plausible and possibly better approaches to the 
educational system became paramount. 
The shift to the native language as MOI started with the Lingua Franca Education Project 
through DECS Memo 144, s. 1999. The current Mother Tongue-Based Multilingual 
Education (MTBMLE) policy is the continuation of this project. This MTBMLE approach 
is based on the premise that in order to be academically competent, a student must have a 
strong grasp of his native tongue/first language (L1). This means that education should 
start from “where the learners are and what they already know” (Nolasco, 2009: 2). 
Building a strong L1 foundation, the student is then bridged to his/her second language/s 
(L2) by providing a strong training in his/her L2 listening, speaking, reading, and writing 
skills (loc. cit.). 
The proposal met opposing views from legislators however. One such move counteracting 
MTBMLE was the Executive Order 210 aimed at strengthening the students’ English 
proficiency by establishing the language as the primary MOI in schools (“Executive Order 
No. 210”, 2003). Despite this however, the movement in favor of the mother tongue 
approach to education pushed through, with DepEd Order No. 60, s. 2008 and DepEd 
Order No. 74, s. 2009 institutionalizing MTBMLE as a fundamental educational policy 
program. 
The transition towards a mother tongue-based multilingual education is not a simple feat. 
Several factors should be considered such as the production of materials, training of 
teachers, management of resources, and perhaps of equal importance, the socio-cultural 
support fueling this project. Focusing on the community’s perception and attitudes 
regarding this policy, this study hopefully contributes to the successful implementation of 
MTBMLE in the Philippines. 
 
Related Literature of MTBMLE determining school success 
Using a language unfamiliar to the learner is often cited as a barrier for communication 
and education. The best way towards school success is the use of a language common to 
both the teacher and the students. This entails the use of the native tongue as the medium 
for learning, starting with what the students know and making use of what they already 
have.  A number of studies have already shown that academic competence can be achieved 



 

407 

by starting instruction with L1, with the continuous strengthening of the L1 foundation 
followed by the gradual transition to L2 (or L3). This is the main premise of the mother 
tongue-based multi-lingual education. 

 
On the effectiveness of MTBMLE 
Thomas and Collier’s 1997 study on the academic performance of language minority 
students in the United States shows that academic instruction using L1 accompanied by the 
gradual transition to L2 is the predictor for long-term academic success. Perhaps another 
important part of their research is their prism model which illustrates the drive for L2 
learning in school. The prism model consists of four interrelated parts: linguistic, 
academic, cognitive, and at the very core, sociocultural. If these areas are strengthened and 
nourished, a student would effectively learn his/her L2 alongside the improvement on 
his/her academic performance. In terms of evaluating an effective educational program for 
language minority students, the researchers stress the importance of L1 instruction, good 
teaching strategies, interaction with the native speakers of their L2, and finally, a 
supportive sociocultural environment. 
Aside from Thomas and Collier (1997), Walter & Trammell (2010) investigated the 
effectiveness of MTBMLE in the Boyo Division of North West Province, Cameroon. As 
expected, there was an improvement in the academic performance of students taught in 
their mother tongue, Kom. As the project is still in its incipient stage, the full effect of 
MTBMLE on the school success of the students is yet to be seen. What is important to 
note here is that only three years after the implementation of the project, we already 
witness “significant gains in educational efficiency for children in the experimental 
schools in all subjects” (pg. 1).  
The effectiveness of MTBMLE as an educational program is indeed undeniable. The next 
question then would be on how Filipino students, given the multi-lingual situation of the 
country, perform with this kind of approach to education. 

 
The MTBMLE in the Philippines 
Similar to the Kom Experimental Mother Tongue Education Project of Cameroon, 
Dumatog & Dekker (2003) and Duguiang & Dekker (2010) wrote about the Lubuagan 
Project in Kalinga, Philippines, in which it modeled a system of teaching using the mother 
tongue. Lubuagan is located in the Cordilleran Mountains of Kalinga and has a population 
of 10,183 residents according to the 2007 Philippine Census. Schools in Lubuagan 
followed a western approach as most of its educators stem from missionaries. This 
approach eventually resulted to the disjunction in relationship between teachers and 
students. Utilizing a standard design with a control and experimental group, the 
researchers attempted to determine whether mother tongue-based education would 
improve the education system of Lubuagan. Scores in five domains (Reading, Math, 
Filipino, Makabayan and English) were analyzed and compared.  Higher percentages in 
scores across all domains of the experimental group (taught in L1) indicates empirical 
evidence of the effectivity of the mother-tongue based program. Hence, it has been found 
that the mother tongue is indeed a valid bridge or transitional medium of instruction. The 
realization of the advatanges of this approach spearheaded the initiation of other similar 
programs. Several factors contributed to the success of the whole Lubuagan project, but 
perhaps of great importance is the invaluable sociocultural support the project has received 
from the community. 
In a macro-perspective, we take a look at the whole education system of the Philippines. 
Gonzales (1996) describes the situation of Philippine education as a result of its 
multilingual background and the implementation of its diverse policies. It stems from the 
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unequal status of the two languages used in the bilingual policy – Filipino and English. In 
terms of resources, materials and development, the two languages as media of instruction 
are highly disparate. Realistically speaking, the bilingual policy is enacted as the 
separation of the use of Filipino and English in distinct domains. Filipino is used in arts 
and humanities subjects while English is used in science and mathematics. The vernacular 
assists the use of these two languages by providing a bridge or a transitional medium of 
instruction. It has been mentioned that the Bilingual Project is not a very effective 
educational policy program as the academic performance of the students was found to be 
mediocre especially in the areas of science and mathematics. Thus, educators and policy 
makers sought alternatives to this approach, and the MTBMLE is found to be an excellent 
option. 
With MTBMLE, students are first taught to read and write in their L1, and subjects such as 
mathematics and science are to be taught using the L1 as well. Continuously building a 
strong foundation of the students’ L1, Filipino and English, as separate subjects, are 
introduced. Skills in speaking, writing, and reading will be focused on. Gaining enough 
proficiency in their L2/L3, these languages are then used as the primary media of 
instruction. MTBMLE rests on the premise that the students can transfer the skills and 
knowledge they gained from their intensive L1 instruction to their L2 (Filipino and 
English) provided they get sufficient training and education. Thus, effective L2 learning is 
ensured alongside the improved academic performance of the students (Nolasco, 2009).  
 
Current efforts in MTBMLE 
Awid (2010) reports the current efforts concerning MTBMLE in the Philippines. Advocacy 
meetings among the Department of Education, local government units, universities, and 
the private sector held in various municipalities are being conducted. Moreover, strategic 
planning, conferences, advocacy and mobilization, teacher training, and materials 
development are ongoing. As Malone (in Nolasco, 2009) notes, there are several essential 
factors determining the long-term success of the MTBMLE program, namely (1) 
preliminary research; (2) awareness-raising and mobilization; (3) setting a standard writing 
system; (4) materials development; (5) accessible reading materials; (6) training of MLE 
staff; (7) evaluation of the learners’ academic progress; (8) cooperation among agencies; 
and (9) supportive political environment (pg. 16). Most of these are already underway. 
However, the program faces several challenges such as those concerning resources, 
materials, and curriculum, as well as several other factors internal to the policy makers and 
school administrators (Awid, 2010). However, the community also poses an immense 
challenge to the program. As MTBMLE is largely community-based, building a supportive 
environment is a priority. The family and the immediate community are the main 
stakeholders in this, and thus, awareness-raising at the grassroots level should be given of 
chief importance. As mentioned, a lot has already been done for the MTBMLE in such a 
short time. However, very few efforts were done regarding the attitudes and perception of 
families and the community towards the program. In this study, we take a look at the 
challenges MTBMLE is facing in its immediate milieu – the home. 
 
Methodology 
The study aims to determine the community’s attitudes and perception regarding the 
MTBMLE program. Utlizing surveys conducted by several researchers on different 
schools in the Philippines regarding the language preference of students, teachers, and 
families, the researchers interpret the survey results as suggestive of the respondents’ 
attitudes towards the use of their L1 as MOI. Deriving from the current attitudes and 
perceptions of the community regarding MTBMLE, the challenges the program currently 
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faces at the grassroots level is highlighted.  
 

The surveys used in this research are the following:  
 
(1) Adarve & Hipolito’s (personal communication, March 23 2011) survey on high 

school students in a public high school in Sta. Rosa, Laguna. 
(2) Espinosa, et al.’s (personal communication, May 14 2009) linguistic survey of 

Pelaway Alfonso Castañeda, Nueva Vizcaya. 
(3) Grivas & Salome’s (personal communication, March 23 2011) survey on high 

school students and teachers in two private high schools: one in Tarlac and another 
in Quezon City. 

(4) Javier & Vicerra’s (2010) survey on high school students in a private high school in 
Malabon, Metro Manila. 

(5) Rafael & Rosario’s (2011) interviews with parents in Dagupan City, San Carlos 
City, and Lingayen, all located in Pangasinan. 

(6) Rosario’s (2010) survey on parents in San Carlos City, Pangasinan. 
 
All surveys were conducted in places where Tagalog/Filipino is mainly used as the 
language of communication, except in Pelaway Alfonso Castañeda where Bugkalot is 
spoken, Tarlac where Kapampangan is used alongside Tagalog/Filipino, and 
Pangasinan where Pangasinan, Ilocano, and Tagalog/Filipino are used. The survey 
results were consolidated to highlight the recurring issues and themes regarding 
language preferences and attitudes.These are presented in the following section. 
 

Findings and Discussions of attitudes and perceptions 
Looking into the attitudes of speakers towards their own language, Filipino, and English, 
we draw attention to several key points, namely: (1) the diglossic situation of the 
languages in the Philippines; (2) the vestiges of the Bilingual Education Policy (BEP); (3) 
the language preference of speakers; and (4) the attitudes and perceptions regarding 
MTBMLE. 

 
The double-edged diglossia 
Vernacular languages are spoken at home while Filipino and English are used in schools. 
For example, eventhough Bugkalot is spoken by both parents and children at home, the 
language is rarely used in the school as Filipino and English are preferred.Kapampangan 
finds itself in a similar situation, wherein it is in some ways restricted within the realms of 
the home and the immediate community. Although these vernacular languages are 
sometimes used as auxiliary languages, Filipino and English remain the primary languages 
of instruction. In the studies of Adarve & Hipolito (2011, pers. comm.) and Grivas & 
Salome (2011, pers. comm.), teachers explicitly showed preference towards English, not 
only because the language is the prescribed MOI, but also because the teachers feel that 
more exposure to English would improve the students’ skills in the language.  
The distribution of these languages can be characterized as diglossic, in which languages 
are assigned different roles within a community (Ferguson, 1959 and Quakenbush, 1998). 
Although we face immense problems regarding language endangerment and death, 
diglossia in the Philippines helps in the maintenance of languages as the languages 
involved do not compete among each other. They are rather distributed according to the 
roles they play in the speech community (Quakenbush, 1998). However, looking more 
closely, certain problems arise in a situation of diglossia. Fishman (1967) sees the 
distribution of languages as a matter of language prestige. Looking into the Philippine 
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context, Durano (2009) sees this diglossia as an affirmation on how Filipinos regard 
English as the language of prestige and of skill, whereas the vernaculars remain in the 
periphery, exclusive to “local-based” interactions. Diglossia, according to Durano, is 
clearly an offshoot of the Filipino’s colonial mentality (pg. 18). We will further explore the 
consequences of diglossia in the following sub-sections.   

 
The vestiges of the Bilingual Education Policy 
The 1974 Bilingual Education Policy aimed at putting Filipino, the national language of 
the Philippines, equal to English especially in the domains of the academe, business, and 
government (Rubrico, 1998). Taking the view that Filipino has in its core the Tagalog 
language (Zubiri & Gallego, 2011) in that it is basically seen as the liberal variety of the 
language characterized by its heavy borrowings from English (Sikat, 1990: 5), we see that 
Filipino has indeed become the intellectualized Tagalog largely because of this bilingual 
education policy. Transcending its status as a regional language (Tagalog), it has become a 
national lingua franca, the country’s national language. In the diglossic Philippines, 
Filipino, from its Tagalog roots, has gone beyond the realms of the home as it now moves 
into the larger domain of education and government. With BEP, we see that Filipino is now 
being used as one of the primary MOI, whereas its sisters, the other vernacular languages, 
maintain their position as mere “auxiliary languages” (Gonzalez, 1996: 1). 
As mentioned, MTBMLE is only in its incipient stage, and so we are still left with the 
vestiges of BEP. What remains of the vernacular languages? BEP, although empowering 
Filipino, has pushed the vernaculars further into the realms of the home. Bugkalot is not 
used as MOI in Pelaway Alfonso Castañeda, and although most of the students speak the 
language as their L1, they are still being taught in Filipino and English. Speaking Bugkalot 
is strictly prohibited in schools, and penalties are given to those students who fail to follow 
this rule (Espinosa et al., 2009, pers. comm.). We find a similar trend in the other schools 
surveyed. The Speak English Campaign encourage (or perhaps compel) the students to 
speak English in class, going as far as sanctioning them if they use their native language. 
The issues on the implementation of this campaign deserves its own study, but it is enough 
to note that such existing prescription on language use restricts the use of the vernaculars, 
reinforces diglossia, and affects the speakers’ attitudes towards the different languages.  
As mentioned, Filipino (from its regional Tagalog core) has transcended its status as a 
regional language. The vernaculars, however, still fail to enter the larger sphere of 
education as speakers still restrict them within the four corners of the home. This 
reinforced diglossia, then, is a barrier to MTBMLE. With the multi-lingual speakers 
sorting out their languages according to their respective domains, a language normally 
exclusive to the home would be difficult to be used outside it: difficult, speaking not of the 
limitations of the language in terms of its grammar and lexicon, but of the attitudes of the 
speakers towards the said language. For Filipino to have broken from the shackles of 
diglossia, we have witnessed years of debates and language wars (Rubrico, 1998). How 
long will it take for the vernaculars to achieve such a feat? 

 
Checkmate? Language preference and MTBMLE 
When asked regarding their perception on the English language, students and teachers 
alike see the language as the key to the world. As it is the language of wider 
communication, proficiency in English is valued. Being able to speak the language means 
more job opportunities as well as added prestige and class. To illustrate, Rafael & Rosario 
(2011) note that Pangasinan parents prefer that their children learn Filipino and English 
first because these languages enable their children to communicate with a wider range of 
people (pg. 4 – 5). Similarly, Grivas & Salome (2011, pers. comm.) asked students and 
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teachers to rank their languages according to their importance. Results show that 
Kapampangan, the language of the community, only ranked 3rd with respect to English and 
Filipino. Javier & Vicerra (2011) present similar findings in that the students prefer to 
pursue education in English and other foreign languages than Filipino or the other 
Philippine languages as they see the former as a tool for socio-economic advancement (pg. 
8). Clearly, the students and teachers place much prestige on English. The motivation to 
study the language is based on their view that mastery of the language means global 
competitiveness (Rafael & Rosario, 2011: 5), whereas the motivation to study Filipino and 
the vernaculars is based on a more emotive aspect, in that learning these languages 
strengthens their sense of identity and belongingness (Javier & Vicerra, 2010: 8). Thus, we 
see that such motivations clearly explain how the languages are ranked based on their 
importance. 
Parents, moreover, go as far as opposing L1 instruction as they see this as an empty and 
worthless effort. Their children already know how to speak their native language, why then 
would there be such a need for a formal teaching of the language? Driven by the 
phenomenon of partial language shift, majority of the younger generation of Pangasinan 
speakers interviewed in Rafael & Rosario’s study have no intention of teaching the 
language to their children since English and Filipino are more relevant and important 
(2011: 6). 
Aside from this lack of interest in the formal teaching of L1, parents, teachers, and 
students still have this notion that more exposure to English would entail a certain level of 
proficiency in the language. This is the motivation of the aforementioned Speak English 
Campaign of schools as well as the Executive Order 210 discussed earlier. Although 
longitudinal researches have proven that “the critical variable in L2 development in 
children is not the amount of exposure, but the timing and manner of exposure” (Nolasco, 
2009: 7), the former notion regarding the students’ exposure to English still prevails.  
Since motivation is a major factor in learning, the lack of motivation in studying their L1 
poses a big challenge to MTBMLE. The students and their parents are the major 
stakeholders in this program, and without their support, MTBMLE would be deemed 
futile. However, declaring checkmate would be too rash. 
MTBMLE follows a three-language education program, in which students start their 
education using their L1, building stronger foundations as they transition to L2 and L3 
instruction (Nolasco, 2009: 2 – 3). Starting the basic education with L1 instruction would 
not mean forsaking the study of English and Filipino. A strong grip of his/her L1, on the 
contrary, prepares the student for his/her L2 learning. Thus, MTBMLE does not in any 
way circumvent the students’ motivation to study English. It rather equips them for this. 
Moreover, the surveys conducted show that students still prefer using their L1 as medium 
for learning since they face difficulties in using English. At certain times, teachers tend to 
switch to Filipino or the vernacular when explaining concepts further. Without complete 
mastery of the language, receiving instruction primarily in English has been proven 
detrimental (Nolasco, 2009 and Thomas & Collier, 1997) as concepts and knowledge are 
not effectively transferred. Thus, we can say that although there is a lack of motivation in 
using and studying L1 in schools, we see that the language aides in the learning of L2 and 
L3. 
We witness here how MTBMLE bridges L2 preference and the use of L1 as the initial 
MOI. However, there is still the nagging concern regarding the community’s perception on 
the program. How will MTBMLE address the challenges posed by the lack of socio-
cultural support we have stressed so far? 
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The attitudes and perceptions on MTBMLE 
We have seen in the previous sections that the issues on language preference and diglossia 
directly affect the community’s perception regarding MTBMLE. How would the program 
gain support from the community if its immediate stakeholders do not see their mother 
tongue as a relevant tool for their socio-economic advancement? Thomas & Collier (1997) 
identifies the characteristics of an effective school program, wherein we give particular 
emphasis here on the importance of sociocultural support. A supportive environment in 
which the stakeholders themselves are fully invested in the program determines the 
success of MTBMLE.  
How then would we go past the restrictions of diglossia and language preference? Perhaps 
we can say that the relationship between MTBMLE and the vernaculars is circular. 
MTBMLE empowers the local languages as it promotes these as the language of 
education. We see here that MTBMLE permits the expansion of the domains these local 
languages are used. However, we can also say that the vernacular languages must first be 
empowered before they break through this diglossic situation, eventually expanding into 
the domain of education. MTBMLE cannot induce this empowerment on its own. The 
program relies on the attitudes and perceptions of the speakers regarding their own 
languages. Thus we see here the need to promote the program at the grassroots level.  
First, there is a need to increase awareness regarding the health of the languages. Unless 
the speakers themselves see their languages as being threatened, the stagnancy of diglossia 
and perhaps the more deadly language shift will continue to limit the boundaries of the 
language. What these local languages need is a little push from those aware of these threats 
in order for them to expand and grow. Thus we have MTBMLE, a program clearly 
supporting the use of the mother tongue in education. This is different from the Bilingual 
Education Policy wherein Filipino and English are prescribed as the MOI. Here, 
MTBMLE eludes favoring one language over another as the program is largely 
community-based. It is more decentralized, thus we are giving the community more 
autonomy regarding their educational program. As MTBMLE recognizes the importance 
of local languages, garnering support from the local community would be easy and 
straightforward, contrary to what Filipino (as the national language and the MOI through 
the BEP) has undergone with its long years of opposition from other regional languages. 
As Rosario (2010) writes, parents are more open to using the mother tongue as medium of 
instruction in schools given their view on their own language (pg. 11). 
Second, we see the need to raise awareness all the way down to the immediate 
stakeholders of the program – the family. Administrators and policy makers should not 
stop at the school level since opposition regarding the program would first come from the 
parents. Without proper knowledge regarding L2 learning, the parents would go on 
favoring English as the exclusive MOI based on several popular but misguided beliefs (see 
Section 4.3). Without correcting these notions, MTBMLE will continue to face such 
oppositions, definitely hindering the success of the program. 
At this point, we can say that it is indeed important to look at the attitudes and perceptions 
of the community regarding MTBMLE. In so far as the efforts regarding the program are 
concerned, we witness here the lack of movement at the grassroots level. Awid (2010) 
notes in her report that one current challenge regarding the program is the opposition it 
faces from the parents. This is possibly because we still haven’t reached the realms of the 
home with regards to awareness-raising. Aside from the logistical issues of MTBMLE, this 
issue should be regarded of equal weight.  

 
Conclusion of looking beyond: A sustainable future 
We can clearly say that MTBMLE provides a sustainable future for Filipinos. Not only 
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does it improve the quality of education as well as the long-term school success of the 
students, it also boosts the health of the local languages. The program puts the vernacular 
languages alongside Filipino and English as important tools in an effective educational 
program. It thus expands the domains of these vernaculars, encouraging the use of these 
languages outside the home. Materials produced such as books in these local languages, 
moreover, provide a stronger push for the preservation of these languages. With the local 
languages of the Philippines thriving through the help of the MTBMLE, we preserve the 
richness of our culture and we maintain the many different windows through which we see 
the world (Nettle & Romaine, 2000: 199). 
The future we have imagined for the Philippines is indeed promising. However, unless we 
resolve the challenges the program faces, this future remains vague. We must first establish 
a supportive environment for the MTBMLE via awareness-raising at the most local level 
as we go up into the logistics of the program. With this, we secure the success of the 
program and ultimately, we provide a sustainable future for the Philippines. 
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