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Inilalarawan ng artxkulong ito ang kultura at pagkataong Pili-
pino batay sa mga anyo ng pakikipag-ugnayang makikita sa ilang
pamayanang Pilipino. Ipinalalagay na ang mga pangkabuhayan at
panlipunang karanasan ng mga Pilipino ay nagbunsod ng iba’t-
ibang anyo ng tungkulin, kugnisyon at mithiin. Ang kaayusan ng
mga ugaling Pilipino ay inilarawan sa pamamagitan ng pagsuri sa

" pakikipag-ugnayang panlipunan. Inilalarawan ang pakikipag-ugnayan
sa agkrikulturang paraan ng pamumuhay at sa umuunlad na ekono-
miyang pang-industriya. Gayun din, ang tungkulin ng sosyalisasyon
sa pagpapanatili ng mga pagpapahalagang pangkalinangan ay bi-
nigyan ng pansin.

\

Interest in examining the influences on behavior of the pre-
valent Filipino culture has been an inevitable offshoot of research
efforts to amplify the configurations of Filipino psychology.
_Enriquez (1978) points to the importance of history, language
and ethnography as bases for acquiring insights on behavior. The
need -to enhance the internal validity of psychological data has
been presented as the methodological argument for doing ex-

_ tensive work within this perspective (Mataragnon, 1980).

Kinship in Philippine Society

Value orientations and the peculiar behavior adaptations
characteristic of a people are most fully viewed against the back-
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drop of key social structures (Jocano, 1966). These structures
provide the guidelines for ideal forms of interpersonal relations
and prescribe behaviors among the members of the social unit.

A. The Kinship Structure

The kinship structure has been consistently identified as
the primary socialization unit in Philippine society (Kaut,
1965; Jocano, 1969; Nurge, 1965, among others). Extensive
documentations reveal that-the family is the earliest and most
continuously functioning agency of socialization. Jocano
avers: :

Through this structural unit . . local authorlty, rights
and obligations and modes of relatlonshlps are. expressed,
defined, ordered and systematized. Interpersonal and inter-
group movement of people or groups of people are largely
"determined " and controlled by, kinship. Group alliances
are likewise formed on this basis 19

The primacy of the family and the k1nsh1p structure i in an
agricultural soctoeconomic formation is best. understood in
“terms of the nature of agricultural production. First, land use
of farmlands is such that farming is “a nuclear-family affair,
with the members as. the basic working unit” (Jocano, 1969).

The whole famlly, both old .and young members, men and

women, help in farm work (Chi-Wen-Chang, 1974; Mangahas,
et. al, 1976; Bernett, 1975). As such labor is unpaid, and each
progenitor, The latter instance occurs in cases of adoptlon,
because adopted children are given the same duties and pri-
vileges as biological offsprings. Thus, it is the social nature of
the relationship which largely determines the family as unit
(Jocano, 1966, 1969; Kaut, 1966; Murray, 1972).

_ The nuclear family, as’ such,;includeé the father and
mother, and unmarried children — both biological offspring

l9Joc£mo Felipe Landd. The Traditional World of Malitbog, Q.C.: CDRC, 1969,
} p. 153.
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and adoptees. In its extended form the Filipino family in-

‘cludes bilaterally positioned relatives who may reside in the

same neighborhood or live elsewhere (Mendez & Jocano,
1974). Kinship relations extend on both sides to include
grandparents, siblings of parents and their own offsprings.
Distinct terms are available in the language to denote such
relationships, point to the primacy of this structural unit in
the lives of the people. Marriage and other rituals expand
the kinship structure. Godfathers and godmothers at marriages’
and confirmations for example, are considered as kinsmen.

Four principles form the bases of the reciprocal behavior
patternsexpected between kinsmen; bilaterally, generation,
seniority and sex. Bilateral relations, as mentiored, describe

‘the inclusion of relatives extending from maternal or paternal

roots. Generation refers to one’s position in the structure,
lineally or collaterally. It refers to being either in the position
of aunt. or uncle, niece or nephew or son and father. As a
relational principle, it emphasizes the importance of “‘socio-
logical” rather than biological age. Seniority categorizes
generations into younger and older members. For example,
it defines the reciprocal rights and obligations between older
and younger siblings. Sex also defines relationships, as illust-
rated by the use of specific terms denotlng older brothers
and sisters, aunts and uncles. :

. Neighbors and Neighborhoods (‘“‘Magkapitbahay’’)

Residence is another factor which contributes to the
understanding of kindred relations. In many rural places, it
is usually the case that households within neighborhoods
contain nuclear families related by kinship to members in
adjacent dwellings. Thus, the norms of reciprocal obligations
existing between neighbors follow those prescribed for kins-
men (Mendez & Jocano, 1974; Murphy, 1972; Jocano, 1969).

Interestingly, no fixed physical boundaries define a neigh-
borhood. Rather, it is the quality and intensity of social
relationships that apparently sets off a household or a person
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as kapitbahay or kaingod. Taken in this context, the neigh-
borhood represents ““the most effective segment of the rural
society where collective responsibility and social member
gains from his labor in kind — by sharing in the harvest of rice,
for example. During planting and harvesting, members of the
kin come to assist in the activities. Non-kin labor is also used
but usually for pay. While normative reciprocal obligations
for production are implicitly between kinsmen, no such ex-
pectations are drawn with “outsiders”.

The second factor which accounts for the centrality of
the family in agriculture is the fact that land use is passed on

to the succeeding generations, whether the property is owned

by the family or not. Even while parents are alive, parts of the
land used in cultivation may already be apportioned among
the offsprings. Thus, despite the evident exchange of labor and
cooperative farm practices, each member of the family is given
responsiblity over particular fields of his own (Jocano, 1969;
Lewis, 1975).

The system of agricultural production in Philippine society
is built on family labor and felations. Thus, this social unit is
central to the survival of the individual.

Kinship system in the traditional Philippine social order is
seen to be bilateral: individuals reckon kinship equally,
whether on the mother’s side or the father’s side. The parents
in a family may either be the individual’s biological or socio-
logical control are best carried out?®, This means that vio-
lations of norms governing consanguinity in neighborhoods
may result in ostracism of the violator. Given the web of
sanctions existing in society, a disgruntled kinsman-neighbor
may choose to uproot himself-and relocate to other places
where he can form new attachments. The new neighborhood
will still likely include kinsmen, nevertheless, ‘inasmuch as

Bipid

avaﬂa;ble property for houselots qsually remain within the
family. '

The Dynamics of Social Expectations

A, ‘ The Contingency Principle

The typology of kinship relations in various rural villa.ge.s
has been found to be unbounded by strict lines of consanguini-
ty. It is often emphasized that ongoing social relations, rather
than structural relations per se, define succinctly the prf)-
bability of continued interpersonal attachments. Kaut, in
studying Tagalog society, postulates that needs —.‘ec.onomlc,ov
political, or social in nature — rather t.hal.l prescriptive rulfes
of structure, provide the criteria for social ‘mt'eractlon. Group-\
ing, he states, results from a contingency principle.

“The contingency principle . . . stems from specific defi-
nitions of social goals on the one hand and the rules of social
interaction on the other hand which allow individuals to create
among themselves bonds of obligation, negate the_se. fmd defyl’rlee
areas in which there is a lack of obligatory responsibility . . .

As an illustration of the principle, townspeople may
choose to ignore the rulings of an officially elected b.arangay
captain, who carries with him impersonal-legal :iu%thorlty,. and
seek counsel from persons viewed as per§qna11t1c-trad1tlonal
leaders (e.g. town elders, babaylans or medicine men), because
the latter behave in consonance with ‘the accepted values of

the group.??

Thus, the dynamics of interaction are such that individuals
continue to establish alliances insofar as they behave “prope.r-
ly” within the prevailing culture. Every dyadic encounter is

21Kau.t éharles, “The Ptincii»le of Contingency in Tagalog Society” Asian Studies.

L(1). p. 4.

2215cano, Op. Cit.
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assessed in this manner and it predicts the probability of
continuation or termination of such a relationship.

. Patterns of Behavior: Pakikipagkapwa
The centrality of social interaction to Filipinos is well
respresented in the vocabulary of the languages in this society.

Kinship principles, for. example are represented by spe-
cific terms, such as tiya (aunt) or lolo (grandfather) to denote
generational differences, or kuya and diko (eldest and second
. brother, respectively) to refer to seniority positions.

Similarly, one finds that levels and differing modes of
interaction find lexical representation (Enriquez, 1976). These
include the following concepts.?.
pakikitungo (civility)
pakikisalamuha (interacting with . . . )
pakikilahok (participating with . .. ) .
pakikibagay (in conformity with . . .)
pakikisama (being-along-with . . . )
pakikipagpalagayang-loob (being in rapport . . . )
pakikisangkot (getting involved . . .)
pakikiisa (being-one-with)

© NGk N

These concepts, quite interestingly, correspond in each
level to interactions which apparently become more intimate,

and.seem to conform to a contingency principle. The outcome -

of interaction at the first level, for instance, would determine

whether or not the actors will decide to deepen the relation-
ship or to keep it at the same level. Presumably, each person’s
assessment of how well the other behaves according to cultural
expectations determines the decisions taken.

Santiago (in Enriquez, 1978) states further that the first
5 categories of interaction apply to dealings with’ persons
deemed as ‘“outsiders” while the last 3 levels pertain to re-
lationships"maintained with “insiders”. Since 'we have identi-
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fied the family and the kinship structure as the basic social
unit, the first levels of interaction are apparently those main-
tained with persons outside of this social group, while the
a'tter types of relationships are typical of familiar interactia s.

At the same time, the existence of interaction levels point
to the other fact that even an outsider may eventually be treated
as “one of the family”, prov ded the individual finds his beha
vior. to be socially acceptable. Again, this points to the re-
lative flexibility of social relations in Philippine society. Kin-
ship and kindred (angkan) do not shut off any'person from
in teraction with others, regardless of socioeconomic standing,
provided that reciprocal obligations are known to both parties,
and are used as the bases of behaviors. Such developments in
social relation usually terminate in ritual kinship ties (as
compadres, for example), by which mechanism the “outsider”
formally becomes “‘one-of-us”. Jocano, 1969).

The value commitment which emerges from the interper-
sonal context of the kinship structure is that of KAPWA.
Pakikipag-kapwa incorporates these prescribed rules of recipro-
cal privileges and: obligations between kindred members.
'Kapwa is the cognitive image of these relationships, and be-
comes generalized in experience to include all acceptable
forms of social rd ationships (Enriquez, 1981).

Thus, Enriquez (1979) observes that a person recognizes
kapwa in a relationship insofar as he himself becomes aware
of a “shared identity” with arother. The identity process
is facilitated by the outsome of interactions which, in this
casg apparently moves in a‘direction of mutual acCeptance.
It is in such a manner that “outsiders” eventually become
considered “insiders’ or hindi tbang-tao in the kapwa network.

Contrariwise, when a person fails to enact the behaviors
and values expected by the social network, he is labelled
walang kapwa-tao (“not one of us”). Such persons may be
kin or nonkin who fail to live up to the cultural expectations

~ of the social group.
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The Interpersonal Framework of Social Acceptancé

We have repeatedly stated that a shared set of reciprocal

expectations govern relationships within the social structure. It
has also been demonstrated that the social acceptance. of an
individual hinges on the quality of his interpersonal relations.
In this section, the concepts which underlie interpersonal behavior

.are

to be discussed and related to the Filipinos’ value commlt-‘

-~ ment of kapwa.

Al
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Principles of Reciprocal Obligation

- The fundamental basis determining obligations and pri-
vileges in a dyadic situation is in the relative positions of two
individuals in the kinship structure. As earlier mentioned,
relations are pegged on bilaterality, generation, seniority and
sex positions. Pakikipagkapwa, . therefore, is normatively
dictated by these kinship principles. For example, younger
members of the family are expected to show overt and implicit
respect (paggalang) for older relatives. Public signs of dis-
respect are frowned upon and would be illustrative of pagka-
walang kapwa-tao.

- The value of respect in relation to generation and age is
also-evidenced by the use of addresses particular to relations
with either sex. Such addresses include wordslike lolo (grand
father, tiyo (uncle) or ate (ddest sister). Meanwhile, members
of the same -generation address one another by their nick-
names. These observations are true in different communities
which have been studied and indicate widespread commitment
to the value rather than a peculiarity to separate societies
(Jocano, 1966; 1969, Mendez &_]ocano 1974 and others).

Consonant ‘to the primacy of respect as a value, we find
that dominance and aggressive expressions are frowned upon
in interactions involving persons on different rungs of the
kinship hierarchy (Domingo, 1977; Nurge, 1965; Nydegger,
1969, Guthrie, 1966). Children are not supposed to answer
back their elders when in disagreement 'with them; sharing and

giving way (pagbibigayan) to others is encouraged and nur-

. tured. Even in interpersonal dealings with others on the same

level, such traits are reinforced and cultivated.

Safeguarding the mutuality of interests appears to be the

‘underlying mechanism in the nexus of reciprocal obligations.

Respect for elders is tantamount to recognizing them as the
authority figures in society. As such, dominance and aggres-

sion against their persons are out of place and denigrates

their social power. Authority is vested in elders by virtue of
their longer experience and also because they have the power
to *withhold rewards, both material and non-material. A}l
though these norms spring from the family structure, indivi-
duals eventually come to have the same expectations of

_society’s members at large. Behavior reinforced within the

primary social unit beome generalized to other social rela-
tionships. For example, in a small’ rural community studied
by Mendez and Jocano (1974), all those individuals in the
neighborhood whose assistance could be relied on in time of
need were considdred kapwatao. Thus, kapwa as the value
commitment underlying all forms of Filipino social inter-
action, springs from the individual’s socialization within the
family netyork. '

The interdependency of people in a subsistence agri-
cultural economy benefits each one. The system of reciprocal
obligations which prescribes the exéhange of labor and other
goods, assistance during emergencies, at times of distress (pag-
damay) and significant affairs, functions to enable each person
to cope with his personal needs without the necessity for
money. It is not surprising, therefore, that utang-na-loob is
one of the key concepts for social acceptance.

Utang-na-loob, also called “contractual reciprocal obliga-
tion” (Kaut, 1966) is supposedly characterized by the volun-

tary offermg of material or non-material gifts, given without

any prior agreement, accepted without any reservation, and
repaid in some’ culturally determined fashion (Kaut, 1966;
Hollnsteiner, 1973). Unlike reciprocal expectations emanating
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from structural consanguinity, uiang na loob springs from
interpersonal relations. Various observers of Philippine society
disagree on the relative weight of this orientation in inter-
personal relations. There remains a general agreement, never-
theless, that such a concept does function among Filipinos

in a’critical fashion. While reciprocity in Tagalog-speaking

areas is termed utang na loob, the people of Malitbog call
it utang nga kabaraslan and utang nga kabubut’on (Jocano,
1969). Undoubtedly, equivalent words may be found in other
Philippine language as well.

In analyzing the dynamics of utang na loob, Kaut notes
that it underlies three types of social relationships possible
within and outside of the neighborhood. These relationships
include: 4

a. positive relationships based on actual or ritual kin-
ship and reinforced by positive performance of utang
na loob,

b. negative relationships resulting from lack of genealo-
gical or ritual ties, or from the failure of the others to
honor utang-na-loob, and

c. potential relationships still untested through lack of
contact. (Kaut, 1966).

These dynamics point to three things. First, the supposed-
ly “volitional” gift is in fact expected because it is only among
such individuals that reciprocal obligations exist. An outsider
contracts no moral indebtedness inasmuch as he is not a
participant to the set of mutual exchanges within the hind:
ibang tao group. Thus, he may choose to reject the gift. A
member of the kin cannot reject a volitional gift and still be
considered as pakikipagkapwa-tao. It is part of his obligation
to accept, since he will later be called upon to render such
services or assistance.

Second, structural relations become secondary in social
process. One labelled walang-utang-na-loob because of failure

to repay his obligation negates his relationships within' the
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kapwa group. He becomes, through repeated failure to honor
his moral indebtedness, walang pakikipagkapwa tao, pamng
hindi kapwa tao, or walang kapwa

Third, the seemingly “vyoluntary”” offering of “gifts” is
compulsory to some degree. Such behaviors are, in fact,
prescribed in the social structure. What is not fixed is the
timing of the expression of the behavior. The prescriptions
for such actions may again be traced to the principles of
kinship. Newly married women are expected to be assisted
at childbirth by older, more experienced relatives. During
wedding feasts, relations in all rungs of the, structure come to
assist and to partake of the festivities: At deaths, or even
during illness, food and other services are ‘‘voluntarily”
offered. When one relative achieves wealth or fame, he is
expected to assist his kin become socially mobile, too. In

‘Malitbog, Jocano (1969) observed that repayment expecta-

tions for utang na loob differentiates kin from nonkin, thus
explaining the existence of two terms for this mdebtedncss —_
utang nga kabaraslan and utang mga kabubut’on.

. Hiya: The Emotional Accompaniment of Kapwa '

Thus far, the pattern of socially accepted interpersonal
relations has been portrayed cognitively in terms of both
Kapwa and utang na loob as value-orientations. It would be
unrealistic to believe, however, that fulfillment or violation

.of reciprocal ‘obligations excludes the expression of feelings.

This is especially because -we have premised such cultural

norms to be individuwal strivings for survival, which is un-

doubtedly an intensely personal motive.

Setting aside methodological differences in data gathering,
again we find a general consensus that breaches or non-enact-
ment of reciprocal obligations result in ‘the emotional ex-
pression of hiya (also ulao in Cebuano, huye in Hiligaynon,
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bain in llocano dine in Pampango, baeng in Pangasinan).?*

Bulatao (1964) calls Aiya a “painful emotion” which is ex-

pressed in interpersonal situations perceived as “dangerous to
one’s ego.” However, instead of alerting the individual to
reprisal or agression, hiya results in withdrawal behavior or the
avoidance of conflict. ’ :

Jocano, in his highly insightful documentation of Malitbog
as a social group (1969) observed that Aiya is felt by a person
when outcomes of relationships infringe upon the following:

-a. " the dignity or honor of the individual; = . '

b. \ the status of the actor relative to others;

c. the internal cohesion of the family as a unit; and,

d. the reputation of the kin-group with respect to the

outside world. :

The expression of hiya, .as earlier stated, is introspective
rather than confrontative. The following behaviors typify this
emotion:

a. pangingimi, or the inability to express feelings openly;

b. pag-aatubili, or hesitation to proceed with an intended

act even if the other is known to the actor, and

C. alapaap ng kalooban, which means “inner uncertainty

of feelings” resulting in a reluctance to interact more
fully and to proceed with intended actions because the
other is not yet fully known (Jocano, 1975).

These discussions seemingly point to hiya as a “reticence”
felt in continuing interactions with persons who are not yet
adjudged as one of kapwa-orientation, or with those already
evaluated as walang-pakikipagkapwa. For instance, Santiago
(1978) vividly describes how cating habits and the quality of
food distinguishes between “outsiders” and “insiders” to
Bulacan society, such that formality and grandiose meals

24Fox, Robert. “The Filipino Concept ‘of Self-Esteem® Areq Handbo;)k of the .
_Philippines (cited by Bulatao, Jaime. “Hiya”, Philippine Studies: 1964, (January)
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characterize dinners with the former while informality and
routine meals are shared. with hindi-tbang tao. Salazar (1981)
also-illustrates how various modes of affixation of hiya result
in varying descriptions of social experience. For instance, in
relation to “others”, one my be hiyang-hiya or nahihiya.
Sochl situations may be nakakahiya or kahiya-hiya.

The reticence with which a F ilipino approaches new
relationships may be reflective of initial attempts to assess
whether interactions will fall within culturally acceptable

‘norms. At the same time, he is careful that his own assess-

ments in theeyes of the other actor will be socially acceptable.

" Violations of mutual expectations also result in non-
confrontative behaviors, perhaps because of socially integrated
norms barring dominance and aggression. This would be most
characteristic of situations where the offender is of higher
status either sociologically or economically. . -

Besides these two .reasons, threats to personal dignity,
while painful to the person, may be set aside in anticipation
of future needs. Hiya, therefore, becomes introspective so as
not to imperil prospective interactions where the person may
have great need of the assistance of the other. The avoidance
of conflict in the present, theréfore, merely insures the possibi-
lity of renewed mutuality at some future date.

In this sense, hiya and utang-na-loob, as concepts related
to kapwa, reflect anticipatory coping mechanisms of the
Filipino.

.Pakikipagkapwa,' therefore, typifies the behavioral adapta-

tions manifested by Filipinos within a network of reciprocal

obligations. Inasmuch as the traditional society is interperson-
nally-oriented, the nuances of pakikipagkapwa depend largely
on ongoing social processes rather then on stable structural
relations. Values and expectations are intensely important
to individuals. Wayward outcomes thus in the expression of
emotions. Hiya is but one of these feelings. Pagkagalit (anger)
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or pagkainis (irritation) may be others. Cognitions are likewise
rooted in kapwa, such as amor propio, pakzkzsama pakikibaka,
and other saloobing (see Enriquez, 1977) Their releases in
behavioral concommitants depend again on whether out-

- comes are adjudged favorably or unfavorably The kapwa-
orientation thus conforms to the contmgency prmaple under-
lying social relahons

Kapwa in Conte.mporary Society

‘We have stressed the dynamism of social development, es-

pecially in terms of socioeconomic life. The question which arises
in this context is thus: How much of pakikipagkapwa remains.
in a society besieged internally and extemally by pressures for
social change? Are these n orms, rooted i Jin tradition al agriculture,
still operational . principles in farm relations centered on new

technologies, or in urban centers drawn around a new production
system? s

A. Farm Relations

Castillo (1975) examined separate studies of farmers’
reactions to new farm technologies. These investigations in
‘her analysis generally indicate that ‘considerable changes are

* evident in tbc life ways of agricultural producers.

. This development has just about ended the era of the
tradltlonally self-sufficient farmer who grew his rice crop on his
own, using his farm labor, his seeds, his carabao, his plow, etc.
Now he has to establish links with the outside world for his
seeds, inputs, credit, market, farm equipment, irrigation ser-
vices, technical advice and other elements considered essential
of incidental to modern agriculture . . . 25

In other words, farming innovations have removed the
boundaries of interdependence from the kinship structure to
government and other service delivery institutions in society.
Whereas family labor sufficed in the past, use of HYVs dictate

N

25, - - . _
Castillo, Gelia. Al in a Grain of Rice. Los Banos; SEARCA, 197s.
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a reliance on credit institutions, fertilizer producers and the
like. Such groups are obviously outside of the traditional
‘circle of hind; tbang-tao.

Coincident to these changes, the farmer has lately re-
oriented himself to being in constant indebtedness. Loans for
purchase of inputs and machinery are common, since the new
‘methods for fertilization, weeding and pest eradication re-
quire -considerable capital outlay.?®" Whereas, traditional
agriculture merely required contractual indebtedness through
utang na-loob, farmers now find themselves financially in-
debted to institutions which can never be placed within a
‘matrix of reciprocity. Some observers interpret this situation
as a liability to the banking system. Lacking expectations of
reciprocal obligations, farmers choose not to pay their bank
loans. Besides, the bank is an impersonal entity and kapwa-
relations are absent between the farmer and the institution.
Thus, there is no moral indebtedness implicit to the transac-
tion. -

Despite the “modernizing” outlook of farmers exposed
to new rice technologies, vestiges of traditional agricultural
values remain, Castillo singles out an apparent fatalism and
sense -of helplessness in ‘the face of drought, pestilence and
other disasters. As such, a large majqrity of respondents in
one study endorsed the statement “a man’s fortune is in the
hands of God”,2” conforming to what Jocano terms as the

. theological imperatives in social life (1969).

o ‘

The Filipino farmer’s enthusiastic -adoption of the new
rice technology is noted to be “dramatic but unanticipated”
(Castillo, 1969) conforming to the usual outlook that tradi-
tion-bound peasants are rigid in their thmkmg Yet, - the
interpersonal frameéwork of social interaction in the. pre-

. 26mid

27qbid
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vailing value system of the Filipino negates this notion, in-
asmuch as his decision-making has repeatedly been observed to
rest on personal assessments of outcomes.

.

Castillo’s - interpretation of why farmers held positive

- reactions .to new cropping patterns in the late sixties bear

out this view. She states:

Change orientation is not only. related to the social pressure
to conform to the new behavioral pattern but also to the
demonstration effect in the sense that modern practices have
actually contrlbutcd to a higher level of achievement in rice
production.8

Farmers chose to adopt the innovation because they had
dlrectly witnessed its impact on productivity. This cognitive
orientation is still in consonance with a contingency principle.
While the social context of behavior has been altered by
technology, the underlying rationalefor . behavior and value
orientations has remained unchanged. So have other aspects
of social relations. '

In an ethnographic study of the town of Baras, a village -

of Rizal just 50 kilometers from Manila, the patterns of social
relationships in 1970 to 1972 were found to be essentially
those described in earlier works. Mendez and Jocano (1974)
describe the continued prominence of the kinship structure
and the values attendant to it. Thus, respect, non-aggression
and nondominance were values that continued to be transmit-
ted through socialization. Reciprocity in economic.anfl social
relations persisted,- and were premised on kapwa as the guiding
orientation. All these were observed simultaneous to the other
fact that new planting technologles were also being intro-

duced in the community. '
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B. . Urban Patterns

The persistence of kapwa and the orientation related to
it continue to be found in families within the city. Guthrie
(1968) used the Philippine Sentence Completion Test to
measure interpersonal ‘behavior patterns in 4 towns scaled
according to distance from Manila. (This study was conducted

- during the same period as the ones cited by Castillo). Granting

the cultural validity of. this measure, Guthrie claims to have
obtained the following results: _ )

a. deference - orientations with respect to higher status per-
sons, . -

'b. ‘expression of utang-na-loob and paggalang in relation to

parents of the sub_]ects
c. inhibited expressions of emotions such as dlsappomtment '
' anger and anxiety

-'d. ‘concern for mamtammg good 1nterpersonal relatlons with

others, especially friends; . oo
e. fear of loneliness and rejection and f1nanc1al constramts
f. desire for money, prominence, success and power??

Differences in oriehtatféns are described between samples
differing in socioeconomic status (SES). For example, those
from the lower SES commumtles expressed greater depend-

~ence on the opinions of others than those from the higher"

SES towns. Likewise, samples in low SES areas tended to be
more “moralistic’’ and less op'en'in expressing hostility. Thus,
it is not the urban setting per se which seems to determine
the continued operatlon of values in the prevalhng culture.
Rather, socioeconomic class appears to bq the more crucial
factor. This observation is in-accord with the findings Guthrie

obtained in another study measuring “modernity”. (1970).

29G\iﬂuie, George & Azores, F. “Philippine Interpersonal Behavior Patterns”. IPC.

Papers No. 6: Modernization: Its Impact in the Philippines. Q.C.: IPC, 1968.
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An extensive study was also done of a low-income com-
munity in the heart of Quezon City (Mendez & Jocano, 1974).
Project 2 in the Quirino District originally started out in the
early 1950s as a residential subdivision to accommodate low
salaried employees of government and private institutions. In

*1970, it was a melting pot of first and second generétion
migrants with diverse provincial origins, and many of the
residents had few or no relatives in ' their  neighborhoods.

Nevertheless, at least”one-third of_the heuseholds interviewed v

were extended families, usually including grandparents from
either parent, or the nuclear family and married children.

While subscription to traditional views of kinship and

~ family relations were expressed by family members, in reality

conflicts were experienced by spouses and by parents and
children with regard to role definitions. Ideals of respect and
. reciprocity were still taught to offsprings and were generally

maintained. However, strict enforcement of generational or

.seniority principles of kinship was no longer the rule, and
" parents felt a greater need to justify punishments meted out
to their children for alleged misbehaviors. Undoubtediy, such

qualms have been influenced by Western-type standards for -

the discipline of children.

The concept of neighbor remained essentially traditional.
Respondents considered as neighbors only those in proximate

dwellings who could be trusted in times of need (kadamayx

at kapanalig loob).. Food exchange and giftgiving were prac-
ticed with utang na loob as the underlying guide. Ritual
kinship ties were extended to those deemed worthy of kapwa
status. However, it was also observed that reciprocal obliga-
tions tended to be expressed more often in terms of monetary
assistance. This was particularly true in activities requiring
community participation, such as religious events. Rather than
provide services, as is true in rural areas, working spouses

preferred to contribute money for the Santacruzan (May

procession) and the Block Rosary rituals. *
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Within the same years of 1970 to 1972, we thus find that
while residents in a neighborhood within the metropolls
continued to conform to the basic orientations of kapwa with
varying levels of commitment, those in’ a village near Manila
adhered almost religiously to these norms of interpersonal
relations. Clearly, there must be some differentiating factor ‘

" between the two communmes

. So,cialization

_]ocano emphatlcally states that Filipino behavior patterns
will remain unchanged so long as Filipino kmshlp and family
ties continue to be solid and encompassing (1966). This
pronouncement is ' premised ‘on the observation that the

'famlly is the primary agent for socialization in traditional

society, and so long as it retains this role, its value system will .
continue to be transmitted and will prevail.

Two studies conducted within a span of 13 years on the

same community provide an empirical perspective related to,

value transmission and socialization patterns.

In 1958, wheh Domingo chose to do her master’s thesis

by documentmg socialization practxces in Cruz-na-Ligas, the
. community was characterized as “semi-rural” (Domingo,

1977). This despite the fact that it nestled only three kilo-.
meters away from the central area of the campus of the
University of the Philippines. At that time, the main occu-
pations of the residents were in farming or in the shoe in-

" dustry. Only 517 persons lived in the community, although -

the place had a long history as a settlement. There was only
one main road in the community and hardly any means of
transportatlon to leave the premlses

Within such a setting, the value orientations transmitted -
through socialization by mothers to their offsprings con-
formed essentially to kapwa orientations. The authority roles
were shared by the child’s parents and by older relatives and
siblings, thus exemplifying kinship principles in rural Philip-
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pines. -Exchange of food, assistance and services typified
relatlonshlps between kinsmen and neighbors. Dominance
and aggression tendencies were discouraged or punished, while
a premium was set on socialibity with others. Achievemeént
training was minimal and no rigid standards for excellence in
task - accomplishment were imposed. Nurturance and suc-
corance behaviors were encouraged, especially since these
actions complemented the value system of reciprocal obli-
gations. Similarly, obedience and respect toward parents-and

i

-elders were ‘inculcated to ensure the smooth operatlon of

kinship norms.

In 1971, Lagmay returned to the community to observe
socialization practices within an area already sucked in by
urbanization. In this year, Cruz-na-Ligas had  more than 4,000
residents, many of whom were immigrants from provinces
who came to stay with relatives or settled there while working
in the University and other proximate enterprises (Lagmay,
1974) The majority of the residents no longer depended
greatly on farming but were engaged in professional, technical

and manual occupations outside the community. Tra.nsporta- -

" tion was no longer a problem either, and the main road had
been asphalted. '

Despite these physical and socioeconomic changes, Lag-
may found similar socialization practices still in evidénce,
although nonscientific rituals associated with childbirth were
no longer subscribed to. Some change in self-reliance train-
ing was also found, and children were generally allowed at
earlier ages to feud for themselves. Similar to what Mendez
and Jocano observed in Project 2, strict sanctions were no
longer attached to disobedience and: dominance expressions.
In fact, Lagmay reports that more children tended to dlsobey
their parents than was found a decade earlier.

¢

These studies tend to confirm the position that kinship

continues to reinfor¢e the values it creates for its members.

It must be remembered, however, that these observations have
been taken-in urban communities princinallv encased in
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pursuing non-industrial occupations. As such, the pressures
for re-examining the usefulness of prevailing customs may
not have been too great. The question of whether engaging
in industrial labor affects these factors, therefore, remains an
unresolved issue and deserves further examination.

The .Pi'evailing Image

The studies rev1ewed portray the followmg features of the
prevailing culture: ~ :

First, Filipino social pSychology is best understood in the
context of the kinship structure which is the primary building
block of society.

Second, the value commitment urderlying the pattern of
reciprocal privileges and obligations is kapwa, an orientation which
is manifestly rclated to dealing with biological and ritual kin
while being generalized to 1nclude transactions with outsiders.

Third, there are evidences that both the introduction of
technology and urban exposure result in new foci of interest of
social life, thus leading to a variety in forms of kapwa behav1or.

Fourth, desplte the gleamngs of new behavioral adaptatlons
the underlying principles of interpersonal behavior remain es-
sentially tied to the traditional features of reciprocal expectations.

Fifth, values transmitted in socialization continue to give
primacy to family relations while infused with discrete changes
emanating from the advent of technology and exposure to urban

lifeways.

Studies in the past twenty-five years portray the Filipino
kinship structure as the foundation of social expectations aI¥d
interpersonal relationships. The rootedness of behavior-in kinship
relations has been seen to spring pnmarlly from the role of family

in agricultural productlon
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Despite the centrality of kinship, however, behavior is _flexible‘
to the extent that ongoing social interactions are based on con-.

tingency principle. Using this as a guide to social expectations,
structural ‘relations ‘may be loosened, modified or even changed

as a result of the outcomes of interpersonal relations. This value

is epltomlzed by the set of expectatlons n pakzkzpagkapwa

Behavior in the agnculturally .dominated society, therefore,
is based on both kinship and kdpwa values. However, the nation
in the current decade is being pushed into the spiralling influence
of an industrial socioeconomic formation. Against this backdrop,
the question of whether the features of Filipino personality will
remain the same, or alter in some respects, arises. Foster (1962)
would say that the ‘old’ adaptations will reinain to the extent that

“these - continue to cffectuatc the adaptatxons of the individual
in the ‘new’ sétting. :

Undoubtedly, continuing mvestlgatlons concerning the dy-
namics and patterns of influence over F Jhpmo psychology will
prov1de answers to these critical questlons in the context of
ongoing social change.
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