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~Value Profile and Corruption

Propensity: Correlates Among
Employees in Two Types
of Government Agencies

PROSERPINA DOMINGO TAPALES, VIRGILIO G. ENRIQUEZ
AND OLIVER S. TRINIDAD*

Corruption, a perennial problem besetting the Philippine
bureaucracy, is once more explored from a psychological perspective.
Values espoused by bureaucrats and their corrupt practices, if any, are
correlated using the Philippine Value Orientation Inventory (PVOI)
research instrument in testing corruption prone and noncorruption
prone agencies. One significant conclusion derived from the study is
that propensity and propinquily reinforce a culture of corruption within

- corruption prone agencies. ] '

Introduction

'Corruption‘ as a Cultural and P&y’chological Phenomenon

Corruption, although a worldwide phenomenon, is considered to occur
more extensively in. developing countries because of a marked discrepancy
between legal norms which call for rationality and universalistic principles of
action, and cultural norms which emphasize reliance and obligation toward .
kinship, friendship and primary groups (Bautista 1982: 241). However, within
countries, corruption is not equally spread in all sectors of the polity. Even in
the bureaucracy, there are agencies considered to be more corrupt than others
and sectors more corruption prone. Briones wrote that corruption “tends to be
concentrated only in areas where boundary exchange processes take place and

.. in positions where a bureaucrat can exercise powers and discretion” (Briones
1979: 261). : ' -

The. cultural explanation advanced by anthropologists. has been
accepted with some understanding by political scientists' looking at public
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administration with"‘a"culturaliperspectrve nggs early in hxs career, deVISed

‘his prismatic model of | administration . to 'capture- the " so- -called- -
‘ polynormatxvnsm (Riggs. 1964) of socletles An transition, ‘which. explamed~

- discrepancies between the theory and practlce of admlmstratlon In the

Philippines, Lynch acknowledged the dlfflcultles faced by civil servants who, |
knowing they have to act 1mpersonally in the Weberian 'sense, are “entangled” .

with the culture and are unable to do so. Corpuz (quoted by Carifio 1975: 282)
" agreed that -in the Phlhpplne bureaucracy, because of social standards within

which a bureaucrat operates some acts ‘may be considered “both unethical and '

illegal at the same tlme Carmo put the cultural explanatlon succmctly

The ldeal Flllplno would he at - the opposrte pole from ‘the 1deal:
bureaucrst .Because of the cultural imperative; a Filipino is expected
to. take account of .all facets of an -individual’s personality and.

" memberships in dealing with him. As he does 8o, he is also expected to: S

treat persons according to the closeness or congruence of their group ."- -
. memberships and their other similarities‘to him (Cariﬁo 1979' 231)
v . .
Varela takes these into con51deratxon in explalmng the Flllpmo
'admlmstratnve culture as depxctmg “the conflict between culture, values and

norms of western.bureaucracy, and the ‘culture, values and-norms of the '
Flhplno people” (Varela 1995: '176). Varela" noted the - mcongruence between-‘ 3
" the.values espoused for the bureaucracy. and the values actually in usé by the

government. She ‘attributed these again to the culture whlch polltlcal
leadershlp changes do not seem to‘alter much. - . =~ o

Fd

'y

The cultural explanatlon may. ‘suffice to explaln the extent of corruption

'in the Phlhppmes but it 'does not give answers about the discrepancy in the

‘occurrence of corrupt’ practlces within the society itself. - For instance, \Brlones

(1979) lamented political corruptlon (or corruptlon among the elected officials)

because 'of the powers the polltlclans wield in, policy declswns - In the:.

- bureaucracy, certam agencles have been labelled corruptlon prone and others
less so, and within agencies, some units are more - prone than 6thers. “The
University of the Philippines: College of Public Administration’ research team,

which studied corruptlon during the height of Martlal Law when it was most - -
dangerous to do-so, considered corrupt- practnces to be a combination of
. propen81ty and propinquity.! - In other words, a person may have a propensity -
for corruptlon but may not have the opportunity to commlt graft. That same’

person, given opportumty that con51stently tempts, may yleld to his

'propensny ,' T . e R
ThlS study aims to look at bureaucratlc corruptlon from a psychologlcal

_perspectlve, since the cultural dimension has been accepted as ‘an explanation.

.Are there really personahtxes espousmg (or not:espousmg) certain values:

.whlch contrlbute to corruptlon"

!.
1
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. Corruption in the Philippiﬁes: Historical and Cultural Explanations

.Corrupti_on in the Philippines has been traced to colonial experience
which introduced alien institutions in their perverse form to a citizenry not -
accustomed to them..

Veneracion (1988) said no bureaucracy in the strict sense existed in
precolonial Philippines. Because the native Filipinos lived communally in
small settlements where lawmaking and implementation structures were
simple, favors from decisionmakers were not needed. The Spaniards
centralized the government.and introduced bureaucratic institutions. .Endriga
attributed the resulting corruption in the government to the conflict in theory
and practice of Roman law He said:

. Cormptlon durmg the Spanish period can be broadly defined as
deviation from the idealistic, high minded norms contained in legislation .
of various forms. Being derived from the Roman law tradition; Spanish

. political philosophy was very much steeped in the idea of law
determined by the authority of will ... as contrasted with the authority
of custom or usage of the community .... The contradictory nature of the
‘objectives not only made administration difficult, but also provided
bureaucrats enough leeway for discretion (Endriga 1979: 246-247).

1

‘One blatant cause of corruption was the prectice during colonial times of

“auctioning positions in the bureaucracy to the highest bidder (Corpuz 1957;

Veneracion 1988; Endriga 1979). The price of seats varied according to type of
income or reward:. (1) those which carried the right to charge fees; (2) those
which entitled the occupants to ‘charge some fees' but conferred a lot of
influence; and (3) salaried offices, which were few in number (Endriga 1979).
The sale of offices was rampant at variouslevels including the judiciary,
because “it was a rich and customary source of reveniie for the Spanish king”
(Corpuz 1989: 271). Naturally, those who bought their seats at prices much
beyond their salaries, if any, had to recoup their investments through different

. means—by charging fees beyond the legally mandated, by granting favors in

policy implementation, or by making decisions in favor of certain constltuents
A\ .
The Americans superimposed th‘e'civil service system on a culture unused
to the principles it carried. It “ran counter:to Filipino culture, experience and,

"in some- cases, personal interests” (Endnga 1979: 252). The Americans were

themselves surprised when in 1935, Filipinos drafted a constitution for their

own Commonwealth government whereby they strengthened the c1v1l service

law through many innovations. As Endriga’ noted: :
\

. mor was the bureaucracy clean only on paper. Except for some

instances of ‘graft and corruption, the image of the civil service in the

Philippines remained much'in accord with the conventional picture:

clean and prestlglous It remained for another penod in Philippine
hxstory to tarnish that (Endriga 1979 254).
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" What tarmshed that clean 1mage‘7 The Japanese invasion in the Seconda '
World War was met wnth much resentment by a populace waiting to get thelr
- political independence from America. Fighting the Japanese became a passion,

. and subversion of .the ‘new power was done at.all-levels—through military

- confrontations, through underground resxstance, ‘and through. bureaucracy. _
» Steallng from the government, considered a puppet ‘of. . the. Japanese and .’ g 1

. subverting it became a patrlotlc deed.: It was| in the words of Corpuz, )

“administrative corruption, fationalized by patrlotxc and economic. necessity”
(Corpuz 1957: 223). He noted that.“the practice of the -spoils’ system was.
largely unknown in the Phxhpplnes before 1946” (Corpuz 1957: 223). But the
system. must have been learned really well judging from the cases of . :
corruption exposed now by the media and in some instances brought before the ' i
Ombudsman. Defects. or weaknesses in the administrative system, which has .
had to. mternallze both Weberian: ideals and cultural ethlcs may have made - '
- the sponls system a faclle lesson, to learn.

One mamfestatlon of admlmstratxve weakness is 1neff1c1ency .Reyes
descrlbed red ‘tape and corruptlon as “¢two horns of. the dilemma of
administrative inefficiency” (Reyes 1982: 273). Red tape occurs, he said, “when
requirements are deliberately encouraged so as to.saddle. clients with
. obligations that will force them to: cut through the documentation by paying
_‘speed money m. (Reyes 1982: 283). Senator Miriam Defensor Santiago, who ﬁi
made her mark: as Commxssxoner of Immigration and Deportatlon pointed to
' tedious and ambiguous rules as d.cause.of corruption’in her agency. To clarify
rules on 1mm1grat10n, she put them up. where everyone could see, ‘and-
simplified them so cllents would noét have to resort to paymg an 1ns1der for .’
information about how to go around the rules

Bautlstas study on a regulatory agency showed the tedlousness and
ambiguity of rules as a cause of corruption. Studying the. procedures of getting
franchise for taxicab: operatlon or for merely sealing taxi meters, she observed
that approval was given on.the basis of. personalxstlc terms which- involved
waiving procedures or facilitating- rules. Grease money (lagay) was used to
expedite procedures (Bautista 1979). In hls case study on supply management,
de Guzman documented increased cost through overpricing, short deliveries,
_insufficient deliveries, purchases . in excess of quantity required, ete. (De__ . 'J
Guzman et al. 1979)." .Briones (1979) noted that the prevailing administrative B
culture at the time tolerated ‘corruption despite legal and administrative
_prohibitions because people are generally averse to paying taxes and would
find ways of getting around the law. Thls is matched by the temptatlon for
people within to make a fortune. . - g a Co

Carlno and assocxates studled agencxes cla551fied by it.as corruptlon
prone — a revenue raising agency, a - regulatory agency and an agency
undertaking huge purchases. The last ohe does. not ex1st anymore, the second

N
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has a different name, with the same functions. The team studied corruption in
those agencies. The study also looked at some agencies in seven countries of
Asia. Focusing on the same types of agencies, they found differences in
intensity .(Carino and associates 1986). Indeed they found that propensity and

propmqulty caused the high incidence of corruptlon in those types of
agencies. '

This study follows up on thesélprevio'us works by looking at the
psychological factors that may cause people to be corrupt. It starts with the
hypothesis that there are differences in value profiles among government
employees in corruption prone and less corruption prone agencies.  These
differences predispose employees in one type of agency to corruption and
render those in another type to be resistant to temptation for corruption.

1

Methodology

Research and Sampling Design.

Based on the assumption that the type of agency attracts persons with
certain values to remain in agencies which conform to. their predilections, the
researchers used the independent comparison group design. Particular
government agencies were purposively chosen from. previously classified
corruption prone agencies, such as those involved in revenue-raising, revenue
spending and regulation of activities. Agencies considered as less corruption
prone agencies were also similarly chosen.- The aim was to find out if there are
indeed differences in values between those working in corruption prone and in

“less corruption prone agencies. The Phxhppme Value Orientation -Inventory

(PVOI), -a psychological test stressmg values was admlmstered to personnel of
these selected agencles

‘Because of the length of the test to be administered, the researchers
relled on_personal contact with personnel officers of the selected agencies.
Their’ cooperatlon was sought in getting frontliné service employees who would
be willing to take the PVOI. We explained that we were administering a test
on value orientation of Filipinos.

Variables l

Through the research, the investigators sought to find out whether those -
working in corruption prone agencies exhibit or profess certain values significantly
different from those employees in less corruption prone institutions. The variables
investigated were grouped into (1) economic: values, (2) moral values, (3)
interpersonal values, (4) professional values, (5) social values, () political values,

1995




RERTE

412 - ... ¢ PHILIPPINEJOURNALOF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION -

§
. . f
P 1

and (7) vahdlty of and adherence to cultural norms:. In addxtlon, the. relatlon of ’
age, years in service, educatlonal attalnment and gender to corruptlon proneness .

was also studled
T

Participa'nts S

[

Partlclpants were drawn from frontlme personnel of two types of agencles '
— corruption prone and less corruption prone. . The very nature of the test.in .
terms of length and number of questions prevented us from doing a.random - -
sampleé. ' - However, although participation. was- voluntary, there was
homogeneity ‘in that they all came from the same level of pos1tlons —

‘professxonal/techmcal frontlme personnel

'-Procedure- T

'

Basmg cholce of methodology on earlier studles of corruptlon conducted ""

-by ‘the Umversxty of the. Phxhppmes College of Pubhc Administration,
“corruption prone” agencles and “less corruption prone” agencnes were chosen

by the researchers. The Phlllppme Value Orientation Inventory .was ‘then '
. administered to these agencies alongsxde with the' collection of. the followmg

.demographlc data from the partlclpants p051tlon, department or umt

ethnicity, province; city, sex, years in service and educational attainment. The“'
.data generated from the test administration was statlstncally analyzed. to help -

1dent1fy subscale and value clusters where the two groups differ statlstxcally
‘ L

.leztattons ofthe Study L o

1

Whlle we asplred for randomness of sample 1nterv1ewees ‘the dlfflculty we

encountered in the pretest constramed us to rely on- volunteer respondents. It .
_ took us several weeks to get the ‘pretest conducted at the corruption prone -

-agency. . Despite. direct instructions from the head of office, the Personnel

Officer seemed to drag her feet.. We .then scheduled s1tdown tests for 25 - "

respondents at a time. Although the respondents were limited to volunteers in
frontlme posntxons, we ensured that thexr tasks were homogenous

N Because of these, the results of' thls study are’ malnly 1nd1cat1ve

However, the study itself can be used to' conduct a more’ refined PVOI whlch;. -

'can be used for pre-entry tests mto government agenc1es Sy

oL - . Qctober
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The Research Instrument: The Philippine |
* Value Orientation Inventory (PVOI)’ BN

The Philippine Value Orientation Inventory aims to measure orientation
in terms of economic, moral/spmtual social, interpersonal/personal, political
and cultural factors. The PVOI is mainly based on the Panukat ng Ugali at
Pagkatao (PUP) Form A, a personality test written in Filipino, composed of 160
items consisting of 26 subscales including two validity subscales. The tests
were developed by Virgilio G. Enriquez and associates in the Pambansang
Samahan sa Sikolohiyang Pilipino (National Assocxatlon for Filipino
Psychology)

The study chose items from the PUP and added others based on values
considered important in determining propensity for corruptlon as well as
efficiency on the job. The preliminary form of the test consisted of 101 it ms
grouped- into ten subscales (honesty/denial, adherence to cultural norms,
economic motivations, moral values, interpersonal relations skills, regard for. -
"society as a .whole, " p'rofess'ion'al values, political values, indifference to
improprieties of others and ability to reason).  The inventory was pretested

using 67 government employees. After pretestmg, 24 additional items were .

added and the items were reclassified into 36 subscales including two validity -
subscales. The test was then administered to 286 government employees and
reliability analysis and item-analysis were done using the data. The subscales
and items were again reviewed and revised according to the results of the
statistical analysis: The present version of the test is in Filipino and is
composed .of 89 items distributed into 36 subscales including two.validity
" subscales.

“Item Analysis

Item 'a'naiysis using item-total correlation and inter-item correlation
resulted in the exclusion of 36 items .leaving 89 out of the original 125 items.

Reliabil{ity.Analysisv :

Data from the administration to a total of 286'g0\'1ernment employees who
participated in the present study were used in the computation of the
coefficient alpha reliability. The resulting reliability coefficient is high at
, r=0.8035. In addition, computed split half-reliability coefficient. is r=0.7828.
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population were computed from'the raw scores of 286 respondents from five (5) .

partlclpatlng agencies. Norms for less corruptlon prone (n= 141) and corruptlon :

' prone agencies (n-145) were also computed '
. . \ 4.. o . ' '

Scoring = - : B

The PVOI uses a'five- polnt scale: 'Totooﬁg' totoo [very true] "tTT), Totoo -~

[true] (T), Walang Masabi [no ‘comment], Hindi totoo {not .true] (H), and
Hzndtng-hmdt [definitely not ‘true] (HH). The respondent (R). can . get a
maximum score of five (5) and a minimum of one (1). To counteract p0551ble

" . “yes” and “no” answenng biases, ‘the developers of the test formulated two

- directions of scoring. Thus, the test includes positively and' negatively worded
" items. For positively stated items the R will get a score of 5 if he/she answers
TT, 4 for T, etc. For negat1vely stated items the reverse applies, i.e., 1 for TT,,
2 for T,.etc. The scores for the items in the subscales are summed and d1v1ded
by the number of itemns in each of the subscales to get the mean score for the
subscales. The mean scores are the basis for 1nterpretat10n

Statnstlcal Analysns of Results

'Comparzson of Corruptzon Prone and .
' Less Corruptl,on Prone Agencies

Mean scoxes of 1nd1v1duals coming from corruptlon prone and- less

~corruption prone agencies for the 36 subscales were 'separately computed. The

mean scores were then computed taking note which type of agency scored
hxgher as well as the magmtude of the difference between means.

Comparison of Scores of Males and ‘Females .

Mean -scores of " males and females -across agencles were separately
computed and were also compared by computmg for the differénce between
means to ascertam sex dlfferences in scores in the PVOI.. .

Correlatton between Scores and Age, Years in Servtce .
~ . . \

‘ Mean Scores of  the 286 partxclpants in the study for the 36 subscales
were correlated with the following "variables: age,’ years 1n service, and

s

The norms.are presented as ‘mean scores. Norms for the entlre samplmg

s _Oétober' '
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educational attainment, using Pearson’s Product Moment correlation
coefficient. :

Findings
The investigators seught to find out whether those working in corruption

prone agencies exhibit or profess certain values significantly different from
those of employees in less corruption prone institutions. The variables tested

were grouped into (1) economic values, (2) moral values, (3) interpersonal |

values, (4) professional values, (5) social values, (6) political values and (7)
validity of and adherence to cultural norms. In addition, the relation of age, -
years in- service, educational.attainment and sex to corruption was also

. studied. The variables in each category are:

A. ,Economic ,

1 Ambisyon (Ambition/Purposefulness — Goal Orientedness) -
2.  Katipiran . (Thrxft/Prudence/Austenty)

3. . Karangyaan (Extravagance)

4 -Pagkasigurista (Cautious/Non-risk Taking Attltude)

5 Pabuya/Pagkilala (Recognition/Reward)

B. Moral

6.  Pagkamakatotohanan (Acceptihg of Reality)
7.. ' Pagka-Ispiritual ‘(Spirituality)

8. Sekswalidad (Sexuality)
9

styo (Tendency for Vice) - e.g., 01garettes alcohol, gamblmg
C. Interpersonal Skills |

10. - Hirap Kausapin (Difficult to Persuade)

11. Lakas Loob (Guts/Self-Confidence)

12. Pagkamaalalahanin (Thoughtfulness/Cons1deratlon or Concern:
for Others)

13. Pagkamagalang (Respect’ for _Others)

14. Pagkamapunahin (Critical of Others)

15. Pagkamaramdamin (Sensitivity) .

16." Pagkapalaaway (Quarrelsome means)

17. . Pagkasalawahan (Fickle-mindedness)

18. Pagkamapagtimpi (Self-Control)

19. Pikon (Easily Offended/Oversensitive)

20. Pagkamahiyain (Shyness/Timidity/Hesitancy)

21. Pagkamapagpakumbaba (Hur@@@@ &P@ﬁ@zfv

RECEIYER BY . cmmomowssmus smomcs
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' 1‘22 Tlgas ng Ulo (Stubbornness/leed or set in Purpose
... . or Opinion) " : .
23._ Pagkamauszsa (Inqu1s1t1veness)

D... I’rofesswnaI

. 24, Pagkaresponsable (ResponSIbleness/Trustworthmess/Rellablhty)
25. | Pagkamatiyaga’ (D1hgence/Perseverance/Steadfastness)

~ '26.. Sipag at Kusa (Industry and Imtlatlve) '

27. Disiplina (Dlsmphne)

28.- Pagkamasmop (Neatness/Orderhness) ' . o .

- 29, ,Pagkamqllkham (Creativity) }

NI . : . Vo R

. "E. ".'Social B R T o

. 80. Pagszszlbt sa Kapwa (Service Orlentatlon)

381. Respeto' sa Sarili (Self—Concept in Relatlon to Others in

Soclety)

. o

o N "_' Pohtxcal . U ;' oo o
32,. Pakzkzbagay (Conformlty/Comphance) . .
33. Sariling Pag-iisip (Independence of Mmd) LR, o
34 Pakzkzsangkot (Active Involvement thh People and Causes)

G Pagpapahalaga sa Kultura (Adherence to Cultural Norms)

H. - t,-Pagka.kalla (Effort to Pro_]ect Favorable Image of Self thls is a test ‘
v of lnternal vahdlty and honesty) R , S L

Among these varlables the most 1mportant are the professlonal values.., -

For resisting corruptxon (or mternahzmg noncorrupt behavnor) the important

values to be tested are service- orlentatlon mvolvement w1th people and ‘

causes, ‘and possxbly, splrltuallty

Pretests L - S

.

l"‘or'thye pretests" the two ‘agen'cies chosén were: Agency A a social service L
‘agency consxdered to be less corruption prone and ‘Agency B, a revenue ralsmg_

agency considered to be corruption prone. There were immediate problems of

. administration. The choice of agencies was made based on their differences in
terms of corruption propensity as well as in-terms:of. personal contacts with -~

" “the. heads, of both . offices. - However, -although contacts were made. earlier
*w1th the head of: the corruptlon prone agency (Agency B), tests could not be

(-
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administered in that agency as scheduled. On‘the other hand, respoﬁ‘se in the

_less ‘corruption prone agency (Agency A) was swift and cooperative. As a
-result of these efforts, the total number of respondents in Agency A was 486,
while for Agency B it was only 24. Out of the 24 respondents, the responses of
three males from Agency B were discarded because they clearly violated the
subscales of mternal valldlty

The Personnel Officer of Agency B kept postponing the testing, desplte
repeated follow ups. Word reached the researchers that there was reluctance
" among Agency B personnel to comply because they suspected that we would
test their honesty! These despite statements from us that we were developing
a test of value orientation for Filipinos, which their heads of offices welcomed
as a test which may be used later for recruitment purposes. In the end, we
were able to get ten more respondents, bringing the total for Agency B to 34,
and the total.for both agenc1es to 80.

These djfferences in experience in our.two pretest agencies have given us
a_reflection of the types of persons in the two agencies. The personnel in
Agency A were more trusting, while those .in Agency B were susplclous of the
. personalxty test C

Those tested were professional/technical employees who deal directly with
the clientele. Majority of those tested in both agencies have been in those
agencies for ten years or less. A full third have been in agencies for less than
five years. In terms of educational qualifications, personnel in Agency A have

“higher qua'llflcatlons (in terms of educational attamn{ent) than those in
Agency B. In terms of gender, Agency A is predommantly female, where 30 of
the 46 respondents are female.

Noticeable differences among Agency A and Agency B respondents can be
found:in values affecting professional conduct. Agency A respondents are
. more responsible (4.097 as against 3.97), more patient (3.79 as against 3.61)
and more disciplined (4.326 as against 4.265). They scored higher in service-
_orientation (3.702 as against 3.38). In the denial subscale (a test of validity),
they showed that they are less prone to dishonesty (2.648 versus 2.838).

There are other noticeable differences. Agency A respondents are more
ambitious (3.505 as against 3.31). They are less concerned with rewards (3.152
as against 3.705) and less prone to vice (1 688 versus 1 814). (Speclﬁc data-are
in Appendlx A) .

" The main difference between Agenc); A and Agency B is in service
orientation. Agency A has hlgher service onentatlon than Agency B, at 3. 703
as agamst 3.383...

1995 | - . g
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These results made us look at 5'u'r's¢a1e again.. We added more specxflc

questions to remove the ambiguity of the responses, brlngmg theé number of

- questions to 125. Those new questions were pretested with groups of students

of the two researchers. Having thus revised the Panukat ng Ugali at Pagkatao

(PUP), we proceeded to administer it to respondents from five other agencies. ..
In doing s0, we made sure. to choose regulatory agencies rather than Tevenue -
' “collecting agencies,.to weed out respondents from those agenc1es like Agency B

which are notonously corrupt and whose answer m the self-lmage items. are
» questlonable . ‘ 7 --

The Tests in Fwe Agenczes Sy ,‘ .

As previously mentloned we added- questlons to- the PUP to make the -

" values we are after, stand out. The number of questions was thus mcreased

from 101 to 125. Again aspiring for 50 respondents from each. agency, the -

respondents were drawn from four other" agencies, two corruption prone and
two less corruption prone; the corruption prone agencies chosen are regulatory

agencies, while the less corruptlon prone are staff and service agencies. The,
“less corruptlon prone agencies are a personnel agency and a hospltal Avam
because we drew more cooperation from the less corruption prone agenc1es ‘we
added another regulatory agency to the sample of corruption prone agencies, to"

come up with more equal samples for the statistical tests: -We added a .police -

agency to the’ corruptlon proné sample. - The tests were conducted between
January and July of 1994.. The total number of respondents is 286; 145 for
~corrupt10n prone and 141 for less corruptlon prone agencles
'In our discussion, we shall label our’ sample agenc1es in the followmg
manner: Agency lis a personnel ‘office; Agency 2 is a government hospital; -
Agency 3 is a regulatory agency dealmg with land; Agency 4 is a regulatory
agency dealmg with transportatlon and Agency 5 isa pollce agency '

_ Profile of Respondents Agency 1 is'a female- domlnated agency; of 71
respondents, only twelve are male and 59 female. Because the respondents
chosen were in the techmcal/professmnal rank' and file level, most of the

respondents have been in the service for only ten years or. less, the average .

bemg 8. 98 years The mean age is 34 14 years

.

As many ds 96 percent of the respondents in Agency 1 hold bachelors o

degrees, with the mean years of schooling at, 14 9.

" In Agency 2, where there are also more-female’.lthan male workers, .29 of
‘the 70. respondents are male and ‘41 female." ‘The mean age is 34.86 years. As"

frontline service prov1ders there is ah almost equal representation in terms of-
number of years in the agency, from below f1ve years to above flfteen, although |

.0‘ " ;f? . . October
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the mean years m the hospxtal is 9.79. More than half (58.57%) of the
respondents have finished a bachelor’s degree. Again because of the nature of
the jobs in a hospital, ‘which include midwives, and attendants, ten percent
have had trade or vocational school tralnmg whlle 11.43 percent have had
some collége training.

Agencies 3 and 4 have a good mix of male and female employees, with.
females slightly outnumbering the males. In Agency 3, there were 26 female
respondents (26 out of 40); from Agency 4, there were 38 females out of 51
respondents. The respondents in Agency 4 are older than in the other
agencies, with a mean age of 44.25; in Agency 3, the respondents have a mean
age of 36.37. In terms of mean years in the services the respondents in Agency
3 have been in government for an average of 15.56 years, while in Agency 4,
they have a mean of 9.21 years in the government. As many as 65 percent of
respondents in Agency 3 have bachelor’s degrees while a full 84.31 percent in
Agency 4 hold college degrees. For Agency 5, a male-dominated agency, 44 of
the respondents are male and only ten are female. Their mean age is 38.21
~ years while their mean years in the agency is 13.30 years. Half of the
respondents (51 85%) hold bachelor’s degrees

A

Table 1 shows the profxles of the respondents

Table 1. Profiles of Respondents in Five Agencies

Agency 1 Agency 2 Agency 3  Agency 4 Agency 5

Mean Age ' 34.14  34.86 ©  44.25 36.37  38.21
Mean Years in the Service 8.99 9.80 15.56 _9.21° 13.30
Mean Years .in School 14.90  13.38 13.34 "14.18 13.41

As:seen in Table 1, tA:heA respondents have similar characteristics. The
oldest respondents, however, are in Agency 3, with a mean age of 44.25 years,
while the rest are below 40. Agency 3 personnel also have the longest number
of years in government, at 15.56 years, although Agency 5 respondents follow
closely at 13.3. As for the mean years in school, Agency 1 and 4 have similar
averages of 14 years, while Agencies 2, 3, and 5 have mean years at thirteen.

Value Profiles

The agencies were collaps.ed by type. Cluster A respondents come from .
less corruption prone agencies (agencies-1 and 2) while Cluster B respondents
come from corruption prone agencies (agencnes 3, 4 and 5).
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Mean scores and standard dev1atlons were computed for clusters of
questlons correspondmg to speclflc values. ' These were first computed for each’ '
agency, then the means for corruptlon prone and less corruptlon proneV )
agencles were comblned and compared : i

_ Responses in professnon related values show notxceable dlfferences among
respondents in” Cluster A" (less corruptlon prone agencles) and Cluster B
(corruption prone). Cluster. A respondents are more patient (3; 796. compared to

- 3.653), have more initiative (3.305 as. against 2.952), have more self—dlsclplme ‘
4. 319 versus 4. 255) are more tidy, (3.711 compared .to 3.652) and. more
. creative (2.787 as against. 2.634)., In terms ‘of relatxonshxp with the larger:
_8ociety, they have more servnce orlentatlon (3 512 as agalnst 3 269) (See
- Appendix B. ) ) :

./.. . P . ~

Other noticeable: dlfferences are in ambltlon Cluster A respondents are
‘more- ambitious than Cluster B (3.541 ‘as agamst 3.395), more frugal (3.081 .
compared to 2. 986) and more des1rous of reward. or recogmtlon (3.397 versus
_ 3.241). They are more reallstlc (3.792 as ‘against 3.632), more spiritual (4. 033
versus 3.888) and ‘less prone to vice (1.744 as against 1. 956) Moreover, " they '
are more apt to be involved w1th others (3 996 as agamst 3. 731)

' Gender szferences e

%

Correlatlons were also made between subscale scores and certain

variables such as age, length of service and educatlonal attainment.” The mean .

scores of male and female respondents were also compared

Slgmficant correlation can be drawn for certam values and for some of
. the varlables For instance, respondents in all agencles get less ‘ambitious as
they grow .older and as they stay longer in the agency, but ambition i incresses.
"as they attain higher. educational quallf:catlons 'Tendency toward vice
* increases with age and lerigth of service bpt decreases with higher educatlonal‘ E
" attainment. . Concern for others decreases with ‘age and length of service.
Humility also decreases with age, Just as 'inquisitiveness decreases with age

'~ and length of service. “Sense of responnblllty decreases with length of service; -

perseverance also decreases with ‘age and length of service. Service .
orientation likewise decreases w1th .age and length of service.. However, high ‘
.education’' correlates p051t1vely with more perseverance, 1ndustry and
initiative, discipline and neatness. - Higher education also increases one’s -
'understandmg of" cultural norms (Refer to Appendlx C for speclfxc data )

The 1mpllcatlons of these ﬁndmgs pomt to’ the posntlve effects of hlgher ‘

education ‘amohg government personnel  Higher. educationis-able to -
‘neutrahze tendencles brought about by agmg and long years of service whlch'

| Gl T o7 T October
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)

seem to cause respondents from both types of - agenc1es to be less ambltlous,
more lazy and more prone to vice.

" Values upheld by male and female respondents dlffer Hewing to the

'Fllxplno stereotypes, female respondents are more spiritual than the males

(4.06 as against 3.798). On the other hand, male respondents are more
accepting of premarital and extramarital sex as well as homosexuality
compared to the females (2.597 as against 2.621). Expectedly, males are also

"more prone to vice (2. 206) than females (1.631). (See Appendix D for speclfic
.data. ) . ’

In terms of professional values, the female respondents scored higher’
than the males in terms of responsibility (4.048 versus 3.918), creativity (2.755 .
as against 2.636), self discipline (4.301 compared to 4.263) and industry and
initiative (3.182 as against 3.036). Female respondents scored only slightly
higher in patience (3.726 as against 3.721)-and surprisingly scored lower in
terms of neatness (3.668 as against 3.702 for the males).

Females also scored higher in service orientation (3.397 versus 3.375) and

-self respect (4.105 as against 3.986). They also tend to be more involved with

others (3. 957 as agannst 3. 709)

There are, however, non-stereotyped results. ‘For instance, female

‘réspondents showed more stubbornness (3.233 as against 3.045 among the

males), tended to be more realistic in outlook (3.752 versus 3.645) and

surprisingly, 'scored higher in the mternal test .of validity on denial (2 771 as
agamst 2.685). :

* For the comparlson between male and female, only three value subscales
had absolute difference between means higher than 0.2: (a) spirituality (.262),
(b) concern for others (.2613) and (c) involvement w1t}_x others (.2483).

thferences by Agency Type

The top six scales where the less corruption prone agencies scored higher
are; (a) initiative (absolute difference between means = .3533); (b) involvement
with other people (.2655); (c) being critical (.2629); (d) easily embarrassed (.25);
(e) service-orientation (.2433); and (f) concern for others (.2163). (Refer to
Appendlx E for specific data.) ' C o

} We also ranked the values according to the mean scores derived from
responses of two types of agencies. The ten highest ranked values are shown
m Appendix G. These are: (1) dlscxphne, (2) adhering to cultural norms, (3)
1nqulslt1veness (4) courtesy, (5) responsnblllty, (6) self-respect (7) spirituality,
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e

(8) mvolvement w1th others 9) patlence and (10) sense of reallty We can say

that there are values held in hlgh esteem by government personnel, whether -

‘working .in corruption prone or less corruption prone agencles Among these
are professwnal values: discipline, patience and sense of responsibility.
Spirituality and sense of reality are moral values; inquisitiveness and courtesy

have to do with the individual in relatlon to others Service- orlentatlon has to -

do w1th relatmg to other people o ‘ -‘ e S
These tell us_the values held in hlgh esteem by people who work in
government and reflect - positive outlooks. . Juxtaposed against. Appendlx E,
" however, we can’ infer that service orientatioh, concern for others and
. 'involvement with other people are the values which make a dlfference as far as -
less propensity for corruptlon is concerned. :

f
: Conclusions

The dlfference of means test and Pearsons Product Moment Correlatxon

. provnde some useful results B :
1) :There are some notlceable dlfference in values and behavmr among:’ .
personnel in corruption prone and less. corruption prone agencies,
‘as’ shown, in . Appendix B.. The differences are statistically -
51gn1ﬁcant in regard to the following varxables, which show that ~
respondents from less corruption prone agencies .are more -
‘ambitious, regard incentive ‘and recogmtlon higher, ‘are’ more ‘
cautious,  more splrltual more concerned about others, more
_ sensitive, more. critical, more easxly offended more easily

_ embarrassed, more humble, more industrious ‘and have ‘more -

initiative, more service-oriented and more lnvolved with people and
causes. ' ‘ -

The most lmportant of these values, as far .as corruptlon‘,

propen51ty is concerned, are ambxtlon, cautiousness, sensitivity,

more easily offended, humility, service orientation and involvement . .

with people and causes. - A person with such characterlstlcs would

. find it more dlffrcult to accede to temptatlon of graft and :

corruptlon I o ‘ . , .

. \

2) Lookmg deeper, we find a’ magnitude of difference between means

‘ of some subscale results, reinforcing our hypothesis that employees

" from ess corruption. prone agencies have certain values which
determine their attitudes.and behaviors. toward corruption. These

- . values;"we discovered, are: industry. and ‘perseverance, getting

_involved with people and causes and service orientation. “After

t
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4)

(5)

6

these we have cautiousness, higher sense of embarrassment and
ambition. (See Appendices E and F.)

An additional finding is a bonus. We found that there are values
considered by people who ‘work in government to be important, as
seen in Appendix G. Those values are ranked among the highest
ten by respondents from both corruption prone and noncorruptlon
prone agencies. The order they occur may differ, but nine of the
ten values ranked are espoused by respondents from both agencies.
These are: discipline, adherence to cultural norms, inquisitiveness,
respect for others, sense of responsibility, self-respect, spirituality,
involvement with people and causes and perseverance. Only one
value is ranked higher by those in less corruption prone agencies —
regard for the truth. :

There are also noticeable differences in values and-attitudes
between male and female respondents (Appendix D). Some of those
findings contradict certain stereotypes about females. However,
some of the values the female respondents espouse may account for
their attraction to noncorruption prone agencies — spirituality,
concern for others and greater involvement \with' people and causes.

‘There are also correlations between Qalues held and variaBles such

as age, length of service and educational attainments, as seen in
Appendix C. Certain values such as humility, inquisitiveness,
perseverance and ambition and even sense of responsibility and
service orientation, decrease with age and length of service.
Nevertheless, some value premises are reinforced by higher

" education. Higher education correlated positively with

perseverance, industry and initiative and discipline, and provides a
deeper understanding of Philippine cultural values. These point to
positive effects 'of higher education for government personnel.

The Philippine Value Orientation Invéntory (PVOI) can be a useful
device for determining values held by Filipino government
personnel, as the. Panukat ng Ugali at Pagkatao (PUP) is used to
determine personallty characteristics.

Perhaps the most important of values for government are service
orientation and involvement with people and causes, because these mitigate
against temptatlon for corruption. Ambition, desire for recogmtlon, industry

- and initiative are also good professional values to cultivate in the public

service. These initial findings show the possibility of determmmg corruptlon
propensity through a test of values. But the sample is still small. There is
still need to administer the test to larger samples of government bureaucrats.

1995
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Moreover our study shows that the PUP can ‘be used as bas1s for the

construction of a test- on values for government personnel or p0551ble recrults
to the service. o

[

We used corruptlon prone and less corruptlon prone agencles as

convement devices for determining' corruption propensity. Our-findings now .

show that 1nd1v1dual employeé values may influence the’ administrative
' culture of corruptlon or noncorruptlon in specific agencies.. But does it work
the other way around? Can a’ strong ‘culture of corruption within an agency
mfluence the behavror of .recruits 'in that office? - Only tests. of employees

before recruitment and after: -a period .of, say,. five years in an agency can E

reveal that. For now, we cdn say that persons working in less.corruption
prone agencles hold certain values which reinforce efficiency . and “less
, corruption propensity” within those offices. On the other hand, as case studies

on .corruption. prone. agencxes cited earlier 'have shown, the. culture of’

* corruption within agencxes is strong. ‘Thus, propensxty as well as propmqulty
remforce a culture of corruptlon w1thm certam agencles :

’

"On the larger socral system, the Weberlan concepts of 1mpersonallty and

‘rationality, superlmposed on a. culture of personallsm, familism ‘and B
particularism cause a dev1at10n from ‘norms- whlch may be labelled as.’

. corruptlon Varela explalned thxs o

C
\

For example, the gxftgwmg propensxty of Flllplnos as an expresslon o

of esteem a gesture of utang na loob (gratrtude), or an act, of hospitality

- which are all acceptable behavior in Fxhpmo society becomes’ “bribery™

‘or “lagay” which'is a‘negative and corrupt behavior in'the bureaucracy
Similarly, helping relatives find employment in government is branded

"as nepotism which is now a grave offense punrshable by:suspension or
dismissal from service but which'ig not only a positive expected behavior
but even’an honorable act which can-earn the ‘helping person respect
and esteem of his famrly and commumty (Varela 1995 176)

This was reafflrmed by anthropologlst F Landa Jocano in a lecture on
Human Behavior in Organizations in 1993." He said that Flllpmo values like
~awa (pity) become silly sentimentalism in - the bureaucracy ‘and helplng' '
townmates becomes influence peddling. While no Filipino is l‘lgld he sald .

:bureaucracy has llttle room for flex1bxlxty and nonconfrontatlon .

N

As thxs study has shown the PVOI as a scale developed usmg Flhpmog: )
.psychology as methodology, is a step-toward expansion "of the culturalA

explanation ‘to test individual values and tendencies, ‘based on non-Weberlan

. concepts of effxclency and efféctiveness’ in administration. It may be further

-refined: to come up wrth ‘a subtest focusmg on. F111p1no values 'in
admmnstratron e o , R

\

- .
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‘ Endnote\

!Please refer to various articles that appeared in the PJPA (i.e. January 1973, October 1976
‘and July-October 1979) that discussed “Negative Bureaucratic Behavior in the Philippines: Causes,
Consequences and Control Measures,” a series of etudlee on bureaucratic corruptxon conducted by
the UP-CPA from 1972 to 1979. -

/
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Appendix A
Pretest Population and Agency Means and Standard Deviations
Population - Agency A ' Agency B Difference
' (N = 80) (n =46) ) (n=3¢) Between
Scale 1. Mean  SD " Mean _ SD -°| Mean SD Means
(A) (B) (A-B)

Economic . ] ]

- 1. - Ambisyon 3.4260 4472 3.650564 4549 | 3.3162 1834 0.1892
2. Katipiran 3.1263 7164 3.1237 6715 | 3.1274 .8502 -0.6037
3. Karangyaan 3.5500 1.0176 3.6739 9673 | 3.3824 -1.0735| o0.2015
4. Paghasigurista 32750 7991 3.2717  .8213.| '3.2794 .7804 | -0.0077
6. Pabuya/Pagkilala 3.3876. 1.1194 3.1622 1.1920 | 3.7059 '.9384 | -0.5637

Moral o . :

6. Pagkamakatotbhaﬁan 4.0000° 1.1474 4.0000 1.1547 . 4.0000 1.1547 .0000
7. Spirituwal 4.2000 7860 4.1087 .8493 | 4.3236 = .6840 | -0.2148
8. Sekswal 2.0958 .8806 | .2.1266, 7972 | 2.0362 .9331 0.0903
9. Bisyo 1.7420 68156 1.6885 6829 | 1.8144 °© 6831 | -0.1259

Interpersonal : '

10. Hirap Kausapin 31376 7169 | 3.1413 7123 | 3.1324 .7314| 0.0863

11. Lakas ng Loob 2.0938 .6616 2.1304 .7072 | 2.0441 5822 | 0.2315

12. Pag-aalala 2.6625 1.0427 2.7609 -1.1192 | 2.56294 9288 | 0.2315

13. Pagkamagalang 4.0188 6818 4.0109 6008 | 4.0294 7867 | -0.0186

14. Pagkamapunqhin 2.4500 1.0897 2.3696 1.1227 | 2.5688 1.0500 | .-0.1892"

15. Pagkamaramdamin 3.1188 - .5697 2.9891 5602 | 3.2941 5167 | -0.306

16.. Pagkapalaaway 3.6876 .7194 |. 3.6522 65672 | 3.5000 7977 0.1522

17. Pagkasalawahan ‘3.3375 7867 3.4130 7910 | 3.2353 7808 0.1777

18. Pagkainapagtiinpi 3.3750 7816 3.2283 .8076 | 3.5736 .7085 | -0.3452

19. Pagkapikon ’ 3.2375 1876 3.1622 ' .8156 | 3.3529 7440 | -.0.2007

20. Pagkamahiyain . |2.7000 8320 | 26739 .8833 | 2.7363 7710 | -0.0614

21. Pagkamapagpakumbaba |3.9411 4528 | 3.8680 4359 | 4.0388 4633 | -0.1699

22. Tigasng Ulo 2.6313 7149 2.6304° 7989 { 2.6324 .5943 -0.002

23. Pagkamausisa 4.2126 6879 |- 4.1522 7203 | 4.2041 6201 | -0.1419

Professional .

24. Paghkaresponsable 4.0438 .6910 4.0978 5540 | 3.9706 .6389| 0.1272

26. Pagkamatiyaga 3.7156. . .6816 3.7936 .5199 | 3.6103 ' .6490 0.1832

26. Sipag at Kusa 3.0376 7947 3.1087 .6490 | 2.9412 9595 0.1676

27. Disiplina - 4.3000 .6038 4.3261 4740 | 4.2647 7511 0.0614

Social ‘ ,

28. Service Orientation 3.666 5789 3.7026 4972 | 3.3826 .6360 0.32

Political ' : 2 . .

29. Pakikibagay -3.4600 1.0662 3.4160 1.0662 | 3.5000- 1.0801 | -0.084

30. Sariling pag-iisip 3.25678 6224 | 3.2967. 6520 | 3.2050 6866 | 0.0017

Cultural (31) '4.2639 4237 4.2896 4172 | 4.2066 4338 0.084

Pagkakaila (32) 2.72956 4659 2.6480 4797 | 2.8385 4295 | -0.1896

Legend: SD - standard deviation
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R Appendtx B.
Companson between Corruptlon Prone and
‘ Noncorruptlon Prone Agencies ,
'; Population AgencyA \AgencyB Difference|
( N = 286) . _Less Corruption Corruption | Betiveen
C ’ " Prone (n=141) " Prone (n= 145) | -Means '
© Seale "Mean ‘SD - Mean .SD Mean~ SD (A-B)
Economic : R S , -
1. Ambisyon’ : '3.4668' .4629 | 13.56408 . 435 |°3.3948° 479 |- 0.146
.2.. Katipiran' .3.0332 . .83656 | 3.0816 . 1799 | 2.9862.. .872 { 0.0954.
/3. Karangyaan _ 1°8.5734 - .9587 | 3.6626. 918 | 34966 = 0.1559
4. Pagkasigurista . 3.4066 7924 | 3.4220 | '.862° | 3.3897 .732 . 0.0323
5., Pabuya/Pagktlala : 3.3182 . .6531 | '3.3972 . .677 | 3:2414 621 | 0.1558
Moral B “ S A . '
6. Pagkamakatotohanan 3.7110 - 4731 | 37921 436 | 3.6321 485 | -.0.16 -
7. Sptrltuwal ©3.9594 - .5580 [ 4.0326 565 3.8883  .654 0.1443 |-
8. Sekswal : 21302 7869 |.'2.0178_  '.7982 | 2.2395 ~.760 | -0.2217 |
9, Bisyo 189 . 7796 17445 | 776 ['1.9562 ¢ 774 | .-0.2117,
Interpersona)l . o S IR L
10. Hirep Kausapm © 131014 : 16703 3,1525- 694 1 3.0617 -.645 ©0.1008
11. Lakasng Loob . . .| 22640 . .7104 | 2.2618 - ~.729 | 2.25679 ..692 | --0.0061 |- -
12. Pag-aalala . © | 24790 . 9429.| 25887 1.029 | 2.3724 . .841 | -.0.2163
13. Pagkamagalang .4.1294 . 6386 | 4.0993 666 | 4.1586 .612:| --0.0693
14. Pagkamapunahin 2.3986° - 1.0539:| 2.6319 - 1.137 ] 2.2690 -~ .952 | 0.2629
1 16. Pagkamaramdamin ° 3.6656 6901 | 3.5787 . 573 | 3.6330 .607-| 0.0457
16. Pagkapalaaway " 3.3763 ' .7924 | 3.3723 .. .782 | 3.3769 ' .8056 [ . -0.0036
'17. Pagkasalawahan .| 3:2360°  .7250 |- 3.2411. . .719 -|.3.2310° .734 | 0.0101
18. ‘Pagkamapagtimpi '3.6769 .. .6862 | 3.6099. :.689 .| 3.5448 . .682 | 0.0651
19. Pagkapikon ‘3.0802 - .7445°|. 3.1879  .733 ‘[ 2.9931' .745 | 0.1948
20. Pagkamahiyain 2.8120 .7930 | 2.9397 .792. | 26897 . .777 | 0.25
21, Pagkamapagpakumbaba 3.7037 ° 5059.| 3.7730. 511 | 3.6362 493 | 0.1368|
22. Tigas ng Ulo , /31608 - :7748.| 3.1631 708 /.| 3.15686 . .837 | 0.0045|
.| 28. Pagkamausisa 7| 4.1189. -, 7008 |- '4.1702 - 686 | 4.0690 . .714.| & 0.1012
Professional ==~ v Co S o K
24. Pagkareaponsable '3.9983 6304 | 4.0674 & .601 .| 3.9310 653 | - 0.1364
25. Paghkamatiyaga 3.7238  .52568 | 3.7961 ' .511 3.65634 ° 955 | - 01427
26. Sipag at Kusa .3.1259 . .7620 | '3.3060  .766 |°'2.9517" .720 | 0.3533
217. Disiplina " 4.2867 - 5248 | 4.3191 565 | 4.2652 483 | - 0.0639 [
28. Paghkamasinop .3.6815 . .6068 | 3.7113 . 613 -} 3.6523. - :601. 0.059
29. Pagkamabkhmn /2.7008' '1.0377 | .2,7872 © 1.074. .| 2.63456 699 |
| Social o Y P B
30." Service Orlentatlon -3.3891‘,' "l6290,' 3.5124 . :’.623/ 3.2691. ‘614 | . 0.2433{ -
31. Respeto sa sarili - | 4.0594 6156 | 4.0638 -.643 | 4.0522 . .590 | -'0.0116 |
- | Political . - . L R S A
32. Pakikibagay , . 3.0769 -0 7116 | 3.124} . 656 | 3.0310 .762 | '.0.0931
33. Sariling Pag-iisip - | '3.2343 T.7406°| 3.2660 *. 757 | 3.203¢ .725 | . .0.0626
34. Pakikisanghot < 3.8619 6709 |, 3.9965 ~.661 |.3.7310 *. .656 | . 0.26556
Cultural (36) - .- | 41951 7 4501 | 4.1949 - 450 .| 41948 453 0.0001
Pagkakmla (36) 1. 27378 4874 | 2.7235 - 609 |'2.7516] 467 | -0,0281 |

0.1527 | .-

Legend SD - standard devxatxon' J
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Appendix C
Correlation of Subscale Scores with Age,
- Length of Service and Educational Attainment -
Age Length of Educational
. (n=279) Serqice Attainment
Scale (n =276) (n'=277)
. rualue rvalue. r value
Economic : . o
1. Ambisyon -0.1411* -0.1636* 0.1866**.
2. Katipiran -0.0925 -0.1029 -0.0263
3." Karangyaan -0.0681 . -0.0884 0.0340
4. Pagkasigurista -0.0419 © 10.0080 -0.0690
5. Pabuya/Pagkilala . 0.0178 -0.0121 - ".0.0031
Moral .
8. Pagkamakatotohanan -0.0576 -0.0624 0.1287
7. Spirituwal -0.0470 -0.1004 0.1617*
* 8. Sekswal -0.0407 -0.0844 0.0080
9. Bisyo, 0.2487** 0.2487** -0.2028**
Interpersonal T, -
10. Hirap Kausapin 0.0264 -0.0519 -0.0460
11. Lakas ng Loob 0.0216 - 0.0213 - 0.07856
12. Pag-aalala 0.1613* 0.1815* 0.0361
13. Pagkamagalang -0.0044 -0.0282 . -0.0107
14. Pagkamapunahin -0.1304/ -0.1297 0.1790*
. 16. Pagkamaramdamin .-0.0765 -0.1155 0.0830
16. Pagkapalaaway . 0.0000 -0.0129 0.0536
17. Pagkasalawahan - -0.0177 0.0264 0.0719
18. Pagkamapagtimpi . 0.0017 " 0.0106 0.0174
19. Pagkapikon -0.0143 -0.0316° -0.0283
20. Pagkamahiyain 0.0398 0.0467 0.0331
21. Pagkamapagpakumbaba -0.1710* -0.1249 -0.0690
22. Tigasng Ulo -0.0644 -0.0220 0.0017
23. - Pagkamausisa -0.1407* -0.1471* 0.1092
Professional :
24. Pagkaresponsable . -0.1240 -0.1679* 0.0961
25. Pagkamatiyaga -0.2086** -0.2186** 0.1667*
26. Sipag at Kusa -0.0793 -0.1137 - 0.1617*
27. Disiplina -0.0483 -0.0674 ~ 0.1582*
28. 'Pagkamasin.op -0.0622 © -0.1168 < 0.1727* . .
29. Pagkamalikhain -0.0578 -0.0492 0.0371 -
Social: : . '
30. Service Orientation <0.2178** -0.1985%* 0.0584
31. Respeto sa Sarili 0.0693 0.0415 0.1233
Political : ) '
32. Pakikibagay -0.0211 -0.0118 .0.1037
33. Sariling Pag-iisip 0.0018 . 0.0176 0.0034
* 34. Pakikisangkot -0.02165 . -0.02933 0.2020**
Cultural (36) 0.0128 -0.0140 0.0661
- Pagkakaila (36) 0.0014 0.0186 '0.0679

Legend: rvalue significant at: p<.01 = *; p<.001 = ** -

-y CL
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" Appendix D
A . .o | e < . T o .
:‘Comparison between Females a“nd Males . i
Population 'F emales Males Difference]
. (N =286) (n. = 176) (n = 110) * Between
' . . o o . . «| Medns
.+ Scale Mean ~ SD.- | ‘Mean .. SD | Mean . SD (A-B)
" Economic | ‘ SN . o o .
1. Ambisyon 34668 .° 4629 | 3.5014 - 475 | 3.4114 .. 438 | 0.09
2. Katipiran { 3.0332. 8365 | 2.9716 - .860 [~ 3.1318 - 792 | --0.1602
.3. Karangyaan - | 3.5734 9587 | 3.5009 952 | 3.5455 _.973 | 0.0454
4. ‘Pagkasigurista ) 3.4056 7924 | 3.4205 157 3.3818 .848 - 0.0387 A
5. Pabuya/Pagkilala |- 33182 6531 | 3.3362 656 | 3.2009 661 | 0.0443|
' 6. Pagkamakatotohanan | 37110 - 4731 | 3.7520 455 | 3.6454  .496.| 0.1066
7. Spirituwal ) 3.9694 5580 | 4.0602 556 | 3.7982 .505 | 0.262
8. Sekswal . 2.6063 11045 | 2.5969 " 1.259 | 2.6213  .7946| -0.0244-
9. Bisyo" | 1.8519  .7796 | 1.6306 ' .701 [ 2.2061 ..772 | -0.5756
Interpersonasl L fo B T N o - R -
10. Hirap Kausapin 3.1014 . .6703 | 3.0938 . -.694 | 3:1136 . .634 | -0.0198
11. Lakas ng Loob 2.2640  .7104.| 23125 . 728 | '2.1864. . .677 | 0.1261
12. Pag-aalala 24790 9429 | 25795 971 | 2.3182 ' .877.| 0.2613
.13. Pagkamagalang 41204 6386 | 4.1676 - .662 | 4.0682 - 596 | - 0.0994
14. Pagkamapunahin = 2.3086 - 1.0539.| 24318 '1.088 | 2.3455 - 999 |- 0.0863"
16. Pagkamaramdamin 3.65556 ° .5001 | 3.4863 . .633 | (3.6664 ' '.496 | -0.1801
16. Paghapaldaway * 3.3763 7924 | 33466  .836 | 3.4182 ..718 | -0.0716 |,
17. Pagkasalawahan 3.2360° 7250 | 3.2983 - .689 | 31364 ~.772 | - 0.1619
18. Pagkamapagtimpi 3 5769 .é852_ $3.6767 | \ 704 - 3.6773 657 -0.0006
19. Pagkapikon - 3.0802 7446 | 3.0455 ~ 762 | 3.1591 .713°| .0.1136 |-
20. Pagkamahiyain 2.8129  .7930 | 2.8693. - .825 | 2.7227° E 734 0.1466°
21. Pagkamapagpakumbaba .| 37037 5059 |. 3.7045 518 [ 3.7023 ~ .488 | . 0.0022
22. Tigas ng Uls : 3.1608 7748 |.3.2330 - .727 | 3.0455 .837 | 0.1875.
' 23. Pagkamausisa 4.1189° - .7008 |. 41591 764 | '4.0545° 603 | '0.1046
Professional : o . SRR . - S
24. Pagkaresponsable 3.9983 6304 | 4.0483 665 | '3.9182 . .565°| 0.1301
-25. Pagkamatiyaga - 3.7238" 5268 |.3.7269 546 | 3.7205 ~.495 0.0054
26. Sipag at Kusa .'3.1269 . .7620 ( 3.1818 . .765 | 3.0364 _ .768 |  0.1454 |
27. Disiplina’ 4.2867 5248 | 4.3011  .540 | - 4.2636 501 | 0.0375
-28. Pagkamasinop | 3.6815 - 6068 | 3.6685 .624 | 3.7024 .580: -.0.0339
29. Pagkamalikhain 2.7098 1.0377 | -2.7557 1.092 | 2.6364 - 946 | .0.1103
Social S RS B o L '
30. Service Qnentanon' 13.3801 6290 | 3.3974 © .625 | .3.3766 .638 | 0.0218
31. Respeto sa Sarili . 4.0594 ° 6156 | 4.1051  .606 | .3:9864 .626 0.1187 B
Political ’ - : — R N
32. Pakikibagay 3.0769 7116.| 3.0266 -.753 | 31501 635 | -0. 1335
33. Sariling Pag-iisip 32343 . 7406 | 3.2642 731 | 3.1864 : .757 | . 0.0778
34. Pakikisangkot 3.8619 ' 6709 [ 3.9574 648 | - 3.7091 682 | 0.2483
Cultural (35) '4.1961 -~ 4501 | 4.2347, 435 | 4.1317 471 | 0.103
Pagkakaila (36) 27378 4874 | 27709 466 | 2.6848 .518 | 0.0861

4 Legend: SD - standard’ de\.{iatiop

h Oqtober )
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Appendix E

/

Scales Ranked Accdrding to the Magnitude '
. of Difference Between Means :

' (Corruptidn Prone vs. Less Corruption Prone)

Absolute Difference Between Means

Scale*
Scales Where the Less Corruption
Prone Agéncies Score Higher
(26) Sipag at Kusa
(34) Pakikisangkot
(14)  Pagkamapunahin
(20) - Pagkamahiyain
(30) Service Orientation
(12) Pag-adlala
(19) Pa.gkap_ikon .
(06) Pagkamakatotohanan
(03) Karangyaan
(06)  Pabuya/Pagkilala
(29) Pagkamalikhain
(01)  Ambisyon
(07)  Spirituwal
(25) Pagkamatiyaga
(21) Pagkamapagpakumbaba
(24) Pagkaresponsable ‘
(23) Paghkamausisa
(10)  Hirap Kausapin
(02) Katipiran
(32) Pakikibagay
(18)  Pagkamapagtimpi
(27) Disiplina ) '
(33)  Sariling Pag-iisip
(28) Pagkamasinop
(16) Pagkamaramdamin
(04) Paghkasigurista
(31)  Respeto sa Sarili
(17) Pagkasalawahan
(22) Tigas ng ulo
"Cultural (35) .
Scales Where.the Corruption Prone
Agencies Score Higher
(08) Sekswal
(09) Bisyo
(13) Pagkamagalang :
Pagkakaila (36) -
(11) Lakas ng Loob
(16) Pagkapalaaway .

0.3533
0.2655
0.2629
0.2500
0.2433
0.2163
0.1948
0.1600
0.1559
0.1558
0.1527
0.146
0.1443
0.1427
0.1368
0.1364
.0.1012
0.1008
0.0954
0.0931
0.0651
0.0639
0.0626
- 0.059
| 0.0457 -
‘ 0.0323
0.0116
0.0101
0.0045
0.0001 -

0.2217
0.2117
0.0593
0.0281
0.0061
' 0.0036

*Number in parentheses indicates the subscale number.
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e L e AppendeF -
. Subscales Ranked Accordmg to Magmtude of Absolute leference ,
. Between Means of Males and Females e !
EERE o Absolute thference Between Means S IR
SubScdle* - A 7 B) . . ' A
! Subscales Where Females Score o
B ;.,.ngher . Lo - ,‘,\ N ‘ )
‘ (07) * . Spirituwal = S 0262 . |
' (12)- . Pag-adlala: - R ... 02618 . . . S X
: (34) Pakikisangkot e 0.2483 . IR o 5
(22) . Tigasng Ulo ' A L ~ 0.1875 . -, T
(17) . Pagkasalawahan .~ = 01619 .. S
(20) . 'Pagkamaluy(un T " -0.1466 - N
(26) * Sipag at Kusa -~ .~ = - . 01454 .. Sl o S
(24) * .Pagkaresponsable - A 201301 o e
(11)  Lakas ng Loob- =~ - I 0.1261 - - - : :
" " (29). Pagkamalikhain - - ¢ o . 0.1193° 1
" (81)  Respetosasarili .~~~ ' - " 01187 . .
- (08) _Pagkamakatotohanan S .. - , 0.10686
. (23) Pagkamauslsa oo TR 01046 0T T N N
. Cultural (35). - N 0108 o T Ly
(13) . Pagkamagalang IR ' - 0.0994 S Ca g
-+ (01). Ambisyon = . - o © . 0.09
Qe Pagkamapunahin .. ' .~ -. 00863 -
" . Paghkakaila (36) —— .7 . lo.o8e1 .
"(83) - Sariling Pag-iisip - . - - - 700778 -
. (03)- Karangyaan - - S ) © 0.0454
(1) R Pabuya/Pagktlala . .+ . .., 00443 . .
- (04). . Pagkasigurista” =~ - - e 0.0387 L .
. (27  Disiplina- .~ o .+ . 0.0375 e '
"(30) - Service Orientation L - 0.0218.7 . ,
(25) .-. Pagkamatiyaga *. - - .. " 0.0054
(21)' A Pagkamapagpakumbaba .- 0.0022
Subscales Where Males Score ngher A IERE
(09) - -Bisyo . . . .. . 05756 - ... /-
. (15) " Pagkamar amdanun P © . 0.1801 P R,
(02) * Katipiran =, : ~ .. 01602 - ' . o &
. (82)+ Pakikibagay .- - o ©. 01335 . o S .
1 Q19). Pagkapikon R . . ~0.1136
- (16)  Pagkapalaaway ST 10,0716
N '(28) . Pagkamasinop = = ©.. . 0.0839 ..
- (08)  Sekswal - - © 00244 .. -/
" (10) Hirap. Kausapin L 0, 0198 L
' (18) - Pagkamapagtimpi.. ot o, 0. QQQS B L
" *Number in pa.rexiyheses jndica'tes the subscale number. o0 l
. - R L .- . . October -




VALUE PROFILE AND CORRUPTION PROPENSITY . - ) 433

Appendix G
‘ :
Ten Values where Respondents
from Both Kinds of Agencies Scored High

' A - Less Corruption
} Scale A ' Prone . Corruption Prone
1. Disiplina ©. 43191 7 42552
2. Cultural 4.1949 4.1948
3. Pagkamausisa 41702 . 4.0690
| 4. Pagkamagalang = . 40993 . - 4.1586
‘ : . " b. Pagkaresponsable 4.0674 + . 3.9310
| 6. Respeto sa sarili . 4.0638 . 4.0522
| 7.  Spirituwal 4.0326 . - 3.8883
, . 8. Pakikisangkot . 089965 . . 3.7310
© 9.  Pagkamatiyaga =~ 3.1961 13.6534
s 10. Pagkamakatotohanan - 3.7921 . v 3.6321




