
52 Malingap Street, Sikatuna Village, Diliman, Quezon City
1101 Philippines

Tel: (632) 924-4465/56; (632) 924-4458
Fax: (632) 920-2181

Website: http://www.sws.org.ph

Founded in 1985, Social Weather Stations is the Philippine’s leading survey research
institute on Quality of Life, Public Opinion, and Governance. It defi nes its mission as generating 

new survey data along key social concerns for the three purposes of:

 Education: So eyes may see social conditions
 Conscientization: So hearts may feel social problems
 Analysis: So minds may understand their solutions

SWS is a private, non-stock, non-profi t, and politically non-partisan scientifi c institute
engaged in research, analysis, training, and outreach activities; it is an offi cially accredited Donee 
Institution. SWS datasets and publications are available to the public at the SWS Survey Data 

Library. SWS represents the Philippines in the International Social Survey Programme, the World 
Values Survey, the Asian Barometer, and other cross-country survey networks. 

SWS Website: www.sws.org.ph

The Asia Foundation is a non-profi t, non-governmental organization committed to the
development of a peaceful, prosperous, just, and open Asia-Pacifi c region. The Foundation 

supports Asian initiatives to improve governance, law, and civil society; women’s
empowerment; economic reform and development; sustainable development and the 

environment; and international relations. Drawing on nearly 60 years of experience in Asia,
the Foundation collaborates with private and public partners to support leadership and 

institutional development, exchanges, and policy research.

With 18 offi ces throughout Asia, an offi ce in Washington, DC, and its headquarters in San 
Francisco, the Foundation addresses these issues on both a country and regional level. In
2009, the Foundation provided more than $86 million in program support and distributed

nearly one million books and journals valued at over $43 million.

For more information about The Asia Foundation and its Philippine programs, please visit:
http://www.asiafoundation.org/country/overview/philippines



This booklet, “Survey on Good Local Governance”, is supported by The 

Asia Foundation (TAF) under the terms of Grant No. 20026-26-230-26-04651. The opinions 

expressed here are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily refl ect the views of  

The Asia Foundation. 

Copyright © 2010 by Social Weather Stations

All rights reserved.

No part of this report may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system,

or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, 

or otherwise, without prior permission from SWS.

August 2010

Project Director Linda Luz B. Guerrero

Survey Consultant Mahar Mangahas

Project Manager and 
Publication Editor  Leo S. Laroza

Project Coordinator Anne A. Abcede

Field Manager Germelita M. Caron

Data Processing Manager Gerardo A. Sandoval 

Data Processing Assistant Maria Louisa C. Laxamana
 Luzviminda N. Borja



1Survey on Good Local Governance | 

CONTENTS

I. INTRODUCTION |  2

II. SURVEY FINDINGS ON LOCAL GOVERNANCE |  3

Quality of local governance |  3

Most Important Local Problem Today |  4

Transactions with Local  Government Offi ces |  9

Performance ratings of the local government |  10

Social services |  10

Environment |  10

Infrastructure |  10

Housing |  10

Peace and order |  11

Livelihood |  11

Tax administration |  11

Public-private collaboration |  11

Eradicating graft and corruption |  11

Trust ratings of city/municipal offi cials and institutions |  13

Satisfaction with the services of local government employees |  13

Public-private partnerships |  16

Corruption |  18

Attitudes towards corrupt practices |  18

Assessment of corruption in government |  21

Personal experience with corruption |  27

Participation in fi ghting corruption |  29

Most Important Characteristics of the Next Mayor |  31

III. SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE |  32

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION |  36

Technical Detail of the Survey on Good Local Governance |  40



| Survey on Good Local Governance2

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Survey on Good Local Governance is supported by The Asia Foundation as part of its 

initiative to support strong Philippine local governments. The Asia Foundation promotes good local 

governance  by building constituencies for counter corruption reforms through civic engagements, 

and promoting reforms towards service excellence and transparency and accountability in 

governance processes.

With the objective of obtaining a broader data to help set the agenda for local government 

reforms, The Asia Foundation partnered with Social Weather Stations to conduct this Survey on 

Good Local Governance.

The study features a 38-item covering the following: citizen perception on the quality of local 

government services, trust rating of local offi cials and institutions, citizen satisfaction on local 

government services, public-private partnerships and citizen participation, and citizen perception of 

corruption in local governments.

The survey is complementary to an earlier survey made in 15 cities (nine in Mindanao, four 

in Luzon, and two in Visayas) which are part of the USAID–supported Transparent Accountable 

Governance (TAG) project, and the British Embassy-supported Localizing Counter Corruption 

project in Six Cities in Luzon and Visayas.
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II. SURVEY FINDINGS ON LOCAL GOVERNANCE

Quality of local governance

The September 2009 survey found 67% of household heads satisfi ed and 23% dissatisfi ed 

with the performance of the Local Government, for a good Net Satisfaction score of +44 (% 

satisfi ed minus % dissatisfi ed) [Table 1]. 

Net Satisfaction with the Local Government is highest in Mindanao (a very good +53), followed 

by Balance Luzon (good +48), Metro Manila (good +40), and the Visayas (moderate +28).

By class, it is very good in class E (+50), and good in both classes D (+43) and ABC (+34).

 

On expected change in the local economy over the next twelve months, the survey found 31% 

optimistic that the local economy would get better, and 14% pessimistic that it would get worse. 

This gives a Net Local Economic Optimism score of net +18 (% Will be better minus % Will be 

worse, correctly rounded) [Table 2]. 

Net Local Economic Optimism is most favorable in Balance Luzon (+21) and among the upper-

middle class ABC (+22).
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Most Important Local Problem Today

Over two out of fi ve (44%) household heads cite problems related to the Economy as the most 

important problem of their local government today. Under this general category, Unemployment is 

the single most common complaint, cited by 23%, followed by High price of commodities (12%), 

Poverty (2%), and Low income (2%). Mentioned by 1% each are problems related to Taxation and 

Food shortage, while the rest mentioned Low productivity (0.3%) and others (3%) [Table 3].

Problems related to Social Services are mentioned by 13%, which specifi cally include Disasters 

(8%), Garbage collection (2%), Housing (1%), and Health (1%). A few mentioned matters related 

to Caregiving (0.2%), and Education and Leisure (0.04% each).

Twelve percent cited problems related to Infrastructure, specifi cally about Roads and bridges 

(6%), Water supply (3%), Transportation/traffi c (1%), Electricity (1%), and others (0.4%). 

The rest of the local problems mentioned are related to Crime (5%), Governance (4%), 

Environment (3%), Democracy (2%), Security (2%), Overpopulation (0.1%), and others (0.04%).

One percent of household heads cannot mention any important problem in their locality, while 

16% say there is none.

Economy is the most common forms of local problem cited in all areas and classes. It is 47% 

in both Mindanao and Balance Luzon, 39% in Metro Manila, and 37% in the Visayas. By class, it is 

49% in class E, 42% in class D, and 39% in class ABC.
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 Overall, the survey found a plurality 34% identifying the National Government as the one with 

the main responsibility of solving the most important local problem in general, 26% cited the City/

Municipal Government, 17% Barangay Government, and 7% the Provincial Government [Table 4]. 

On problems related to Economy, over half (52%) point to the National Government as the one 

responsible for solving it, 24% cite the City/Municipal Government, 14% Barangay Government, 

and 9% Provincial Government.

The National Government is more commonly cited to be responsible in solving Poverty (68%), High 

price of commodities (64%), Low income/wage (50%), Unemployment (47%), Food shortage (44%).

In detail, solving problems about Taxation are seen more the responsibility of the City/Municipal 

Government (65%), while problems about Low productivity are seen more the responsibility of the 

Provincial Government (49%).
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Thirty-seven percent cite the City/Municipal Government as responsible in solving problems 

about Social Services, 31% cite the National Government, 29% Barangay Government, and only 

2% cite the Provincial Government.

Specifi cally, problems about Health (47%), Garbage collection (44%), Education (100%), and 

Leisure (100%) are seen more as responsibilities of the City/Municipal Government, while Caregiving 

(81%) and Housing (50%) are seen more as responsibilities of the National Government.

On problems about Infrastructure, 35% say they are responsibilities of the City/Municipal 

Government, 32% say it is the Barangay Government, 20% National Government, and 13% 

Provincial Government. 

In detail, the City/Municipal Government is cited more as responsible in solving problems 

related to Transportation and traffi c (49%), Roads and bridges (37%), and Water supply (35%). 

Solving problems on Electricity (100%) is seen more a responsibility of the Barangay 

Government, while other infrastructure-related problems (72%) are seen more as responsibilities 

of the National Government.

In solving problems related to Crime, 39% point to the City/Municipal Government, 33% to the 

Barangay Government, 21% National Government, and 6% Provincial Government.

Specifi cally, solving the problems of Robbery (51%), Illegal gambling (69%) and Illegal drugs 

(39%) is seen more as the responsibility of the Barangay Government. Problems on Murder/killing 

(47%), Rape (100%), Carnapping (100%), and other crimes (58%) are seen as responsibilities 

of the City/Municipal Government, while Kidnappings (100%) and Hold-up/pickpocket (46%) are 

seen more as responsibilities of the National Government.

About half (49%) of household heads say the National Government has main responsibility 

of solving problems related to Governance, 32% say it is the City/Municipal Government, 10% 

Provincial Government, and 9% Barangay Government. The National Government is consistently 

more mentioned to be responsible in solving problems related to Corruption/public morality (53%), 

Lack of assistance (53%), and others (41%).

On solving problems related to Environment, over half (54%) cite the City/Municipal 

Government as the one responsible, 25% say it is the Barangay Government, 11% Provincial 

Government, and 10% National Government. In detail, the City Government is seen more as 

responsible in solving problems related to Garbage disposal (54%) and Cleanliness (100%). The 

Provincial Government is seen as responsible for solving Natural resource depletion (43%), while 

the Barangay Government is more seen to be responsible for solving Pollution (63%).

Two out of fi ve (40%) cite the City Government as responsible for solving problems about 

Democracy, 36% cite the National Government, 20% Provincial Government, and 4% Barangay 

Government. In detail, plurality (43%) cite the City Government as responsible in solving Local 

political problems, while half (50%) turn to the Provincial Government to solve Election-related 

problem and the other half (50%) to the Barangay Government.
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Half (50%) of household heads turn to the City Government for solving problems related to 

Security, 26% cite the National Government, 19% Barangay Government, and 5% Provincial 

Government.

Specifi cally, the City Government is seen as responsible for solving Internal rebellion (100%), 

while the City/Municipal Government and the National Government are equally cited for solving 

problems related to Peace and order (37% each).

Solving problems related to Overpopulation is seen as equally the responsibility of the National 

Government and Barangay Government (50% each).
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Transactions with Local  Government Offi ces

Over half (58%) consider the procedures or systems in city/municipal offi ces as transparent 

or understandable, and 34% consider them as not transparent/understandable. The remaining 8% 

did not give an answer [Table 5].

Majority in both Mindanao (62%) and Balance Luzon (61%), and over half in Metro Manila (55%), 

consider the procedures or system of city/municipal offi ces as transparent/understandable. The 

opinion in the Visayas is split between those who consider them as not transparent/understandable 

(48%) and transparent/understandable (46%)

Half to majority across classes consider the procedures or system of city/municipal offi ces as 

transparent/understandable: it is 60% in class E, 57% in class D, and 52% in class ABC.
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Performance ratings of the local government 

Social services

The September 2009 survey found 69% satisfi ed and 15% dissatisfi ed with the performance 

of the present Local Government on Promoting sports programs, for a very good Net Satisfaction 

rating of +54 (% satisfi ed minus % dissatisfi ed) [Table 6].

The Local Government obtained a very good Net Satisfaction score of +56 on Implementing 

educational programs. It scored a very good net +52 on Maintenance of health centers. 

On Providing legal services, the Local Government obtained a moderate net +29. It obtained 

a moderate net +13 on Helping the poor.

Environment 

Over three out of fi ve (66%) are satisfi ed and 23% are dissatisfi ed with the performance of the 

present Local Government on Collecting garbage, for a good Net Satisfaction rating of +43.

On Protecting the environment, 65% are satisfi ed and 22% are dissatisfi ed, for a good Net 

Satisfaction score of +43.

Infrastructure

The Local Government obtained a very good Net Satisfaction rating on the issue of Maintenance 

of the public market, at +57, and on Lighting of streets, at +52.

It obtained a moderate net rating of +23 on Repair of bad roads and drainage.

Housing

The Local Government obtained neutral Net Satisfaction ratings on both Solving the squatter 

problem, at +2, and Developing housing programs, at +1.
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Peace and order

The Local Government obtained a good Net Satisfaction score of +36 on Managing traffi c/ 

fl ow of vehicles. 

It scored a moderate +22 on Fighting crime, and a neutral +4 on Fighting drug addiction.

Livelihood

The Local Government obtained a moderate Net Satisfaction scores on Promoting business, 

at +14, Providing assistance in farming needs, at +12, and Promoting tourism, at +12. It scored a 

neutral net -9 on Developing jobs. 

Tax administration

The Net Satisfaction rating of the Local Government is a good +45 on Providing information 

regarding getting permits, licenses or paying of taxes. 

It scored moderate Net Satisfaction ratings on Collecting taxes, at +29, and Generate additional 

funds for the city/municipal government, at +24.

The Local Government obtained a moderate net +13 on Making information regarding revenues, 

expenditures and operations of the city/municipal government easily available to citizens.

Public-private collaboration

The Local Government obtained moderate Net Satisfaction ratings on Consulting the people, 

at +29, Setting up of monitoring systems for development projects and programs with NGO/PO 

participation, at +26, and Implementing development plans with effective citizen participation, at 

+24.

Eradicating graft and corruption

The survey found that 32% of household heads are satisfi ed and 47% are dissatisfi ed with 

the performance of the Local Government on Eradicating graft and corruption, for a poor Net 

Satisfaction rating of -15.
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Trust ratings of city/municipal offi cials and institutions 

The September 2009 survey found that 78% have much trust and 12% have little trust in the 

Mayor, for a very good Net Trust rating of +66 (% much trust minus % little trust) [Table 7]. 

The Barangay Council obtained a very good Net Trust score of +54.

Obtaining good Net Trust ratings are the City/Municipal Council, at +47, and the police, at 

+42.

Household heads gave moderate Net Trust ratings to Non-government organizations or NGOs, 

at +25, and local business associations, at +17.

 

Satisfaction with the services of local government employees

The survey found 66% satisfi ed and 17% dissatisfi ed with the services of the employees of the 

Local Government, for a very good Net Satisfaction score of +50 (% satisfi ed minus % dissatisfi ed, 

correctly rounded) [Table 8]. 

Net Satisfaction with the services of Local Government employees is very good in Mindanao, 

at +58, and Balance Luzon, at +58. It is good in Metro Manila, at +47, and moderate in the Visayas, 

at +26.

It is very good in both class E, at +52, and class D, at +50. Among class ABC, it is a good 

+39.
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In a follow-up question asking household heads the reasons for being satisfi ed with Local 

Government employees, 57% cited Helpful and 56% Approachable [Table 9]. 

Following the two most cited reasons are Courteous (42%), Prompt service (24%), Hardworking 

(22%), Professional (21%), Honest (20%), Knowledgeable and competent (19%), Smiling (14%), 

and Well groomed/Neat (12%).

Being Helpful is the more commonly cited reason for satisfaction in Balance Luzon (62%), 

class ABC (68%), and class E (61%), while being Approachable tend to be more mentioned in 

Metro Manila (49%), and Visayas (57%).

Being Approachable and Helpful are equally most mentioned in Mindanao (59% and 58%, 

respectively) and in class D (55% each).
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On the other hand, the top two most common reasons for being dissatisfi ed are Service is not 

prompt (60%) and Not approachable (58%) [Table 10].

These are followed by Not helpful (34%), Dishonest (22%), Not smiling (21%), Lazy (19%), 

Lacks knowledgeable and competence (15%), Discourteous (14%), Unprofessional (10%), and 

Not well groomed/neat (3%). Other reasons comprise 4%.

Service not being prompt tops the list of reasons for dissatisfaction in Metro Manila (65%), 

Balance Luzon (65%) and class D (61%), while being Not approachable is most cited in the Visayas 

(58%), Mindanao (60%), and class E (60%). The two are equally cited in class ABC (60% each).

 

On the test statement, “Rich or poor, the citizens generally receive equal treatment on services 

provided by our local government,” 52% of household heads agree and 34% disagree, for a Net 

Agreement score of +18 (% agree minus % disagree). The balance of 13% are undecided about 

this matter [Table 11].

Belief in equal treatment from the local government is stronger in Mindanao (net agree +24), 

Visayas (+23), and Balance Luzon (+20), compared to Metro Manila (-7). It is also stronger in class 

ABC (+32), compared to classes D (+19) and E (+12).
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Public-private partnerships

Eighteen percent of household heads say the Local Government collaborated with the private 

sector or NGOs/POs once or twice in the past six months, 8% say 3 to 5 times, while 8% say it 

was more than 5 times [Table 12]. 

Fifteen percent say there were no coordination at all between the Local Government and the 

private sector, NGOs, or POs, while half (51%) cannot give an answer.

Plurality to majority in all areas and classes cannot give an answer whether there are coordination 

between the Local Government and the private sector, NGOs, or POs. 

The balance of those who gave an answer tend to lean towards saying were no coordination 

at all in Metro Manila (24%), Visayas (20%), and in class ABC (24%), while it leans towards 

those saying once or twice in Balance Luzon (19%), Mindanao (17%), class D (19%), and class 

E (17%).
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On whether ordinary citizens participate in the formulation and implementation of the local 

government’s development plan, 35% of household heads say they personally know of this, 20% 

reported that others say that citizens participate, and the plurality 44% say nobody can say if 

citizens participate [Table 13].

About half in Metro Manila (52%), Visayas (52%), and Mindanao (47%) reported that nobody 

can say if citizens participate, while plurality in Balance Luzon (42%) say they personally know 

that ordinary citizens participate in the formulation and implementation of the local government’s 

development plan.

Plurality in all classes say nobody can say if citizens participate: 48% in class ABC, 44% in 

class D, and 43% in class E.
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Corruption

Attitudes towards corrupt practices

On the possibility of running the government without corruption, over half (54%) of household 

heads are optimistic that the government can be run without corruption, while 42% are pessimistic 

that corruption is part of the way government works [Table 14].

Majority in Mindanao (65%), the Visayas (64%), class E (59%), and over half in class D (53%) 

are optimistic that the government can be run without corruption. 

Over half in Metro Manila (57%) and class ABC (54%) pessimistically reported that corruption 

is part of the way government works. 

Opinion in Balance Luzon is split between those who are optimistic (47%) and those who are 

pessimistic (49%) about running the government with or without corruption.

 

On the opinion why corruption is wrong, 76% believe that “corruption is wrong because it hurts 

the country’s development”, and 22% say “corruption is wrong because it is immoral” [Table 15]. 

Majority in all areas and classes believe that corruption hurts national development.

The survey found 69% believing that “the source of corruption are the government employees 

who ask for bribes,” and 25% believe that “the source of corruption are the citizens who bribe” 

[Table 16]. 

The dominant belief in all areas and classes is that government employees who ask for bribes 

are the source of corruption.
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  On the matter of who to blame when there is corruption involving a government offi cial and a 

businessman, over three out of fi ve (63%) say both are to blame [Table 17].

Eighteen percent of household heads say only the offi cials are to blame, 8% say mostly the 

offi cial and somewhat the businessman, 5% say mostly the businessman and somewhat the 

offi cial, and 4% say only the businessman is to blame. 

The dominant opinion across the board is that both the government offi cial and businessman 

are to blame in matters of corruption. Majority in all classes share this opinion.

The balance of opinion tends to lean towards blaming the offi cial only rather than the 

businessman when it comes to corruption: 22% in both Mindanao and Visayas, 18% in Metro 

Manila, and 15% in Balance Luzon. Putting the blame on government offi cials tend to be stronger 

in classes E (20%) and D (18%) compared to class ABC (14%).
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Three out of fi ve (61%) household heads nationwide say It is not proper to give gifts nor money 

[Table 18].

Fourteen percent believe that It is proper to give gifts but not proper to give money, 8% say It 

is not proper to give gifts but it is proper to give money, and 13% say It is just proper to give gifts 

or money. 

Opposition to accepting gifts or money is dominant in all areas and classes, with stronger 

opposition coming from Metro Manila (69%) and the upper-middle classes ABC (65%) and D 

(64%).

A plurality 46% say it is always wrong to have “fi xers” or people who offer help for a fee, a fi fth 

(20%) say this is wrong in most cases, and 23% say this is wrong only sometimes. Only 5% of the 

respondents said this is not wrong at all [Table 19].

Opposition to having “fi xers” is dominant in all areas: it is 57% in Metro Manila, 47% in Balance 

Luzon, 43% in the Visayas, and 39% in Mindanao. The same opposition is dominant in all classes.
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Assessment of corruption in government

On the perceived extent of corruption in government, 58% of household heads nationwide see 

a lot of corruption in government, 29% see some, 7% see a little, and 3% say none. The remaining 

4% cannot give an answer [Table 20]. 

Half to majority in all areas and classes say they see a lot of corruption in government, with 

higher proportions of those saying so in Metro Manila (64%) and Balance Luzon (60%), and among 

classes ABC and D (61% each).
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Among household heads who say there is corruption in the government, 88% believe corruption 

happens in the national government, 58% in the city/municipal government, 52% in the provincial 

government, and 37% in the barangay government [Table 21].

In all areas and classes, 83% to 95% see a lot of corruption in the national government, higher 

compared to perceptions of corruption in the local government (53% to 76%), provincial (48% to 

58%), and barangay (35% to 47%) governments.

A third (33%) of those who see corruption in government perceive corruption to be in only one 

level of government, 21% mentioned two levels of government, 15% mentioned three levels of 

government, and 29% cited all four levels of government [Table 22].

Responses that cited only one level of government tend to be more common in Balance 

Luzon (42%), Mindanao (32%), class D (34%), and class E (31%). Those who named all levels 

of government are more common in Metro Manila (37%), while opinions tend to be mixed in the 

Visayas. Responses citing all levels of government (32%), and only one level of government (31%) 

are more common in class ABC.
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About one out of fi ve (19%) of household heads who perceive corruption in the local government 

see a lot of corruption, 44% see some, and a fourth (25%) see a little [Table 23]. 

In all areas and classes, the more prominent response is that there is some corruption in the 

local government, while the balance of opinion tends to lean towards saying there is a lot in Metro 

Manila (23%) and Visayas (30%), and towards saying a little in Balance Luzon (23%), Mindanao 

(29%), and in all classes.
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Using a list of 35 local government offi ces, with their respective functions shown, respondents 

were asked to identify the offi ces they consider to be vulnerable to corruption.

Taking the top spots are City Budget Offi ce (41%), City Treasurers Offi ce (CTO) (30%), 

Business Permit and Licensing Offi ce (28%), City Mayors Offi ce (CMO) (26%), and City Engineers 

Offi ce (CEO) (23%) [Table 24].

Following the top fi ve offi ces are Transport and Traffi c Management Offi ce (20%), City 

Public Market Offi ce (18%), City Accountant Offi ce (17%), City Hospital (12%), City Agriculture 

Offi ce (CAO) (11%), Barangay Affairs and Public Assistance Center (11%), City Housing and 

Development Offi ce (10%), City Health Offi ce (CHO) (10%), City Civil Registrar’s Offi ce (10%), 

and City Assessors Offi ce (CAssO) (10%).

Obtaining single-digit scores are City Legal Offi ce (8%), City Administrator’s Offi ce (8%), City 

Planning and Development Offi ce (CPDO) (7%), City Environment and Natural Resources Offi ce 

(CENRO) (6%), City Employment Service Offi ce (CESO) (5%), City Cooperative Development 

Offi ce (5%), City Tourism Offi ce (5%), City Waterworks System (4%), City Social Welfare and 

Development Offi ce (CSWDO) (4%), City Architect Offi ce (4%), General Services Offi ce (GSO) 

(3%), Urban Poor Affairs Offi ce (3%), City Nutrition Offi ce (CNO) (3%), Offi ce of the SP Secretary 

(3%), City Human Resource Management Offi ce/City Personnel Offi ce (3%), City Abattoir (CA)/

Public Slaughterhouse (2%), City Veterinary Offi ce (2%), City Population Offi ce (CPO) (1%), City 

Information Offi ce (1%), EDP/MIS Offi ce (0.2%).

The remaining 12% did not give answer.
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The City Budget Offi ce tend to be most cited local government vulnerable to corruption in all 

areas and classes, except in NCR where Business Permit and Licensing Offi ce (48%) came out at 

top of the list, while it is the City Treasurers Offi ce (56%) among class ABC.
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Plurality (37%) of household heads who see corruption in the local government say the level of 

corruption in the local government is same as three years ago, 20% say it is much more widespread 

now, and 16% say it is somewhat more widespread now [Table 25].

It found 16% saying it is somewhat more widespread three years ago, and 9% saying it is 

much more widespread three years ago. 

The more prominent opinion across areas and classes is that local government corruption is 

same as three years ago. 

 

 Personal experience with corruption

As of September 2009, two out fi ve (41%) have heard about corruption in any local government 

offi ce, of which 8% just six months ago and 34% more than six months ago [Table 26].

Twelve percent, either personally or by one of their family members, have witnessed or 

experienced corruption, 3% of which just six months ago and 8% over six months ago. 

Six percent reported that their friends have witnessed or experienced corruption, of which 2% 

just six months ago and 4% more than six months ago.

The plurality 46% say they did not witness nor experience any corruption in any of the local 

government offi ces.

Personal experience of corruption is higher in Metro Manila (21%) and Visayas (17%), compared 

to Mindanao (10%) and Balance Luzon (6%). It is higher among classes D (14%) and ABC (13%) 

compared to class E (5%).
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Of those who witnessed or experienced corruption in any local government offi ce, only 18% 

reported the incident [Table 27].

Of the 82% who did not report the incident, the reasons cited were: Nothing would be done 

about it anyway (26%), It is standard practice anyway (21%), Afraid of reprisal (20%), I don’t want 

to betray anyone (18%), Did not know how or to whom to report (16%), It’s too small a thing to 

bother about (15%), and Cannot prove the corruption (10%).

Reporting corruption is more practiced in Balance Luzon (33%) than in Mindanao (18%), 

Visayas (16%), and in Metro Manila (9%).

Of those who did not report, Nothing would be done about it anyway is the more common 

reason cited in Metro Manila (42%), while it is Afraid of reprisal and Not wanting to betray anyone 

(21% each) in Mindanao. Reasons are mixed in Balance Luzon.

Nothing would be done about it anyway is also the more common reason cited in class ABC 

(43%), and class D (24%), while It is standard practice anyway tends to be more mentioned in 

the Visayas (32%). In class E, Nothing would be done about it anyway (29%) and It is standard 

practice anyway (28%) are the two more commonly cited reasons for not reporting, 

 



29Survey Findings on Local Governance | 

Participation in fi ghting corruption

The survey found that 31% agree that “It is easy for anyone who wants to bid on a city/

municipal government contract to get information about the bidding,” while 26% disagree, for a 

neutral Net Agreement of +5 (% agree minus % disagree). Thirty-fi ve are undecided about this 

matter [Table 28].

Net Agreement on the ease of getting procurement information is stronger in Balance Luzon 

(+12) compared to Visayas (+3), Mindanao (+1), and Metro Manila (-5). It is also higher among 

class E (+14) compared to classes D (+2) and ABC (+1).

On the test statement, “Assuming it takes away only one day from his/her usual activities, a 

citizen should always accept an invitation to observe a bidding for a city/municipal government 

contract,” 38% of household heads agree, while 21% disagree, for a Net Agreement of +16. A 

third (33%) are undecided about this matter [Table 29].

Net Agreement on willingness to participate in the bidding process is higher in Balance Luzon 

(+26) compared to Mindanao (+12), Metro Manila (+8), and Visayas (+7). By class, net agreement 

is higher in classes E (+19) and D (+16), compared to class ABC (+8).

A fourth (26%) of household heads nationwide are aware of any anti-corruption efforts of 

their local government, with higher awareness in Metro Manila (37%) compared to Visayas (27%), 

Mindanao (26%), and Balance Luzon (23%) [Table 30].

Awareness of any anti-corruption efforts of the local government is also higher among class 

ABC (41%) compared to classes E (26%) and D (25%).
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The survey asked households head their opinion on the test statement, “A person like me 

cannot do anything to reduce corruption in my city/municipality,” and found that 45% agree, while 

37% disagree, for a neutral net agreement of +8 (% agree minus % disagree). Seventeen percent 

are undecided about this matter [Table 31].

Personal effi cacy against local corruption is neutral in the Visayas (net agreement of +5), in 

Mindanao (-5), and in Metro Manila (-9). It is weaker in Balance Luzon, at net agree +22.

It is stronger among class ABC, with net agreement of -18, compared to class D, at net +8 

and class D, at net +15.

 

Most Important Characteristics of the Next Mayor

The September 2009 survey found that 63% of household heads nationwide cited Has concern 

for the poor as one of the most important characteristics of their next Mayor [Table 32].

The next most common characteristics mentioned are Has faith in God (44%), Approachable 

(39%), Can be trusted (38%), and Helpful to those in need (35%).

Following are the traits Has good moral character (16%), Has new solutions to the problems 

of the City/Municipality (15%), and Has good platforms (13%).

Obtaining single-digit scores are Has high educational attainment (9%), Has political will (9%), 

Has an experience being an offi cial of the government (8%), and Prospered through hardwork 

(6%). Other volunteered responses comprise 1%.

Concern for the poor is the characteristics of the next Mayor that is most mentioned in all areas 

and classes.

 



| Survey on Good Local Governance32

III. SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

Applying census weights, 13% of the household head-respondents are in Metro Manila, 44% 

in Balance Luzon, 20% in the Visayas, and 23% in Mindanao. Forty-seven percent are urban 

residents, 53% are rural residents [Table 33].

Fifty-two percent of the respondents are males and 48% are females. 

By age group, 3% of the respondents are youth (18-24 years old), 17% are intermediate youth 

(25-34 years old), 22% are middle aged (35-44 years old), 25% are 45 to 54 years old, and 33% 

are 55 years old and above.

The distribution by socio-economic class is 5% upper-middle class ABC, while 69% class D 

or the masa (consisting of 40% who own their residential lot and 29% who do not). Households 

belonging to class E comprise 26%.

By education, the survey found that 18% of respondents had at least some elementary 

education, 33% either fi nished elementary education or had some high school education, 23% 

either fi nished high school or took some vocational course, 12% completed vocational school or 

attended some college, and 13% either graduated from college or took post-graduate studies.

Over three out of four (77%) of the respondents are married, 18% are single or are without a 

spouse or live-in partner, and 5% are living in with a partner.
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Thirty-eight percent of household head-respondents daily watch television programs on the 

policies, projects, or programs of the local government, consisting of 12% who watch it 3 or more 

hours daily, 18% watch for 1-2 hours daily, and 8% watch for less than an hour daily [Table 34]. 

Three percent watch the local government’s program on television a few days a week, 29% 

seldom, and 5% not at all. A fourth (25%) say no such program is shown on television. 

The proportion of those who view local governments’ policies, projects, or programs on 

television daily is 44% in the Visayas, 43% in Balance Luzon, 34% in Metro Manila, and 26% in 

Mindanao. It is 46% among class ABC, 41% in class D, and 29% among class E.
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For radio, a fourth (25%) nationwide listen to the local government’s programs daily, consisting 

of 9% who listen for 3 hours or more, 10% 1-2 hours daily, and 6% less than an hour daily. Three 

percent listen to such programs a few days a week, 39% seldom, and 8% say they never listen to 

radio at all [Table 35].  

The other 25% say they have not heard of local government’s programs on radio.

Daily listeners to local government’s programs on radio is higher in Balance Luzon (31%) and 

the Visayas (30%), compared to Mindanao (15%) and Metro Manila (13%). 

Listening to local government programs on radio daily is 35% in class ABC, 25% in class D, 

and 21% in class E.

Four percent of household head-respondents read about the local government’s programs on 

newspaper daily, 3% read about it a few times a week, and 3% weekly [Table 36].

Thirty-one percent about the local government’s programs on newspaper less than once a 

week, while 19% say they do not read newspapers at all. Two out of fi ve (40%) say they don’t see 

such articles in newspapers.

Over half (55%) in Mindanao and 42% in Balance Luzon say they do not read about the local 

government’s programs on newspaper. On the other hand, 45% in the Visayas and 39% in Metro 

Manila read of such programs on newspapers not even once a week.

Classes ABC and D are split between those who say they read about local government’s 

programs on newspaper not even once a week and those who say there are none of such 

programs in newspapers. Almost half (47%) in class E say they do not read about such programs 

in newspapers.
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Among households that received any form of help in the past three months, 50% were from 

relatives, 15% from friends, 12% from barangay government, 12% from private persons, 10% 

from private companies, 10% from city/municipal government, 6% from national government, 3% 

from non-government organizations (NGOs), and another 3% from provincial government. The 

remaining 2% mentioned other sources of help [Table 37].

In all areas and classes, relatives were the most common source of help in the past three 

months, with higher proportions in Metro Manila (58%), the Visayas (57%), and Balance Luzon 

(54%). Twenty-eight percent in Mindanao received help from relatives, almost as common as other 

sources such as private companies (21%), municipal government (20%), national government 

(16%), and friends (11%). 
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Survey on Good Local Governance is a 38-item survey that aims to obtain a broader data 

to help set the agenda for local government reforms. It covers the following: citizen perception 

on the quality of local government services, trust rating of local offi cials and institutions, citizen 

satisfaction on local government services, public-private partnership and citizen participation, and 

citizen perception of corruption in local governments.

The survey was conducted from September 26-29, 2009 using face-to-face interviews of 

1,200 household heads, divided into 300 for each in Metro Manila, Balance Luzon, the Visayas, and 

Mindanao, for an error margin of +/-3% at the national level and +/-6% at the major area level.

The Census 2000 data, projected to the 2009 household population, were used to obtain the 

estimated number of households in the city/municipality.

The following are notable fi ndings of the Survey on Good Local Governance:

• The local government enjoys a more favorable public support from household heads 

nationwide, with a Good Net Satisfaction rating of +44. 

• Economy, particularly unemployment and infl ation, is the most important problem faced by 

the local government. This pressing economic problem, however, does not dampen the 

outlook on the local economy by household heads, whose Net Local Economic Optimism 

score is a positive +18.

• Solving the most important local problem in general is seen by 34% as the responsibility 

of the National Government, while 26% cite the City/Municipality Government. 

• In particular, problems related to economy in general and governance are seen as 

responsibilities of the National Government. On the other hand, solving problems on 

social services, infrastructure, crime, environment, democracy, and security are seen as 

the responsibility of the City/Municipality Government. The National Government and 

Barangay Government are seen as equally responsible in solving problems related to 

overpopulation.

• Household heads have favorable assessment of the local government offi ces’ systems and 

procedures in terms of transparency and understandability, with over half (58%) of them 

saying they are defi nitely or somewhat transparent/understandable.

• Out of the 27 issues tested in the survey, the local government received Very Good ratings 

(Net Satisfaction score of +50 and above) on 5 issues: Repair and cleanliness of the public 

market, Implementing educational programs, Promoting sports programs, Maintenance of 

health centers, and Lighting of streets. 

• It obtained Good ratings (Net Satisfaction score of +30 to +49) on 4 issues: Providing 

information regarding getting permits, licenses or paying of taxes, Protecting the 

environment, Collecting garbage, and Managing traffi c/ fl ow of vehicles.
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• It received Moderate ratings (Net Satisfaction score of +10 to +29) on 13 issues: 

Consulting the people, Collecting taxes, Providing legal services, Setting up of 

monitoring systems for development projects and programs with NGO/PO participation, 

Implementing development plans with effective citizen participation, Efforts to create 

and collect additional income or funds for the city/municipal government, Repair of bad 

roads and drainage, Fighting crime, Promoting business, Making information regarding 

revenues, expenditures and operations of the city/municipal government easily available 

to citizens, Helping the poor, Promoting tourism, and Providing assistance in farming 

needs.

• It received Neutral ratings (Net Satisfaction score of +9 to -9) on 4 issues: Fighting drug 

addiction, Solving the squatter problem, Developing housing programs, and Developing jobs.

• It obtained Poor rating (Net Satisfaction score of -10 to -29) on the issue of Eradicating 

graft and corruption.

• Trust in local government offi cials and institutions enjoy strong public trust: it is a very good 

Net Trust rating of +66 for the Mayor and +54 for the Barangay Council, a good +47 for 

the City/Municipal Council and +42 for the Police in the city/municipality, and a moderate 

+25 for the non-government organization or NGOs and +17 for the business associations 

in the city/municipality. 

• The local government employees obtained a very good Net Satisfaction rating of +50, with 

higher satisfaction coming from Mindanao and Balance Luzon. 

• Being helpful, approachable, courteous, prompt in service, hardworking, professional, and 

honest are the key qualities most mentioned for being satisfi ed with the services of local 

government employees.

• Among those who were dissatisfi ed, the most cited reasons for being dissatisfi ed were 

service is not prompt, not approachable, not helpful, dishonest, and not smiling. These are 

the qualities that need improvement.

• Net Agreement to the test statement, “Rich or poor, the citizens generally receive equal 

treatment on services provided by our city/municipal government” is a moderate +18 

(52% agree, 34% disagree), with higher Net agreement scores in Mindanao (+24) and 

among class ABC (+32).

• Half of household heads nationwide do not know about any collaboration between the 

local government and the private sector-NGOs-POs. Of those aware of such collaboration, 

plurality say it happened once or twice in the past six months. Reports that there are no 

such coordination tends to be higher in Metro Manila and class ABC (both 24%).

• Over half of household heads are optimistic that the government can be run without 

corruption, with stronger optimism in Mindanao (65%), the Visayas (64%), and class E 

(59%). This optimism is supported by the dominant belief across the board that corruption 

is wrong because it hurts the country’s development (76%). 
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• Majority of household heads blame government employees who ask for bribes, rather 

than at the citizens who give bribes, as the source of corruption. This belief is consistently 

dominant in all areas and classes.

• Majority believe that both an offi cial and a businessmen involved in corruption are equally 

to be blamed. The balance of opinion, however, tends to blame the offi cials more than the 

businessmen.

• Opposition to giving gifts or money to government employees is a majority 61%, with 

stronger opposition coming from Metro Manila (69%) and class ABC (65%). On the other 

hand, opposition to having “fi xers” is a majority 66% nationwide, with stronger opposition 

coming from Metro Manila (82%) and class ABC (73%). 

• On the scale of corruption in the government as a whole, 58% of household heads 

nationwide say there is a lot of corruption in the government, with more from Metro Manila 

(64%) and classes ABC and D (both 61%) saying so.

• Among those who see corruption in the government, most of them (88%) believe that it 

happens in the National Government, 58% in the City/Municipal Government, 52% in the 

Provincial Government, and 37% in the Barangay Government.

• In all areas and classes, the National Government is most cited as the government unit 

where corruption happens, with the City/Municipal Government consistently coming in 

second.

• The scale of corruption in the City/Municipal Government is not as high of that in the 

National Government. Among those who see corruption in the City Government, one out 

of fi ve (19%) household heads see a lot of corruption, 44% see some, and a fourth (25%) 

see a little. In all areas and classes, plurality believe there is some corruption in the City 

Government.

• The top local government offi ces considered to be most vulnerable to corruption are City 

Budget Offi ce (41%), City Treasurers Offi ce (CTO) (30%), Business Permit and Licensing 

Offi ce (28%), City Mayors Offi ce (CMO) (26%), and City Engineers Offi ce (CEO) (23%). 

Efforts to curb corruption in the public sector should pay close consideration to these 

offi ces.

• The September 2009 survey found that while a plurality of 37% see no change in the level 

of city/municipal government corruption over the last three years, the balance tended to 

see it as much more widespread now (20%) compared to those who say it was much 

more widespread three years ago (9%). This is true across all areas and classes.

• Nationwide, 12% of household heads, either personally or by one of their family members, 

have witnessed or experienced corruption, 3% of which just six months ago and 8% over 

six months ago. Witness of corruption, personally or by members of the family, is highest 

in Metro Manila compared to other areas, and among classes D and ABC.
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• Only 18% of those who have witnessed or experienced corruption report the incident, with 

the least case of reporting corruption coming from Metro Manila (only 9%). 

• Nationwide, the more common reasons for non-reporting are futility (“Nothing would be 

done about it anyway”), acceptance (“It is standard practice anyway”), fear (“Afraid of 

reprisal”), fear of betraying anyone (“I don’t want to betray anyone”), lack of knowledge 

(“Did not know how or to whom to report”), apathy (“It’s too small a thing to bother about”), 

and lack of evidence (“Cannot prove the corruption”).

• Household head’s personal effi cacy against local corruption is neutral, with Net Agreement 

to the statement, “A person like me cannot do anything to reduce corruption in my city/

municipality,” at +8 (45% agree minus 37% disagree), as they are also neutral about the 

ease of getting procurement information (Net Agreement of +5)

• Willingness to participate in procurement is lukewarm, with Net agreement to the statement, 

“Assuming it takes away only one day from his/her usual activities, a citizen should always 

accept an invitation to observe a bidding for a city/municipal government contract” at +16 

(38% agree, 21% disagree, correctly rounded). Willingness to participate in procurement 

is stronger in Balance of Luzon (net agreement of +26) and class E (+19).

• A fourth (26%) of household heads are aware of anti-corruption efforts in their city/

municipality, with higher awareness in Metro Manila (37%) and class ABC (41%).

• Concern for the poor, Faith in God, Being approachable, Trustworthiness, and Being 

helpful to those in need are the most important characteristics the next Mayor should have. 

Concern for the poor is the characteristics of the next Mayor that is most mentioned in all 

areas and classes.
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 Fieldwork Sample Error
 Dates Sizes Margins

PHILIPPINES Sep 26-29, 2009 1,200 +3%

Metro Manila Sep 26-29, 2009 300 +6%

Balance Luzon Sep 26-29, 2009 300 +6%

Visayas Sep 26-29, 2009 300 +6%

Mindanao Sep 26-29, 2009 300 +6%

Technical Detail 
of the 

Survey on Good Local Governance

The Philippines’ leading survey research institute 
on quality of life, public opinion, and governance.

The SWS offi ce, at 52 Malingap St., Sikatuna Village, inaugurated on November 12, 1999.
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