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ABSTRACT

The hypothesis that overseas contract work leads to less ethnic attitudes (A form of
the Contact Hypothesis) was tested in this study. A social distance scale was constructed
to measure ethnic prejudice and administered to two types of sample groups -- Overseas
Contract Workers (Contact Group) and the Philippine Local Working Public (No-Contact
Group). Each set of samples consisted of 150 respondents each.

The findings of the study demonstrate a lack of consistency in the Contact
Hypothesis. A significant t-Test computation was arrived at when the Grand Total Mean
Social Distance Scores of the Contact (4.19) and No-Contact Groups (4.52) were
compared (t = -2.30, o = .05). This manifests a confirmation of the hypothesis on an
overall level for all foreigners. However, both significant and insignificant t-Test figures
were found for the individual nationalities. Levels of prejudice of those who have gone
abroad to work (Contact Group) and those who have never been abroad ('No Contact)
were significantly different for only half of the nationalities represented in the scale.
Opinions for the other half did not substantially differ.

In addition to testing the Contact Hypothesis, a comparative analysis was made of
the levels of prejudice between those who have worked abroad and those who have never
been abroad. The results of the study indicate very similar trends in both the Contact and
No-Contact Groups. First, only a moderate degree of prejudice is possessed by the two
sets of samples (4.19 & 4.52, respectively). Second, similar levels of prejudice are found
for the Middle East nationals (Fcoxpuxm = 037, Fcom]m = 0.25, F]m = 2.22) md,
iﬂversely, for the Asians (FCOMPUIED = 270, FCOHPUII':D = 5.11, FIAHULAR = 2.22). Fina.“y, a
high preference for Asians over Middle East nationals, as individual nationality groups
and as a world region, is manifested by both sample groups (t=-2.97 and t = -3.09).



ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Admittedly, unlike most students, I took up plenty of time doing my thesis. At
times, I just felt like throwing it out of the window, but along the way, my conscience, God
and so many people urged me to go on... so I did.

What you are about to read in the pages that follow is a product of the tremendous
amount of resources -- abstract and concrete -- that my family, friends, boyfriend, God,
and, even, then strangers gave to me. To them, I would like to give my utmost thanks... to
them I give these individual and special notes of acknowledgment....

To Edwin, my boyfriend and best buddy, who for the whole year of my thesis put so much
time, effort and PATIENCE in supporting me... for driving me to the places I needed to
go... for the long hours waiting for me outside the library... for the computer... for the
paper!!l... for the nudges he gave me once in a while to remind me of my thesis...

To Mel Candano for acting as my “second” thesis adviser... for the knowledge of statistics
endowed to me... and for unrelentingly trying to understand my thesis!

To Mr. Nick Javier (Head of the Balik-Manggagawa Section of the POEA), who I admire
so much in his ability to plan and manage... who not only kindly allowed me to survey in
his office, but also gave positive criticisms which helped me do my surveying better.

To Armie, Tess, Leo, Emy, Anne and the whole gang of the Balik-Manggagawa
Section of the POEA... for their assistance in screening my respondents.. for the
friendship... and, not to forget, for the bunch of “bola” (especially from Robert and Leo)!!!

To the various other staff of POEA (whose name I didn’t even get) who, unlike most
government officials, accommodated me with open-arms!

To the various people at home and away from home who helped me translate my scale
from English to Tagalog.

To Wency and Vince who, though I hardly knew, took time-out from their busy schedule at
ALM. (Asian Institute of Management) to give me all the statistical programs I needed.

To Jenny who introduced me to these guys (Wency and Vince).

To Raj who helped me in getting judges for my scale construction... and for having Gerard
as her boyfriend!!!



To Gerard Go and his staff who helped survey and who even treated me out for lunch!!!

To Ma’m Rosa, the librarian (U.P. Manila), who made it possible for me to research in
U.P. Diliman.

To Tita Fritzie, Tito Ernie and Cathy who patiently waited for me to finish my thesis
despite the fact I was making so much noise outside their rooms and consuming so much
electricity!

To Janice who ran here, there and everywhere for me, photocopying my surveys, buying
paper... and who even tried with her best effort to help me survey even for a while.

To my Mom who kept bugging me about my thesis!

To my Dad who still put pressure on me to finally finish my thesis and graduate even after
he passed away.

To Professor Ramiro who patiently waited for me to get my thesis done!ll... who
understood all the things I had to go through in my life... and who recognized all my
efforts... (thanks, Ma’m, for the word ‘Superb!” which put a thousand smiles on my face!).

To Geod, who told me in His special way to not give up.. who gave me all the
opportunities, all the resources and all the knowledge to finish my thesis once and for all!l!



DEDICATION

Although not very many researchers include a section such as this in their thesis, I
have done so for a very special reason. During the course of my thesis, my father died. As
with all loved ones left behind, it was very difficult and painful for me. Probably one of
the hardest part of my father’s death was not having him see me complete my thesis and
walk up the stage to receive my college diploma.

Numerous times, when my father was alive, he would ask me when I would finish
my thesis. Numerous times I would tell him, “Soon, Dad! Soon.”. I‘m now through. I’'m
glad, but at the same time sad... glad it’s finally over, but sad that I can’t tell my dad, “Hey
Dad! I’m through!!!’.

I dedicate my entire thesis to my Dad who, although have passed away, could
hopefully know and be finally proud that I’m through. I love you, Dad... please know that.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

TITLE PAGE ...t ettt ettt e ea s ettt se ettt mesene i
APPROVAL SHEET ...ttt tnenensscnestesesssesestssetsaensssssasssssssesssssasnassasesses ii
ABSTRACT ...ttt et et s e s s e se e e e em e e e saesns e s anaeasmaneennea i
ACKNOWLEDGMENT ........ccconiininnniiennnncssriniensesesssssesssesssesssessessesssssasssasssenenns iv-v
DEDICATION ...t et et e et a et e st e e me e s ae e s ae st e e s e s e e emsamt e nsenteeaneessnennnes vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS ... eesassssssssseseseensasseses vii-viii
LIST OF TABLES. ...ttt es et ee e et e et e sae s e e e e ae e e ae ix-xii
LIST OF CHARTS... ...ttt tes et s ssesesenesns xiii-xiv
L INTRODUCTION........cooiectrecrcrieieinesisssssetssses e sessssessssesssesessesssesssssssssasssasessasanans 1-5

A. Brief history of Philippine labor outmigration...............c...cccocceceee. 1-2

B. Reasons for labor outmigrations...............c.cooooiiiiiinieiniiceneenn. 2

C. Benefits of labor outmigrations...............cccoeeieenennennccerecenenns 4

D. Shift in Society’s Interest on the Effects of Labor Outmigrations ...4-5

IL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY .......oooieeeecerrecesevtssssseenrseseeseessesssessssnesens 5-6
IIL. OBJECTIVES ......oociiietetieree s sesessesesssssessessessessssssssssssssassesassessessesssssssssssssssssasanns 6-8
IV.HYPOTHESIS.........c.oocvieeererrerterierestesessesssssassssassssssssesassessssssssssesessssassssssessesssaesasnsses 9
V.REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE............cctrcneccrsseeeenssassssssses s 9-18

A. Studies made on Filipino labor outmigration............cc.coccvecerncrnnes 9-10

B. Studies made on Filipino ethnic prejudice.........ccoeerninnrnsenennnnn 10-11

C. Theoretical FrameworK...........cccveereeireennnnencrnsessssensesessssnssessesses 11-15

D. Conceptual Framework ...........ccocuvminninniininini. 15-18



VL METHODOLOGY ..ottt isssssissssessessasssessssssesssnes 18-23

A. Social Distance Scale Construction...............cccccceeveeeveeieceeieeceennene 18-20
B. Ethnic Group Representation on Scale ...............cccocoivecincninnnnnne. 20-21
C. Social Distance Scale/Survey Administration...........ccc.cccoceecceneeee 21-22
D. SUDJECLS ...ttt 22-23
VIL. DATA PROCESSING & ANALYSIS .......oviiiricreeceercrce s cvsesseseessssnnenes 23-26
A Computer AppHCaION.......cc.covieiiiiiiecececeee e 23
B. Results of Social Distance Scale Construction..............c...c.ccoou........ 23-24
C. Scoring of the Social Distance Scale............cccoceevevcernnrncarcncncnne. 24-25
D. Social Distance Score Analysis ..........cc.ccoeeieeeereenneencnrcncecncnnne 25
E. Statistical Application & Analysis ...........ccooeiiiinnnnencnncneeceeene 25-26
VIIL STUDY RESULTS ......coooviieteeeerreee e seeeetessesssesessesssssessessessssessesasssssessassensans 27-67
IX. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS ........cooooiterteceieceeenrirrnrsn s ssssesssesssassssssnesessesasansas 68-72
A. Prejudice of Those who have been abroad to work
and Those who have never been abroad..............cccocvrevecnnnnen. 68-69
B. Responses to the Social Distance Situations of the
Social Distance Scale ...t 69-70
C. Contact Hypothesis........c.cccerrmrenieninnsnsninsisscssssisssssessssesssssesssssans 70-72
X. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS..........cccooonirrrnenteeennnsnesreessenns 73-74
XL APPENDICES .......cooeireeerieertinseeseesseesssssssssssssssssessessssssssssssssssssssessessessssssssssss 75-82
A. Respondent Profile (Appendix A).........cccocvivnmiinniiennninninnisnsinnnnes 75-76
B. Fifty Statements Used in the Construction
of the Study’s Social Distance Scale (Appendix B)................. 77-78
C. Survey/Social Distance Scale (Appendix C)..........coevurencrrensnnnn. 79-81
D. The Flor Contemplacion Case (Appendix D).......c..coevmvcrenncecrianns 82
XIL BIBLIOGRAPHY .........ooooeeeeeeeeieeieeecaeseeensemesse s e essesteseeneesesesansesncensessssaenes 83-34



LIST OF TABLES

Section: Introduction - Data Processing & Analysis

Page
Table 1.
Total Number of OCW Destinations by World Region (1994 only)................................ 3
Table 2.
Yearly Total Number of Deployed Landbased OCWs by World Region........................ 3
Table 3.
Top Fifteen Countries in terms of Landbased Deployment (1994)................ccccouun.n...... 21
Table 4.
The Seven Items on the Study’s Social Distance Scale............ccccvveeveeiecieneeniiessensenens 24
Section: Study Results

Page

Table 1.
Significance of Differences in the Total Mean Social Distance Scores
of the Contact and No-Contact Groups By Nationality............cccccoeenioniiceeiencerceenenenn. 27
Table 2.
Rank Order of Nationalities
According to Total Mean Social Distance SCOres............cceeeeveeveereernivenineneeineceereesessnenns 29
Table 3a.
Analysis of Variance Between Total Mean Social Distance Scores
of Nationalities by World Region (Contact Group Only)...........ccccooremenineinnrnrncncacnenans 31
Table 3b.
Analysis of Variance Between Total Mean Social Distance Scores
of Nationalities by World Region (No-Contact Group Only)..........c.ccocvvenninccrncnenennne 31
Table 4a.
Significance of Differences Between World Region
Total Mean Social Distance Scores (Contact Group Only)..........ccccceoevninninrnnieiennnnns 33



Table 4b.
Significance of Differences Between World Region
Total Mean Social Distance Scores (No-Contact Group Only) ........c.ceeereeeesererrenneenens 33

Table S.
Significance of Differences Between the Contact and No-Contact Group
Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the Asian & Middle East World Regions.......... 34

Table 6.
Significance of Differences in Total Mean Social Distance Scores
by Nationality According to Countries of Actual Contact (Contact Group Only)............ 35

Table 7.

Significance of Differences in Total Mean Social Distance Scores

by Nationality According to Countries of Actual Contact

(Contact “Yes’ Group & Total No-Contact Group).........cccececeeeeeereeereceeseereceeeseecsenennns 37

Table 8.
Correlational Test of Number of Countries Gone to for Work and
Total Mean Social Distance Score (Contact Group Only).......ccccoveernvenveenerrenrenceanennne 39

Table 9.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (All Nationality Groups)................. 40

Table 10.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Americans)..........c.coreeerereerensescnnen 41

Table 11.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Bahrain)...............ccccoooeiinnnncnn 42

Table 12.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Bruneians) .............co.cocevcecrvscnnes 43

Table 13.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Hongkong Chinese)........................ 44

Table 14.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Italians)..............cccecoveeiueirnnnnninnne 45

X



Table 18.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Japanese).............ccccecevvereeererenecnes 46

Table 16.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Kuwaitis)...........cccceoerveereererserennenne 47

Table 17.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Libyans)............c.cccoevvreeieerereerrennnes 48

Table 18.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Malaysians)................cccoeeveeeneenenne 49

Table 19.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Qataris)...........cccecceverreereeverrecerrennns 50

Table 20.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Saipan) ............cccceveevervenreneniecnnenne 51

Table 21.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Saudi Arabians)........c...ccccoceveneenene 52

Table 22.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Singaporeans)............c.ccccoveruruenne 53

Table 23.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (Taiwanese)............ccocovvceeiininnncnes 54

Table 24.
Significance of Differences Between Total Contact Group and No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale (United Arab Emirates)...................

Table 25.
Analysis of Variance Between Contact Group & No-Contact Group

Total Mean Social Distance Scores According to Gender Type........cccoovereiiiirnnnene.



Table 26.
Analysis of Variance Between Contact Group & No-Contact Group
Total Mean Social Distance Scores According to Age Category............ccoeeercrerncruenenes 64

Table 27.
Analysis of Vaniance Between Contact Group & No-Contact Group
Total Mean Social Distance Scores According to Education...........cccccecueceveerericrccenennes 65

Table 28.

Analysis of Variance Between Contact Group & No-Contact Group
Total Mean Social Distance Scores According to Income Level............ccccvnenncnnene. 66

Section: Respondent Profile

Page
Table 1.
Number of Respondents per Sample Group .......c..cccveeveinniininnccinnnincecenesene 75
Table 2.
Number of Respondents by Gender TYPe.........ccoceviveeiimneneiscnnncenissieeeeeseesesseseeenes 75
Table 3.
Number of Respondents by Age Category...........cooimemiicincncnnincccccsassenenens 75
Table 4.
Number of Respondents by Income Level..........c.cconninininnncninnn. 75
Table S.
Number of Respondents by Educational Level..............cccoooiene 76
Table 6.
Number of Respondents by Contact Country (Contact Group Only)...........cccveveerennnininnae 76



LIST OF CHARTS

Section: Study Results

Page

Chart 1.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would allow to Marmy”...........ocevcininnniinnnnnnnninciniencnns 56
Chart 2.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would go on a one-on-one Date with™ ...............c.ccccc.cc... 56
Chart 3.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would allow to occupy a seat in the Philippine Gov’t”.....57
Chart 4.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would have as a Co-worker with the same rank” .............. 57
Chart 5.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would allow to become a resident of the Philippines,

but without citizenship rights” ....................... 58
Chart 6.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would be against the setting-up of a business

in the Philippines™ ..........ccccoonincnnniicnnnnne 58
Chart 7.
Percent Response by Nationality
Social Distance Situation: “Would not allow to enter the Philippines

either as tourist or citizens...........ccccoeerrvrcrereernnennnee 59

Chart 8a.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for All Nationalities (Contact Group Only)..........coueueueuirieieenieieeencnceeseineens 60
Chart 8b.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for All Nationalities (No-Contact Group Only) .........ceciemriminnninneninnsssinnsnsncnn, 60



Chart 9a.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for the Asian World Region (Contact Group Only).........cccoccvuerenenncenscreesesueccsnreenesssanenss 61

Chart 9b.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for the Asian World Region (No-Contact Group Only)..........cccooiinnniinnecceeeccnee 61

Chart 10a.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for the Middle East World Region (Contact Group Only)..........cccocoevceriiiinnicncncacnnee 62

Chart 10b.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for the Middle East World Region (No-Contact Group Only) ...........ccccoeiinrvenncncencnene 62



L. INTRODUCTION

If there is any people in the world who have consistently come in contact with other
people of other lands, the Filipinos would be one to top the list. From being a people laid
bare to a variety of foreigners -- Spanish, Americans, Japanese, & British -- by means of
colonization, Filipinos have come to be exposed to other foreigners by means of labor

outmigration.

A. Brief History of Philippine Labor Outmigration

Outmigration of Filipino workers began as early as the start of the 1900’s
when Hawaii experienced a severe shortage in manpower. In need of people to till their
lands, Filipinos were recruited to do the job. By the 1920’s, from an initial number of 200,
Filipinos came to comprise almost 70% of Hawaii’s plantation labor force.!

As years progressed, similar waves of Filipinos left for other countries in
search of better employment opportunities. World events & conditions cultivated the need
for more manpower worldwide. World War II which brought destruction to US military
stations called for Filipinos to go to countries like Guam, Okinawa and the Wake Islands to
work as constructors & laborers for the rehabilitation of these stations. The abundance of
oil in various Middle East countries likewise beckoned yet another cluster of Filipino
overseas workers, both skilled and unskilled, to work in the region. The economic boom

of Asian neighbors, such as Japan & Hongkong, and the so-called NICs (newly

! Philippine Overseas Employment Agency, Qverseas Contract Work Infokit, Manila, p. 1.



industrialized countries), such as Singapore & Taiwan, rendered great needs for additional
manpower supplies which Filipinos workers sufficed.

Today, Filipinos, particularly Filipino workers, can now be found in over a
hundred fifty countries all over the world (See Table 1). At present, an estimated 4.7
million Filipino workers® (excluding the 1.79 undocumented OCWs) have gone abroad, as
year after year, more and more transcend national boundaries looking for jobs (See Table

2).

B. Reasons for labor outmigrations

For years, financial need has been cited by many writers as being the main
reason for Filipino outmigrations. This is still very true, however, present studies have
revealed that other reasons are behind this phenomenon. Dr. Samonte, a professor of the
University of the Philippines, Diliman discovered in a study made that the desire to rejoin
family members who are already working abroad is an important impetus for many
Filipinos to go to foreign lands.’ Other studies found that the desire for adventure or seeing
new places served as an incentive. Similarly, the desire of experiencing a new life in
another environment enticed some Filipinos. Finally, the desire to enhance one’s career

was noted to be another driving force.*

2 philippine Overseas Employment Agency, Overseas Employment Statistical Compendium (1982-
1993), Manila, 1995.

3 Germma Tampus, “Overseas Workers Stay Despite Maltreatment,” Manila Chronicle, 7 September
1992,p. 1.

4 Manolo L Abella, Export of Filipino Manpower, (Manila: Institute of Labor and Manpower Studies,
Ministry of Labor, 1979), p. 45.



Table 1. Total Number of OCW Destinations
by World Region (1994 only)

WORLD REGION # OF COUNTRIES
Africa 33
Americas 30
Asia 21
Europe 30
Middle East 15
Oceania S
Trust Terntories 18
TOTAL 152

Source: Policies and Programs Division, Planning Branch of the

Philippine Overseas Employment Agency.

Table 2. Yearly Total Number of Deployed Landbased OCWs by World Region

(1984 - 1994)
Middle Trust

Yearly Africa Asia | Americas | Europe East Oceania |Territories] Total

1984 1,843 38,817 2,515 3,683 250,210 13 2,397 300,378
198S 1,977 52,838 3,744 4,067 253,867 953 3,048 | 320,494
1986 1,847 72,536 4,035 3,693 236,434 1,080 3,892 323,517
1987 1,856 90,434 5,614 5,643 272,038 1,271 5,373 382,229
1988 1,958 92,648 7,902 7,614 267,035 1,397 6,563 385,117
1989 1,741 86,196 9,962 7,830 241,081 1,247 7,289 | 385,346
1990 1,273 90,768 9,557 6,853 218,110 942 7,380 334,883
1991 1,964 132,592 | 13,373 13,156 | 302,825 1,374 11,409 | 476,693
1992 2,510 134,776 | 12,319 14,590 | 340,604 1,669 11,164 | 517,632
1993 2,425 168,205 | 12,228 13,423 | 302,975 1,507 8,890 509,653
1994 3,255 194,120 | 12,603 11,513 | 286,387 1,295 8,489 | 517,662

Source: Philippine Overseas Employment Agency,

(1982-1993), Manila, 1995.




C. Benefits of labor outmigrations

The benefits from labor export in the Philippines has reached such a great
number that it has become an integral part of Filipino life. The amount of foreign exchange
remittances, alone, brought in by the OCW sector is so large that it comprises a yearly
average of 2.5% of the country’s GNP,’ and is partially depended upon by the government
for the country’s external debt servicing. Furthermore, the contribution of overseas
contract work in the lowering of the country’s unemployment rate is clearly demonstrated
by the number of Filipinos being deployed on a yearly basis (refer to Table 2)

On the more micro-level, labor outmigration has given broader and greater
employment opportunities for individual Filipinos, which in many cases, are not available
for them here at home. In totality, outmigration has given the Filipino a greater purchasing
power that has enabled him to obtain a better quality of life through the acquisition of basic

necessities, education, and even some luxury items.

D. Shift in Society’s Interest on the Effects of Labor Outmigrations

Sparked by the Flor Contemplacion case® and other similar cases that followed,

society’s interest in overseas employment has shifted to its adyerse effects. Despite the

5 Philippine Overseas Employment Agency, Annual Report 1994, Manila, 1995, p.12.

6 Solita Monsod, et. al, An Analysis of the Philippine Economic Crisis, (Quezon City: UP Press, 1984),
p. 51.

7 _“Trends in Asian Labor Migration, 1992", Asian Migrant, vol. 6, no. 1, January - March, 1993,
pp. 11-12.

& See Appendices - “The Flor Contemplacion Case”.



numerous benefits raked by the Filipino people here at home from Philippine manpower
export, recent events in the arena of Philippine labor outmigrations have seemingly
overshadowed these benefits.

Today, much attention is being given to determining if overseas work is really
more advantageous or more detrimental to the Filipino worker. The myriad of stories told
about the abuses of Filipino workers abroad by their foreign hosts have initiated debates of
whether overseas deployment should be kept as is, decreased or stopped all-together. Pro-
ban advocates support the idea that much prejudice arises from the contact of Filipinos
with other foreigners through working abroad. Anti-ban proponents, on the other hand,
contend that working abroad helps Filipinos gain a better understanding of the different

foreign ethnic groups found beyond the boundaries of the Philippines.

II. Significance of the Study

This study’s relevance and use lie in its applicability on improving human
relations. As mentioned above, much scuttlebutt is being made on whether overseas work
helps to enhance or destroy Filipino international relations. By offering measurements of
Filipino OCW prejudices against those of the local working public, concrete evidence is
given towards knowing if whether overseas work really contributes to the destruction of
Filipino interethnic relations or not.

Furthermore, in the Philippines where OCWs are a source that is extremely

precious to both the government and the millions of people here they directly and indirectly



support, it 1s vital to know, rot only the physical and economic impacts of overseas work,
but also those that involve socio-psychological ones. This study gives a deeper insight on
the effect of overseas contract work on the Filipinos’ thinking and consciousness instead of

the common economic effects measured by many studies on OCWs.

IIL Objectives

The general objectives of this study are the following:

1. To determine and compare the degree of ethnic prejudice possessed by those who have
been abroad to work (Contact Group) and those who have never been abroad (No-

Contact Group).

2. To prove that contact, by means of overseas contract work, helps to decrease ethnic

prejudice.

More specifically, the study aims to answer the following questions:

1. How prejudiced are those who have worked abroad (Contact Group)?

a  What is the overall level of prejudice of those who have worked abroad?

b. What is the level of prejudice held for the individual nationalities of those who
have worked abroad?

c. Are there significant differences in the level of prejudice held among the fifteen

nationalities by those who have worked abroad?



d. Are there significant differences in the level of prejudice held between the

nationalities belonging to the Asian World Region? To the Middle East World
Region?

e. On an overall level, is there a significant difference between the degree of

prejudice held for the Asian and Middle East World Regions by those who have

worked abroad?

2. How prejudiced are those who have never been abroad (No-Contact Group)?
a. What is the overall lovel of prejudice of those who have never been abroad?
b. What is the level of prejudice held for the individual nationalities of those who
have never been abroad?
c. Are there significant differences in the level of prejudice held among the fifteen
nationalities by those who have never been abroad?

d. Are there significant differences in the level of prejudice held between the

nationalities belonging to the Asian World Region? To the Middle East World
Region?

e. On an overall level, is there a significant difference between the degree of

prejudice held for the Asian and Middle East World Regions by those who have

never been abroad?

3. Are there significant differences in the level of prejudice held by the Contact and No-

Contact Groups for each nationality?



a. For each of the nationalities, who are more prejudiced -- those who have been

abroad to work or those who have never been abroad?

. On an overall level, is there a significant difference between the degree of prejudice

held for the Asian and Middle East World Regions, respectively, by the Contact and

No-Contact Group?

. How different is the level of prejudice of those who have actually worked at the
country being investigated and:
a. those who have gone abroad, but have worked at other countries other than that
being investigated?

b. those who have never been abroad?

. What is the order of preference of the Contact and No-Contact Groups for the fifteen

nationalities?

. Does working in more countries result to the lowering of ethnic prejudice?

. With regards to the separate items on the scale, are there significant differences
between the two sample groups for each of the fifteen nationalities?

a. Which social distance situation(s) contributes to the lowering or to the increase in

ethnic prejudice in each ethnic group?



IV. Hypothesis
The following is hypothesized by the researcher:

1. Contact leads to more positive ethnic attitudes. To put it more specifically, those who
have gone abroad to work are less prejudiced than those who have never gone abroad.

(A test of the Contact Hypothesis).

V. Review of Literature

A. Studies made on Filipino labor migration

Very noticeably, a large majority of studies made on the effects of Filipino
labor migration has focused mainly on the more general and quantifiable socio-economic
consequences of labor export. Studies made by individual researchers, such as Manolo
Abella, for example, dealt more with the issues such as brain & brawn drain, de-skilling,
and the like.’ Others, such as that entitled “Working Abroad: The Socio-economic
Consequences of Contract Labor Migration in the Philippines”, only included a study of the
amount and frequency of workers’ remittances, among other economic measurements. '

Attempts to study the socio-psychological effects of labor migration are mostly
limited to identifying and describing the living and working conditions of OCWs in their

host countries, the problems or personal difficulties encountered by OCWs and the families

® Manolo L Abella, Export of Filipino Manpower, (Manila: Institute of Labor and Manpower Studies,
Ministry of Labor, 1979).

10 mited in Joseline Naui's “Images of the Filipino Overseas Workers: An Interdisciplinary Study”,
(Philippine Overseas Employment Agency, 1994), p. 4.



left behind, and the coping mechanisms employed. Actual investigation and analysis of the
change in thinking, world view, and values of OCWs, as a result of overseas work, have
been given very limited attention. Of the fow who came close to this kind of analysis
would be that done by Joseline Naui who included a survey of the different perceptions or
stereotypes Filipino OCWs developed towards different foreign nationalities after working

abroad.

B. Studies made on Filipine Ethnic Prejudice

Literature on Filipino ethnic prejudice has centered mainly on the study of
aftitudes towards the different nationalities that colonized the Philippines -- the Spaniards,
Americans, Japanese and English -- and the predominant foreign groups that have settled in
the country -- the Chinese and the Indians. Interestingly, all of the literature surveyed
which used such foreign nationals had strikingly similar findings. It was repeatedly
manifested in previous studies that Filipinos rated most favorably nationals who had a
Caucasoid physical appearance (Macaraig, 1933; Catapusan, 1954; Weightman, 1955;
Hunt, 1956). In addition and contrastingly, animosity towards the Chinese was
demonstrated in almost all the studies reviewed (Catapusan; Hunt, Kanwar).

Unlike the present study which investigates contact as a possible influence to
Filipino ethnic prejudice, studies reviewed made no aftempt to explore such variable.

Instead, historical, economic and socio-cultural factors were cited to explain Filipino

ethnic prejudice.

1 yogeline Naui, “Images of the Filipino Overseas Workers: An Interdisciplinary Study”, (Philippine
Overseas Employment Agency, 1994).
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An example of a researcher who used the historical approach was Chester
Hunt, a pioneer in the study of Filipino ethnic prejudice, who noted that feelings of
ambivalence of Filipinos toward Americans are rooted in the latter’s aid in their revolt
against the Spaniardx»'.12

On the other hand, a researcher who used economic indicators to explain
Filipino prejudice was Benicio Catapusan, another pioneer in the study of Filipino ethnic
prejudice, who stated that the animosity towards the Chinese is a result of the latter’s
economic competition with and superiority over local entrepreneurs in Philippine
soc:iety.l3

Weightman, who was very critical of other studies because of their lack of
taking into account particular aspects of Philippine culture, looked into the values kept by

the Filipinos to account for the degree of prejudice kept.

C. Theoretical Framework

Ethnic prejudice is a complex social phenomenon which is not produced by any
single factor. Apparently, multiple causations are at work. Numerous studies have been
conducted to investigate and explain this phenomenon. Consequently, a wide variety of

theories have been formulated and presented by various schools-of-thought.

12 Ghester Hunt and Luis Lacar, “Social Distance and American Policy in the Philippines,” Sociology &
ocial Regearch, vol. 57, no. 4, 1973, p. 495-497.

Social Research,

13 penicio T. Catapusan, “Patterns of Social Relationships in the Philippines,” Philippine Social
Sciences and Humanities Review, vol. 19,no. 1, 1954, p. 5.
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Below 1s the researcher’s theoretical framework that is used to support her
proposition. Many studies are cited to validate the researcher’s hypotheses that contact, in
contrast to no contact, helps to produce less ethnic prejudice.

Although two totally contradicting contact hypotheses have been formulated --
one which suggests that contact leads to less prejudice and another which suggests that
contact leads to greater prejudice -- a number of studies validate the former assumption.'*
One such study was that performed by Goldberg and Kirschenbaum. Using a modified
Bogardus Social Distance Scale in investigating the effects of contact on social distance,
these two researchers discovered that exposure of the Israeli public to Black Ethiopian
newcomers, whether through institutional or more personal social meetings, was more apt
to produce lower social distance scores. Out of the six types of contact situations listed in
their study, all but two -- “saw on television or in the newspaper” and “met in the army” --
proved significant in relation to social distance, when measured through chi-square. 13

O’Driscoll, Haque and Ohsako, three researchers from three different nations --
namely, Australia, Pakistan, and Japan, respectively -- were another set of researchers who
found the same effect of contact on ethnic prejudice. Working together to study the effect of
contact, as one of their independent variables, on social distance, these researchers
obtained results that bent towards the support of the first contact hypothesis. Their data

manifested that contact worked to lessen social distance between Australian and Japanese

14 John J. Ray, “Racial Attitudes and the Contact Hypothesis,* Journal of Social Psychology, vol. 119,
1983, pp. 3-10.

15 A Golderberg & A. Kirschenbaum, “Black Newcomers to Israel: Contact Situations and Social
Distance,” Sociology & Social Research, vol. 74, no. 1, (October, 1989), pp. 52-57.
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samples who both had relatively high contact and information of each other. Samples who
did not have any, or had very little contact and information of the other target nationals,
such as the Pakistanis whose difference in contact and information scores of both Japanese
and Australian samples were insignificant, subsequently had high social distance scores.'®
Another researcher who furthered the plausibility of the first contention was
Mann. Administering the Berkeley E-scale for measuring prejudice before and after three
weeks of meetings among 78 persons (consisting of men/women, blacks/whites, and
Sontherners/Northerners), Mann discovered that contact significantly reduced E-scores."”
Jeffries and Ransford, two researchers who conducted a study on the Watts Riot
which occurred in the United States between Negroes and Whites, revealed that contact

with Negroes before the riot was a relevant predictor of white attitudes towards the chaos.

The researchers found that “those lacking contact were more fearful of Negroes, cited

more outside agitator explanations, evidenced more feelings of increased social distance,

and voiced more punitive responses than those having contact.”®

The Harris Survey, a remarkably similar study to that done by Jeffries and
Ransford, adds more credence to the hypotheses that contact leads to lesser prejudice. Ina

cross-tabulation of degree-of-contact results and fear of violence, respondents with high

16 Driscoll, et. al., “Effects of Contact and Perceived Attitude Differences on Social Distance Among
Australian, Japanese, and Pakistani Students,” Journal of Social Psyc ology, vol. 120, 1983, pp. 163-168.

17 3 M. Yinger & G.E. Simpson, “Techniques for Reducing Prejudice: Changing the Prejudiced Person,”
1973, p. 121.

18 7M. Yinger & G.E. Simpson, p. 122
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contact expressed least worries about racial trouble while those with medium and little
contact showed increasing degrees of worries."

Furthermore, Wilner, et. al., in a study entitled “Residential Proximity and
Intergroup Relations in Public Projects”, found that whites residing near blacks were more
likely to hold more favorable attitudes towards blacks than those living farther away.”

Using abroad experience to denote contact, Sell (1987) was able to prove that
persons who have been abroad were more likely to be less prejudice than those who have
never had such experience. By calculating for the mean social distance score of those who

have lived abroad for at least six months and‘thbse who have never been abroad, Sell

arrived at a 3.38 mean score for the former group and a 4.22 mean score for the latter

group.2!

The study entitled “Change in Attitude Towards Other Nations as a Function of
the Type of International Contact” was another study which also used the experience of
going abroad as a form and means of contact. In this study, a 7-point positivity scale (4
being neutral and 7 being the most positive) was used to measure attitudes towards the host
nationals with whom the samples worked with. The mean value of 5.31, given by the work
samples towards the local people they worked with, indicated a positive attitude and,

hence, a positive effect of working abroad on ethnic prejudice.

1 JM. Yinger & G.E. Simpson, p. 120.

2 A Wilner, et. al., “Residential Proximity and Intergroup Relations in Public Projects,” Journal of
Social Issues, vol. 8, pp. 45-59.

2 Ralph R. Sell, “International Social Distances of Students at Egyptian Elite Universities,” Socjology &
Social Research, vol. 72, no.1, (October, 1987), pp. 62-66.
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Finally, a myriad of studies done on the effect of interracial housing projects on
ethnic prejudice in the US found that those who had closer contact with members of the
other ethnic group felt that the difference between the races were smaller (Gray &
Thompson, 1953; Segal, 1965, Yarrow et. al, 1958).ZZ

To conclude, although much has been said about the negative consequences of
contact, such as what is contained in the popular saying ‘Familiarity breeds contempt”, it
has been proven by a substantial number of studies that one of the most basic ways people
can know and understand others is for them to gain information of each other through
contact. After extensively reviewing literature on the effects of contact on prejudice, the
researcher utmostly agrees with Williams who concluded that “...in all the surveys in all
communities and for all groups, majority and minorities, the greater the frequency of
interaction, the lower the prevalence of etlnic prejudice,”23 and with Amir who concluded
that contact “tends to produce favorable changes,” and when contacts are established “the
in-group member no longer perceives the member of the outgroup in a stereotyped

24
way...”.

D. Conceptual Framework

The concepts concentrated on in this study are Contact and Ethnic Prejudice

(measured in the form of Social Distance).

2 y Amir, “Contact Hypothesis on Ethnic Relations,” Psychological Bulletin, vol. 71, 1969, pp. 332-
333.

B 7 Yinger and G. Simpson, p. 118.

24 Y. Amir, p. 334,
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Contact, as used in this study, pertains to contacts that are made with foreign
nalionals in their respective countries. Despite the fact that contact can be made here in the
Philippines with foreigners, the researcher believes that the probability of foreign nationals
displaying less pretentious and more spontaneous attitudes and behavior are far greater in
“their own turf’. (This is compared to if one were in an alien country that is governed by a
different socio-cultural system.)

In addition, this study is limited with the use of contacts made by Filipino

overseas contract workers. Contact with foreigners could also be made with Filipino

tourists in their country of destination, however, the types of contacts made between the
two are different. Tourists, in general, being visitors to their country, are greeted and
treated more hospitably by their host nationals. Overseas workers, especially contract
workers, rarely, if not don’t, receive the same kind and level of treatment by their host
nationals.

Finally, being the case that this study deals with contact made by Filipino
OCWs with foreigners found beyond the boundaries of the Philippines, the concept of
contact is used in this study in conjunction with the experience of working abroad. Since
working abroad entails a direct, physical contact between Filipinos and foreigners, the

latter is used to pertain to contact.
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Ethnic Prejudice is used in this study rather than the more popular corcept of
racial prejudice. Whilst very similar in meaning, their differences lie in the reference to
which they are made.”

Racial prejudice, the more general concept, encompasses differentiation of
persons based on the color of their skin and other characteristic physical appearances (size
and shape of eyes, nose, etc.). It is used to refer to biases or beliefs about a person
according to what race, i.e., Caucasoid (White), Negroid (Black), Mongoloid (Yellow), or
Malayan (Brown), he or she belongs.

Ethnic prejudice, on the other hand, shuns away from these types of physical
and color-meaning attributions. Instead, it embraces differentiation of persons based more
on nationality and culture. To put it another way, ethnic prejudice is used to pertain to
biases or beliefs about people according to what country they belong to and what culture

they practice, regardless of race.

Being a relatively abstract term, the concept of Seocial Distance (used
interchangeably with ethnic prejudice) is used in this study to put ethnic prejudice into
more quantifiable, and therefore, more measurable terms. Defined by Dr. Emory S.
Bogardus as being “the level of sympathetic understanding that exists between two person
or between a person and a group”, social distance is a concept that is used to measure how

intimately a person would allow him or herself to get associated with members of

25 Felicidad & I Panopio, General Sociology: Focus on the Philippines, (Ken, Incorporated: Quezon
City, 1969), p. 236.
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particular ethnic groups.®® A small amount of social distance (social closeness), for
example, implies a great deal of sympathetic understanding, and hence, less ethnic
prejudice. On the flip side, a great deal of social distance (social farmess) implies little or
no sympathetic understanding, and therefore, greater ethnic prejudice.27

In addition, social distance is used in this study to pertain to the behavioral
component of attitudes, in this case, prejudicial attitudes. It is viewed that attitudes, apart
from manifesting feelings (affective component) and beliefs (cognitive component), also

display behavioral patterns or at least intentions to behave in certain ways.®

V1. Methodology

A. Social Distance Scale Construction
Due to the relative unsuitability of the seven social situations used in the
Bogardus Social Distance Scale to Filipino ways and ethnic prejudice, a new and adapted
social distance scale was constructed by the researcher using the same technique used in

the construction of the Bogardus Scale.”

2 E 8. Bogardus, “A Social Distance Scale,” Sociology & Social Research, vol.17, 1933, p. 268.

71 £ 8. Bogardus, “Social Distance & its Implications,” Sociology & Social Research, vol. 22, 1938, p.
462,

% R Baron & D. Byme, Social Psychology: Understanding Human Interaction, 5th ed., (Allyn & Bacon,
Inc.: USA, 1987),p. 145.

® TExactly the same technique was used as that used by Emory Bogardus in the construction of his social

distance scale (E. Bogardus, “A Social Distance Scale,” Sociology & Social Research, vol. 17, 1933, pp.
265-271).



Fifty statemenis of social distance was first formulated (See Appendix B).
Each statement represented various types of social situations or social relationships --
family, neighborhood, business, occupational, political, etc. -- existing in Filipino daily
life. To remove any language barrier, statements were expressed in both Tagalog and
English.

Fifty Filipino judges who have had the opportunity to go abroad for any
purpose were invited to participate. Each judge, who worked independently, was
instructed to objectively rate the statements according to the amount of social distance each
represents. Application of any personal feelings was asked to be avoided in judging the
statements.

Social distance was defined for each judge as the degree of sympathetic
understanding that exists between two persons, specifically (for the purpose of this study),
between a Filipino and a foreigner. To facilitate scaling, each judge was asked to
distribute the statements -- typewritten on 1 X 4 inch cards -- into seven piles representing

seven different degrees of social distance. The first pile represented social closeness or

the least social distance. Each succeeding pile, thereafter, represented increasing degrees

of social distance, with the last or seventh pile representing social famess or the greatest

degree of social distance.

After all of the statements were placed into a pile, each judge was asked to
study the cards in each pile and reclassify any which they thought could be rated more
accurately. Although no rule was given on an even distribution, it was requested that each

pile contained at least one statement. In cases wherein more than 25% of the total
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statemenls were found or piaced in one pile, it was concluded that sufficient discrimination
was not practiced and the work of the judge was discarded.”

The rating -- from one to seven -- given to each statement by each of the fifty
Jjudges was added and the arithmetic mean taken. Statements which had means equal to or
closest to the values 1.00, 2.00, 3.00, 4.00, 5.00, 6.00 and 7.00 were selected and used to

constitute the series of seven nearly equi-distant social distance situations in the scale.

B. Ethnic Group Representation on Scale

Nationalitics that were listed on the constructed social distance scale were
those that come firom the top fifteen countries of landbased deployment as of the year 1994
(refer to Table 3). These nationalities were chosen by the researcher due to the following
reasons: (1) Contemporary international relationships of Filipinos are now not only
confined to the nationals that once colonized the Philippines. Filipinos, as stated in the
introduction, have come into contact with various other nationals, as a consequence of
labor outmigration, (2) five out of the seven major world groups -- Asia, Americas,
Europe, Middle East, Trust Territories (excluded are Africa & Oceania) -- are represented
by at least one of the top fifteen countries of deployment, (3) due to fime constraints, the
use of the top fifteen countries of deployment will ensure better chances of finding
respondents who have worked in these countries (compared to if other countries to where a
small number of OCWs go to are used), and (4) it would be very tedious on the part of the

respondent if a larger number of nationalities were listed on the scale.

3 Thumnstone & Chave, The Measurement of Attitude, (University of Chicago Press, 1929).




Table 3. Top Fifteen Countries in terms of Landbased Deployment (1994)

World Total
Country Group Deployed
1 | Kingdom of Saudi Arabia Middle East 215,361
2 | Hongkong Asia 62,161
3 | Japan Asia 54,879
4 | Taiwan Asia 34,387
S | United Arab Emirates Middle East 27,713
6 | Malaysia Asia 11,674
7 | Kuwait Middie East 11,486
8 | Singapore Asia 11,324
9 | Brunei Asia 9,731
10 | Qatar Middle East 8,811
11 |Italy Europe 7,421
12 | United States of America Americas 7,035
13 | Libva Middle East 6,908
14 | Saipan Trust Territories 6,888
15 | Bahrain Middle East 6,127

Source; Policies and Programs Division, Plarming Branch of the Philippine Overseas
Employment Agency.

C. Social Distance Scale/Survey Administration
In administering the scale, respondents were asked to indicate their social
distance to the fifteen countries listed on Table 3.*' They were asked to do this by putting a
check under any social distance situation(s) they felt they would be willing to do with the

listed ethnic groups. Although no time constraint was given, respondents were asked to

3 1, some cases, names of countries were used instead of ethnic group names. This was done to
facilitate recall of nationalities which have ethnic group names totally, or even slightly, different from the
names of their country. To illustrate, the country name *Saipan’ was used instead of their ethnic group
name ' Chamorro’. The same was also done with ethnic groups belonging to Bahrain, Brunei and all other
countries with which Filipinos are more familiar with the use of the country name, instead of the ethnic
name, to denote nationality.



give only their first feeling reactions. Furthermore, respondents were asked to give their
reactions to each nationality as a group, and not as individual members with whom they
have had the best or worst encounter with.

Apart from the scale, the survey also included demographic data questions and
a close-ended background question which asked what country(s), from those listed, have
they been to for work (for Contact Group respondents only). In addition, before the survey
was administered, screener questions were asked to determine the eligibility & the sample

group -- Contact or No-Contact -- of the respondent.

D. Subjects

Two sample groups were used in this study to determine the effect of contact on
social distance: Those who have gone abroad to work (in any of the fifteen countries listed
on Table 3), but have not gone abroad to tour (called the Contact Group) and those who
have never been abroad to work or tour (called the No-Contact Group). The Contact
Group is composed of Filipino overseas contract workers (OCWs) while the No-Contact
Group is composed of the locally-based general working public or, in other words,
Filipinos working in the Philippines. The latter sample group, the No-Contact Group, was
used to control for the effects of going and working abroad.

Stratified random sampling was used to obtain Contact Group subjects for the
study. This sampling technique was implemented to give each of the fifteen nationalities
listed on Table 3 a chance to be represented. Subjects for this group were found and

surveyed at the Balik-Manggagawa Section of the Philippine Overseas Employment
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Agency. On the other hand, simple random sampling of working Filipinos was used to
obtain No-Contact group subjects for the study.

A total of 150 respondents was collected for each of the sample groups. Using
the above-mentioned sampling technique for the Contact Group, ten respondents were

surveyed for each of the fifteen countries listed on Table 3.

VII. Data Processing and Analysis

A. Computer Application

Data processing, both in the scale construction and actual administration, was
done with the aid of the computer. Borland’s Reflex™ (a database software application)
was first used for data entry. After importing the raw data from Reflex™, social distance
scores and other statistical computations and figures were accomplished using both
Excel™ (a spreadsheet sofiware application) and Microstat™ (a statistical software

application).

B. Results of Social Distance Scale Construction

The seven almost equi-distant social distance situations or relationships

derived from the rating of 50 judges are the following:



Tabie 4. The Seven llems on the Study’s Social Distance Scale

Scale
Social Distance Situation Value
Would allow to marry 1
Would allow to go on a one-on-one date with 2
Would allow to occupy a weat in #he
Phitippine Governmerit 3

Would allow to have as a co-worker with the
saime rank 4
Would allow to become a resident of the
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights 5
Would be against the setting up of a business

in the Philippines 6
Would not allow to enter the Philippines as
tourists or citizens. 7

C. Scoring of the Social Distance Scale
If a respondent chooses more than one social distance situation on the scale for
a particular ethnic group, the scale value of the left-most column checked or the left-most
social distance situation chosen is computed to be the social distance score given by the

respondent for that particular ethnic group.®? In this light, the Total Mean Social Distance

Score of a particular ethnic group given by a sample group is taken to be the sum of the

values of the left-most column checked for the particular ethnic group divided by the total

number of respondents (150 each for both Contact & No-Contact Groups). In the same

32 The left-most column checked is used to gauge a respondent’s social distance or ethnic prejudice
because the left-most column represents the closest or least social distance the respondent is willing to

put him or herself with the ethnic group listed.
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way, the Total Mean Social Distance Score of a respondent is taken to be the sum of the

values of the left-most column checked for each ethnic group divided by the number of

ethnic groups (15). Finally, the Grand Total Mean Social Distance Score of a_sample

group is taken to be the sum of the Total Mean Social Distance Scores of each respondent

divided by the total number of respondents (150) or the sum of the Total Mean Social

Distance Scores of each ethnic group divided by the total number of ethnic groups (15).

D. Social Distance Score Analysis
As mentioned, seven equi-distant social situations are given as choices in the
scale. Social Distance scores ranging from 1.00 - 3.99 indicate social closeness, hence
low social distance or little ethnic prejudice. Conversely, scores ranging from 5.00 - 7.00
indicate social farmess, hence high social distance or great ethnic prejudice. Finally, a

score of 4.00-4.99 indicates moderate social distance or ethnic prejudice.

E. Statistical Application & Analysis
t-Tests of Total Mean Social Distance Scores, including Grand Total Mean
Social Distance Scores, of the Contact and No-Contact Groups for each nationality were
performed to determine the significance of differences of the sample groups. In the same
way, t-Tests were also executed to check the significance of differences between the Total
Mean Social Distance Scores of each world region within each sample group, as well as,
between sample groups. Finally, t-Tests were used to know the influence of the separate

items of the social distance scale on the Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the

nationalities.
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In order to determine if the levels of prejudice for the individual nationalities
were significantly different from each other, in terms of Total Mean Social Distance
Scores, analysis of variance (ANOVA) were computed for. This was also done to
determine levels of significance of prejudices for the nationalities as world regions (i.e.,
Asian or Middle East). Finally, ANOVA was calculated using the Total Mean Social
Distance Scores of the respondents based on their demographic data.

Lastly, correlational tests were done to ascertain whether there were any

significant association between number of countries gone to for work and social distance
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VIIL. STUDY RESULTS



Table 1.

Significance of Differences in the
Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the Contact and No-Contact Groups

by Nationality
CONTACT | NO-CONTACT
GROUP GROUP SIGNIFICANCE
OF
N=150 N=150 DIFFERENCE
NATIONALITY
Critical
Ratio =
Mean | Stdev | Mean | Stdev | Difference ®) (.05)

American 3.21 1.73 3.14 1.86 0.07 0.34 n.S.
Bahrain 4.54 1.54 4.92 1.62 0.38 -2.08
Bruneian 4.07 1.64 4.35 1.69 0.28 -1.46 1.S.
Hongkong Chinese | 3.93 1.63 3.95 1.71 0.02 -0.10 n.s.
Italian 3.55 1.64 4.05 1.89 0.51 -2.45
Japanese 3.67 1.69 4.11 1.92 0.45 -2.11

Kuwaitt 4.74 1.63 4.92 1.54 0.18 -0.98 n.s.
Libyan 4.64 1.61 4.91 1.61 0.27 -1.45 Is.
Malaysian 4.11 1.69 447 1.67 0.35 -1.86 n.s.
Qatari 4.53 1.53 5.05 1.61 0.53 -2.87*

Saipan 4.12 1.48 4.60 1.58 0.48 -2.72%

Saudi Arabian 4.62 1.56 4.99 1.62 0.37 -2.01
Singaporean 4.33 1.85 4.88 1.78 0.55 -2.62*
Taiwanese 4.16 1.65 4.44 1.65 0.28 -1.47 n.s.
U.A. Emirates 4.58 1.57 5.05 1.69 0.47 -2.50
GRAND MEAN 4.19 1.24 4.52 1.24 0.34 -2.30

* Significant at @« =.01

Table 1.

The Contact Group gamered a 4.19 Grand Total Mean Social Distance Score

while the No-Contact Group received a much higher score of 4.52. t-Test computations of

this two Grand Total Mean Social Distance Scores reveal a -2.30 t-Test figure which 1s

[ S8



significant wt ihe 95% level. The significant difierence between the two scores proves that,
on an overall Jevel, those who have been abroad to work are less ethnically prejudiced
than those who have never been abroad. However, both falling within the range of the
social distance value of 4, both groups are just moderately prejudice (according to the
coding system used in the study).

As for the individual nationalities, the Americans were the only nationality to
receive a higher social distance score from those who have worked abroad (3.21
compared to 3.14). Nonetheless, the difference between the two scores for the Americans
remain highly insignificant. Significance at the 95% level in Total Mean Social Distance
Scores of the Contact and No-Contact samples is found in only five nationalities, namely,
Bahrain nationals (t = -2.08, o =.05), Italians (t = -2.45, «. =.05), Japanese (t=-2.11, o =
.05), Saudi Arabians (t = -2.01, « = .05) and United Arab Emirates (t = -2.50, a = .05).
High significance, alternately, is found in only three nationalities, namely, Qataris (t =
-2.87, «. = .01), Saipan nationals (t = -2.72, « = .01), and Singaporeans (t = -2.62, o =

01).



Table 2.
RANK ORDER OF NATIONALITIES
ACCORDING TO TOTAL MEAN SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORES

CONTACT GROUP NO-CONTACT GROUP
N=150 N=150
Ranki £ | NATIONALITY Mean | Rank # NATIONALITY Mean
i American 3.21 1 American 3.14
2 Ttalian 3.55 2 Hongkong Chinese 3.95
3 Japanese 3.67 3 Italian 4.05
4 Hongkong, Chinese 3.93 4 Japanese 4.11
5 Bruneian 4.07 S Bruneian 4.35
6 Malaysian 4.11 6 Taiwanese 4.44
7 Saipan 4.12 7 Malaysian 4.47
8 Taiwanese 4.16 8 Saipan 4.60
9 Singaporean 4.33 9 Singaporearn 4.88
10 Qatari 4.53 10 Libyan 4.91
11 Bahrain 4.54 11 Kuwaiti 4.92
12 U.A. Emirates 4.58 12 Bahrain 4.92
13 Saudi Arabian 4.62 13 | Saudi Arabian 4.99
14 Libyan 4.64 14 U.A. Emirates 5.05
15 Kuwaiti 4.74 15 Qatari 5.05

Table Z.

Like Table 1, Table 2 shows the various Total Mean Social Distance
Scores of the fifteen nationalities used in the study. However, Table 2 ranks the
nationalities based on the Total Mean Social Distance Score given to them by each of the
sample groups. As can be seen, strikingly similar patterns are found in both the Contact
and No-Contact Groups. First of all, the light-colored skin nationalities -- Americans and
Italians -- are those that occupy the top positions of the ranks of both samples. Moreover,

except for the ‘intervention’ of Saipan, nationalities are all clustered together according to
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the world region they belong to. Apart from this pattern, the clustered Asian nationalities
are found at the mid-section of both ranks, while the Middle Eastern nationalities are found
at the lower ends.

An interesting contrast between the sample groups is the way the Middle East
nationality groups are aranged. In the Contact Group, the Qataris are the most-favored
Middle East nationals. However, they are the least-liked (along with the United Arab
Emirates) in the No-Contact Group. On the other hand, the Libyans, which are the most-
liked among the Middle East nationals in the No-Contact Group, are the second to the
least-liked in the Contact Group.

As for the Asian World Group, only two particular patterns are found. First,
the Hongkong Chinese and Japanese seem to be the two most preferred Asians of the
Contact and No-Contact respondents. Second, the Bruneians and Singaporeans occupy the

same rank order in the two samples.
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Table 3a.
Analysis of Variance
Between Total Mean Social Distance Scores
of Nationalitics hy World Region

(Contact Group Only)
WORLD REGION FraguLar Fcomputm a = (.05)
Asian Nationalities FrapuLar s,804) = 2.22 2.70
Middle Fast Nationalities ¥ raBULAR 5, 804) = 2.22 0.37 1.8.
All Nationalities FrapuLar 04,2225y = 1.70 11.438
Table 3b.

Analysis of Variance
Between Total Mean Social Distance Scores
of Nationalities by World Regjion
(No-Contact Group Only)

WORLD REGION FraguLar FcompuTed a = (.05)
Asian Nationalities FrABULAR (5.804) = 2.22 5.11
Middle East Nationalities F rABULAR 5,894 = 2.22 0.25 n.s.
All Nationalities FraBULAR (14,2235 = 1.70 14.99

Tables 3a. & 3b.

The differences in the Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the nationalities
belonging to the Middle East World Region prove insignificant for both sample groups.
Having a computed F-ratio of only 0.37 and 0.25, respectively, as against a tabular F of

2.22. Contact and No-Contact samples each possess largely similar levels of prejudice for

the different Middle East nationalities.



Conversely, the two sample groups, separately, differed much in opinion
regarding the individual nationalities of the Asian World Region. The computed F-ratio of
2.70 for the Contact Group manifests the relevantly different degrees of prejudice held by
the sample for Astans. The computed F-ratio of 5.11 of the No-Contact Group, on the other
hand, shows an almost double degree in difference of opinion for each Asian nationality, as
compared to the Contact Group.

Looking at all of the fifteen nationalities, an extremely high significance of
difference in Total Mean Social Distance Scores is drawn from the computations of
ANOVA in both cases. The tabular F of 1.70 is greatly exceed by the computed F of the
Contact Group (11.48) and No-Contact Group (14.99). These results exhibit the fact that
the Contact Group, as well as the No-Contact Group, differed substantially in their levels

of prejudice for the individual nationalities used in the study.
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Table 4a.
. Significance of Differences
Between World Repion Yotal Mean Social Distance Scores
{Centact Group Only)

WORLD REGION
Significance of Differences
Asia Middle East
Critical Ratio
Mean | Stdev | Mean | Stdev | Difference ® o= (.05)
4.05 1.69 4.61 1.57 -0.56 -2.97

Table 4b.
Significance of Differences
Between World Region Total Mean Social Distance Scores
(No-Contact Group Only)

WORLD REGION
Significance of Differences
Asia Middle East
Critical Ratio
Mean | Stdev | Mean | Stdev | Difference {t) a = (.05)
4.37 1.74 4.97 1.62 -0.60 -3.09
Tables 4a & 4b.

Evidently, those who have gone abroad to work, as with those who have never

been abroad, highly prefer nationalities of the Asian World Region over nationalities of the

Middle East World Region (t=-2.97, &= 01 and t=-3.09, a.=.01).
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Table 5.
Significance of Differences Between
the Contact and No-Contact Group Total Mean Social Distance Scores
of the Asian & Miiddle East ‘World Regions

e rar T T e = Tz

CO.NTACT NO-CONTACT
GROUP GROUP SIGNIFICANCE
OF
WORLD N=150 N=150 DIFFERENCE
REGION
Critical =
Ratio (.05)
Mean | Stdev | Mean | Stdev | Difierence (t)
Asia 4.05 1.69 4.37 1.74 -0.32 -1.62 n.s.
Middle East 4.61 1.57 4.97 1.62 -0.37 -1.99
Tabie 5.

When the Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the Asian World Region
between samples are compared, an insignificant difference is unveiled by t-Test
computations (t = -1.62). This means that Contact and No-Contact samples are relatively
similar in their opinion over Asian nationals. On the other hand, a significant difference
was discovered between the Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the Middle East
Region (t = -1.99, ¢.=.05). Ona substantial level, those who have gone abroad to work
are better understanding of nationals belonging to the Middle East Region than those who

have not transversed the boundaries of the Philippines.
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o Table 6.
Significance of Differences in Total Mean Social Distance Scores
by Natienality
According to Countries of Actual Contact
{Contact Group Only)
SIGNIFICANCE
YES NO OF
DIFFERENCE
COUNTRY
Critical
Ratio o=
N |Mean | Stdev| N | Mean | Stdev t) (.05)
| United States | 16 213 | 136 | 1534 | 334 | 1.73 -3.26%
Balirain 12 4.17 | 1.34 138 | 4.57 | 1.55 -0.98 n.g.
Brupet 14 343 | 153 136 | 4.13 | 1.64 -1.60 1.s.
Hongkong 19 247 | 1.58 | 131 | 415 | 1.53 -4.35%
Italy 14 214 | 141 136 | 3.69 | 1.60 -3.86*
Japan 14 2.79 | 1.81 136 | 3.76 | 1.65 -1.92 n.s.
Kuwatt 14 3.36 | 2.02 | 136 | 4.88 | 1.52 -2.74*
Libya 14 436 | 1.74 | 136 | 4.67 | 1.60 -0.64 n.s.
Malaysia 23 2.83 | 1.50 | 127 | 435 | 162 -4.42%
Qatar 12 3.25 | 2.01 138 | 4.64 | 1.43 -2.34
Saipan 12 3.67 | 1.23 138 | 4.16 | 1.50 -1.30 n.s.
Saudi Arabian 27 459 | 1.62 | 123 | 4.63 | 1.55 -0.12 n.s.
Singapore 28 321 1 179 | 122 | 459 | 1.77 -3.69%
Taiwan 14 336 | 1.69 | 136 | 4.24 | 1.63 -1.86 LS.
U.A. Emirates 17 376 | 1.82 | 133 | 4.68 | 1.51 -2.00

* Also significant at ¢ =.01
n the Contact Group who said that they

Note: Yes Group - 8s1i

No Group - Ss in the Contact Grou

other countries to work.

Tables 6 .

Similar to Table 1, opinions for only eight nationalities are significant when the

Total Mean Social Distance Scores of those who h:

have actually worked at the country,
p who have not worked at the country listed, but have gone to

ave actually worked at a country are

compared with those who have worked at other countries other than that being investigated.



However, haif’ of these couniries which are significantly divergent in the present
comparison, are Jifferent from those in Table 1. Among those that are significantly
different in Table 1 are Italy, Qatar, Singapore, the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Japan,
Saipan, and Saudi Arabia. In Table 6, Italy, Qatar, Singapore and the United Arab
Emirates remained significant, but Bahrain, Japan, Saipan and Saudi Arabia became
insignificant in the present calculations. The United States, Hongkong, Kuwait and
Malaysia took the place of those which turned insignificant.

A probable reason behind the changes could be that the simple experience of
going abroad does not alier a person’s opinion concerning the latter four countries. It
seems that a person must actually work at these countries to spark any relevant change in
attitude. As for the four other countries which became insignificant and as for Brunei,
Libya, and Taiwan which remained insignificant, this type of frend indicates that actually

working in these couniries do not make much of a difference in the creation of more

positive attitudes.



Table 7.
Significance of Differcnces in Total Mean Secial Distance Scores
by Natienality
According to Countries of Actual Contact
(Contact ‘Yes’ Group & Total No-Contact Group)
CONTACT NO-CONTACT SIGNIFICANCE
‘YES’ GROUP OF
GROUP N=150 DIFFERENCE
COUNTRY
Critical =
Ratio (.65)
N Mean | Stdev | BMean Stdev 1)
Untted States 16 2,15 | 1.36 3.14 1.86 -2.71%
Bahrain 12 4.17 | 1.34 4.92 1.62 -1.83 ILS.
Brunet 14 343 | 1.35 435 1.69 -2.11
Hongkong 19 247 | 1.58 3.95 1.71 -3.81*
Italy 14 2,14 | 141 4.05 1.89 -4.69%
Japan 14 279 | 1.81 4.11 1.92 -2.60%
Kuwait 14 3.36 | 2.02 4.92 1.54 -2.81%
Libya 14 436 | 1.74 4.91 1.61 -1.14 n.s.
Malaysia 23 2.83 | 1.50 4.47 1.67 -4.81*
Qatar 12 3.25 | 2.01 5.05 1.61 -3.03*
Saipan 12 3.67 | 1.23 4.60 1.58 -2.46
Saudi Arabian 27 4.59 | 1.62 4,99 1.62 -1.18 LS.
Singapore 28 3.21 | 1.79 4.88 1.78 -4.54%
Taiwan 14 3.36 | 1.69 4,44 1.65 -2.29
U.A. Emirates 17 3.76 | 1.82 5.05 1.69 -2.79%

* Also significant at & =.01

Note: Contact ‘Yes’' Group - Ss in the Contact Group who said that they have actually worked at the country.

No-Contact Group - Those who have never been abroad (All Ss).

Table 7.

Comparing the samples from the Contact Group who have actually worked at the
country listed with the samples of the No-Contact Group, it is not suprising to find that

opinions for more countries, this time, are relevantly different in favor of the Contact
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Hypothesis. The results of the t-Tests computations in Table 7, although not totally
consistent, manifest the great difference actual contact, or more specifically, actually
workinig n a counlry, makes in improving attitudes. For the countries that stayed
imsignificant -- Bahrain, Libya, and Sandi Arabia -- even afler comparisons were made
with those who have never been abroad, another and stronger factor could be the reason
behind why those who have been in these countries keep the same level prejudice as those

who have never been there.
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Table 8.
CORRELATIONAL TEST OF
# OF COUNTRIES GONE TO FOR WORK
&
TOTAL MIAN SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE
{Contact Group Only)
# of Countries Mean
Sample Size Gone to for Work Social Distance Score

82 1 4.35
39 2 4.07
g 3 4.51
14 4 3.95
2 S 1.54
3 ) 3.89
1 7 1.67
1 8 1.40

| CORRULATION () | -0.79 |

Table 8 displays the correlational relationship between the number of countries
arespondent has gone to for work and his/her Total Mean Social Distance Score. Having
a -0.79 correlational figure, the two abovementioned factors are significantly correlated.
In addition, the negative correlation proves that as the number of countries a person goes to
for work increases, his or her Total Mean Social Distance Score or ethnic prejudice

decreases.



Tabie 9.
] Siguificance of Differences Between
Fotal Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
o un‘ihe Separate Iiems of the Social Distance Scale
Rationality Group: ALL NATIONALITY GROUPS (FOREIGNERS)

CONTACT NO-CONTACT |
N —— S _ M =150 N =150
s Sacinl Distance Ii.em:r.-: UG Moeoan | Stdev % Mean | Stdev t
“Would allow to Marry* 5.23% 1 0,223 | 0.065 | 4.00% | 0.1808 | 0.058 | 1.28

"Would go cn a one-on-one Date with* | 9.33% | 0.391 | 0.116 | 5.33% | 0.2411 | 0.066 | 3.87

"Would allow to accupy a seat - - .
i1 the Plilippine Govemment’ 7.33% | 0.726 | 0.215 [17.33%| 0.7835 | 0.017 | -1.35

"Would Liave as co-worker

42.00%| 1.76 | 0.

w
™~

34.00%| 1.5368 | 0.372 | 2.66

with the sarne rank

1Would allow to become a resident in the

"y .9
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights* |15 0 70| 752

©
[3V
)
—

28.67%| 1.2957 | 0.174 { -10.04

"Would be against the setthg-up

% | 0.2 5 215 | -2
of a busiress in the Philippines’ 6.67% | 0.279 | 0.083 |10.00%| 0.452 | 0.215 | -2.81

i i How 1l nes
Would not allow to Enter the Philippines | o 570, 1 0,028 | 0.008 | 0.67% | 0.0301 | 0.339 | -0.01
either as tourists or citizens"

GRAND TOTAL

| 100% | 4.19 | 1.24 | 100% | 4.52 | 1.24 ; -2.30
MEAN SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE ’ ¢ “

Table 9.

Looking at the separate items for all foreigners alike, regardless of nationality,
it can be seen that four items on the social distance scale largely contributed to the
significant difference between the Grand Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the Contact
and No-Contact Groups. These include the items on dating (t = 3.87, « = .01), having as
co-worker with the same rank (t = 2.66, .= .01), allowing to become Philippine residents,
but without citizenship rights (t = -10.04, o = .01), and being against the sefting-up of a
business in the Philippines (t=-2.81, @ = .01). The first and, especially, third mentioned
item, however, contributed the most in lowering the Coutact Group Grand Total Mean
Social Distance Score. Having significantly more samples preferring to date a foreigner
and having significantly less indicating their willingness to have a .foreig,ner live in the
Philippines, but without citizenship rights, the Grand Total Mean Social Distance Score of
those who have worked abroad was significantly brought down.
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Tabie 19,
Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Gvoup: Americans

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N =150 N =150
Social Distance Items: % Mean | Stdev % Mean | Stdev t
Would allowr to Marry" 25.33%%] 0.813 ] 0.438 {31.33%%| 0.583%9 | 0.583 | -1.534

“Would go on a onc-on-one Date with® [16.00%| 0.514 | 0.277 [12.67%| 0.3977 | 0.236 | 1.48

"Would allow Lo occupy a seat

in the Philippine Govemment® 4.67% | 0.15 | 0.081 | 8.00% |0.2512| 0.149 | -1.92

*Urenld have ag co-vrorlier
M have as co-warke 32,0084 1.027 | 0.554 |21.33%} 0.565% | 0.397 | 3.

[
(20}

with ihe same rank”

"Would allow to become a resident in the
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights"

o

14.00%| 0.449 | 0.242 }15.33%| 0.4815 | 0.285 | -0.40

"Would be against the setting-up

. . . e s 4.67% 15 . ! ,
of a busness in the Philippines 67% | 0.15 | 0.081 | 8.00% 0

[3v]
(V]
~—
™~

0.14% 1} -1.92

"Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens'

TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

3.33% | 0.107 | 0.058 | 3.33% | 0.1047 | 0.062 | 0.06

100% | 3.21 | 173 | 100% [ 3.14 | 1.86 | 0.34

Table 10.

As mentioned earlier, the Americans are the only ethnic group used in the study that
gained a higher social distance score from the Contact Group respondents.  This is
contributed to the fact that an almost significantly greater percentage of samples from the
No-Contact Gronp, compared to the Contact Group, indicated their desire to mary an
American (t = -1.54) and allow (his national group to be involvad in Philippine
Government (t = -1.92). Moreover, although relatively less Contact Group respoundents
were willing to ban the Americans from putting up a business in the Philippine.s (t= -1.9_2)_,
this was proportionally counteracted by those in the sample who were against allowing
them to occupy a seat in the Philippine Government (t = -1.92). ‘

In addition, the highly insignificant difference in Total Mean Social Distance
Scores was caused by having only one significantly different item on the scale -- “Would
have as co-worker with the same raok” (t = 3.36, o. = .01). Although highly significant,
this item was not enough to merit a significant difference in the ethnic group’s Total Mean

Social Distance Score.



Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Bahrain

Table 11.

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N =150 N =150
Social Distance Hems: %% Mean | Stdev Stdev
"Would allow to Marry* 5.33% | 0.242 | 0.082 0.054
"Would go on a one-on-one Date with" | 6.67% | 0.303 | 0.103 0.13
"Would allow to occupy a seat 2 00% o
in the Philippine Govemiment” 2.00% | 0.081 | 0.031 0.022
"Would have as co-warker
\with e cme rank! 39.33%| 1.786 | 0.606 0.464
"Would allow to becomne a readent in the
9 n
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights” 20.00%) 0.908 | 0.508 0.313
"Would be agains! the soitngup 14.67% | 0.666 | 0.226 01292
of a busness in the Philippines”
ol poL ailow ‘r,o‘EntertI.]f? Philippines 1200041 0.545 | 0.185 0.346
eitlier as tourists or citizens"
TOTAL MEAN
100% | 4.54 | 1.54 1.92 1.62
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE ’ N

Table 11.

Significant differences among four individual items for
significance of difference in the Total Mean Social Distance Scores. These are “Would
allow to marry” (t=2.07, &= .03), “Would have as a co-worker with the same rank”
sefting-up of a business in the Philippines”
(t=-2.97, ¢.=.01) and «Would not allow to enter the Philippines etther as citizens or

(t=3.54,0.=.01), “Would be against the

tourists” (t=-6.73, o =.01).

Bahrain nationals led to the




Tablc 12.
Sigrificance of Differences Between
‘Toinl Contact Groun and Toial No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of ihie Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Bruncisns

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N=150 N =150
Social Distance Ttoms: L7 Mean | Stdev 2% Mean | Stdevy t
sWould aliow to MMarry® 10.67% 1 0.434 | 0.175 | 8.00% | 0.348 | 0.135 | 147

WIET

Would go o a one-on-one Date with® | 2.33% | 0.38 | 0.153 |10.00%%| 0.435 | 0.169 -0.92

Would allow Lo ocenpy w seal
¥

in the Philippine Gev enmunent”

P
N
~J
=
o~
<
—
(el

0.077 | 2.00% | 0.087 | 0.0634 | 295

"Would have as co-worker

. 40.00%| 1.628 | 0.656 [36.00%| 1.566 | 0.608 | 0.52
with the same rank"

1Would allow to become a resident in the

. . N 15.35% | 0.624 | 0.251 |20.67%| 0.899 | 0.349 | -3.36
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights’ 35% e ? ’

"Would be against the settngup 1232 | 0.543 | 0.219 [10.00%| 0435 | 0169 | 164
of a busmess in the Philippues”

"Would not allow to Enter the Philippines c7v | 0.271 | 0,109 [13.33%| 058 | 0225 508
either as tourists or citizens
il TAT o |
TOTAL MEAN 100% | 4.07 1.64 | 100% | 4.35 1.69 | -1.4¢6

SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

Table 12.

Just as with the Libyans (t = 0.35) and the Taj_wanese (t = O.ISS), the lztrge
insignificance of the item «Would have as co-worker thh the same rank” (t = 0.52),
countervailed the production of a significant difference in the Total Mean Scores of the
sample groups. To add, the opposite responses 1o and .the. counteracting ot the.ntgnvls' on
dating (¢ = -0.92) and sefting up @ business n the Philippines {t = 1.64) also serveda to
reduce the difference between the Total Scores.
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Table 13.
Sipaificance of Differences Between
'i‘@t;s-i Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Hongkong Chinese

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
- N =150 N =150
Sacial Distance Ttems: %% Mean | Stdev % Mean | Stdev t
"Would allow to Marry" 12.00%! 0.472 | 0.272 |12.67%]| 0.5003 | 0.217 | -0.55

“Would go on a one-on-one Date with" [10.00%| 0.393 | 0.196 |12.67%| 0.5003 | 0.217 | -1.51

“Would allow Lo occupy a seat

o e 5.00% 236 3 2304, P npse !t aax
in the Philippine Gy emiment? 5.00% | 0.236 | 0.109 | 3.33% | 0.1317 | 0.057 ; 2.3%

U ould hav e as co-varter

- o 41.33%% 1 1.624 | 0.565 [32.67%%( 1.2903 | 0.559; 3.11
with the same rank’

T 4 il o = oa 3 A X
Would allow Lo becoms a resident in the 0330 | 0367 | 0261 |22.679| 0.8953 | 0,358 a0
Philippines, bui without Citizenship rights* | ~ - - R N e e e B

"Waould be against the settng-up

of 2 bushess in the Philippines’ 18.00%| 0,707 | 0.174 | 8.67% | 0.3423 | 0.148 | 6.85
d UUS » o ol § S

"Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens”
TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

27}
S

3.23% | 6,131 | 0.054 | 7.33%% | 0.2867 | 0.115 | -3

100% | 3.93 | 1.63 | 100% | 3.95 | 1.71 | -0.10

Table 13.

Nonetheless differences in opinion for five out of the seven social distance
situations are (highly) significant for Hongkong Chinese nationals, the Total Mean Social
Distance Scores of the sample groups remain at very close range. One reason behin.d this
is the opposite (in relation to the Contact Hypom‘esis) and almost identical dlsu'lbutn.on of
responses for the top two items of the scale in both sample groups. Another is the
offietting of the responses for the set of items found at the upper, as well as, the low:er end
of the scale. To illustrate, responses towards willingness to marry (t= -0.35) and
date (t = -1.51) were contradictingly greater for the No-Contact Grou_p, yet responses
towards willingness to allow a Hongkong Chinese to occupy a seat in the Philippine
Government waus significantly greater for the Contact samples (t = 2.35, a = .05). If it had
not been for the latter’s significance, those who have worked abroad would be more

. - PAILFUE RO I ¥ sy g
T - the 31" @ » qcale. i 100 peeil 10t
prejudice. The same goes for the items al the othel end of the scale. I it had not been 1

the significant difference of responses for items 5 and 7, then Contact Group samples

would also be made more prejudiced of Hongkong Chinese nationals by the contradictingly
greater response of the latter sample for item 6.
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Table 14,
Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
oni the Separate Itews of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Italians

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N =150 N =150
Social Distance Ytems: %% Mean | Stdev % Mean | Stdov t
"Would allow to Marry® 17.33%) 0.615 | 0.284 |14.00%6| 0.567 | 0.265 | 0.60

"Would go on a one-on-one Date with® [13.33%| 0.473 | 0.219 |14.67%]| 0.594 | 0.277 | -1.57

"Would allow to occupy a seat

e s e 6.00% | 0.213 | 0.098 | 1.33% | 0.054 | 0.025 | 4.26
in the Fhilippine Govemment

SWonld have as co-wvorkor

N

3800 1349 | 0.623 126.00%| 1.053

-
0
[
o

witl: e saile ranld®

s onld allow fo becarne a resdent i the

Dhilippines, but without Citizenship rights’

14.67%| 0.521 | 0.241 |21.33%| 0.864 | 0.403 ; -3.91

"Would be againut the settmg-up

. v 7.33% | 0.
of a busness in the Philippines’ ’

™~
[}
©
—
~

11.33%| 0459 | 0.214 | -3.14

"Would net allow to Enter the Philippines | 5 350, 1 0 115 | 0,055 [11.33%| 0459 | 0.214
either astourists or citizens'
TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

100% | 3.55 | 1.64 | 100% | 4.05 | 1.8% | -245

Table 14.

Contrasted to the Hongkong Chinese, the highly significant diﬁérences of five qlxt
the seven items on the scale contributed to the significantly higher Total Mean Social
Distance Score of the Contact Group for the Itg]ians. Unlike the responses'ﬁ)r the
Hongkong Chinese, more uniformity was found.wnh responses for the last three items of
the scale. In support of the Contact Hypothesis, those who h.ave -vs._'orked abroad were
alians from becoming Filipino citizens (t = -3.91, a =

sionificantly less willing to ban the It : :
o, fom out the Philippines (t=-3.14, &.=.01), or {rom entering

.01), from putting-up a business in
the Philippines (t=-5.93, &= .01).



Table 13.
) Significance of Differences Betwesn
Total Contact Group and 1V otal No-Contact Group
on the Separiate liens of the Social Distance Scale
Naiionality Group: Japanase

T CONTACT NO-CONTACT
_ o N =150 N =150
Social Distance Items ) Mean | Sidev Vo Mean | Stdev t
"Would allow to Marry" 16.67%| 0.612 | 0.282 |12.67%] 0.5206 | 0.243 | 1.15

"Would go on a one-on-one Date with" (120001 0.44 | 0.203 {15.33% 0.643

N,
w
(=3
[
o]
[ 3o
el
o
|
[t
L)
ESY

| " onld allew to oo upy a seak

6.67% | 0.245 | 0.113 | 2.00% | 0.0%22 | 0.038 | 3.87

’ in the Philippine G ovemment”

"Would have as co-worker

with the same cank” 34.67%4 1.272 | 0.586 {27.33%| 1.1234 | 0.525 | 1.29
Vit e sammie rank

1 Would allow to become a resdent ut the

o L 6.0 S5 .27 {18.00%| 0.7358 | 0.346 | -1.77
Philippines, but without Citizenship nght:';"l 0% 0.587 | 027 |18.00%) 0.7358 | 034G | -1.77

“1Would be against the setimg-up

e e 10.67% | 0.391 | 0.18 [10.00#%6! 0.411 } 0.192 ) -0.29
of a busness in the Philippines®

"YWould not zllow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens'
TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

3.33% | 0,122 | 0.056 {14,67%| 0.6028 | 0.282 | -7.38

100% | 3.67 | 1.69 | 100% | 4.11 1.92 | -2.11

Table 15.

The highly significant differences in opinion over the item “Would allow to occupy
a seat in the Philippine Government” (t = 3.87, a. = .01), and chiefly, “Would not atlow to
enter the Philippines either as {ourists or citizens™ (t = -?.3.‘8, o = .01), consequcptly gave
way to a signiticant difference in the Total Mean Social Distance Scores for the .l§§,w§nose.
Although the significant difference in the item “Would go on 2 one-on-one date willi” was
n favc;r of the No-Contact Group (t = -2.44, o = .05), or in olh_er words, iherg was 2
significantly greater number of responses fo.r this.i(em ﬁ'or‘n the No-Contact Group, this W:}S
not enough to affect the Total Mean Social Distance Scores, as compared to the two
aforementioned items.



Table 16.
Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Kuwaitis

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N =150 N =150
Social Distance Items: %2 Mean | Stdev % IMean | Stdev t
UNould allow to Mam® 4,07% 1 0.221 | 0.076 | 2.67% ( 0.1312 | 0.041 ; 2.55
Weould zo e oa one-on-one: Datewith" | 7.33% | 0.343 | 0.12 | 8.00% | ¢.2952 1 0.092 | 1.11
*Would allow to occupy a seat
P : 2.00% | 0.095 | 0.033 | 4.67% | 0.229& | 0.072 | -4.08

iii the Philippine Govemment”

*Would have as co-worker

e . 34.67% | 1.643 | 0.565 [27.33%| 1.3448 | 0.421 | 292
with the same rank

"Would allow to become a resdent in the

e . e C o 14673
Philippines, but writhout Citizenship rights” 14.67%

D
N
D
(%)
o
™)
™
O
1 3Y]
o
3
.G.\
on)
0
o)
~
O
)
Q
N

-3.81

tUranld Le saaliss te gl
V0L Ue Ggalisye bie selbiligniap

of & bustiess in the Philippines

22

)

20.00v% | 0.948 | 0.326 [21.33% 1.0436 | 0.328 | -

—

“Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens"

TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

16,67%| 0.79 | 0.272 [18.0(8%| 0.8856 | 0.277 | -1.26

100% | 474 | 1.63 | 100% | 492 | 1.54 | -0983

Table 16.

The insignificant difference between the two Total Mean Social Distance Scores
for the Kuwaitis is largely due to the highly significant difference, in ftavor of the No-
Contact Group, of the item «Would allow to occupy a seat in the Philippine Government”
(t=-4.08, o =.01). Tnstead of confributing to a greater distance between the two Total
Mean Scores, this item conversely served o decrease (he gap between the iwo scores, and
hence, contribute to an insignilicant t-Test computation.



Table 17.
Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Libyans

CONTACT NQ-CONTACT
N =150 N =150
Sacict Distance items: %% Mean | Stdev %% Iean | Stdev t
“Would allow to Marry® 4,00% { 0.186 | 0.064 | 3.33% (0.1637 | 0.054 1 0.62
CWould 2o o a one-on-one Date wih” | 9.33% | 0433 | 0.15 | 6.67% | 0.3273 | 0.107 | 2.01

“Weuld allow o occupy a seat

o e -
in the Philippine Govemment” 2.67% | 0.124 ) 0.043 | 2.00% | 0.0982 | 0.032 | 0.20

“Would have as co-worker

L ) 34.67%/| 1.609 | 0.558 |32.00%| 1.5712 | 0.515 | 0.35
with the same ranl:*

"Would allow to becorne a resddent i the

e . o . .33%| 0. ) . 67%| 0.81¢ 0.268 | -1.4¢
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights” 15334} 0711 | 0247 |16.67%) 0.8183 | 0.26 L4

"Would bz againsi the seliing-up

L . N 20.00%1 0.928 | 0.322 [18.0004| 0.8838 | 0.2 | 0.55
of a busmess in the Philippines"

"Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
cither as tourists or citizens'
TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

14.00%| 0.65 | 0.225{21.33%| 1.0475 | O..

a
P
w
1
h
(=]
\O

100% | 4.64 | 1.61 | 100% | 4.91 1.61 | -1.45

Table 17.

Although the significance of difference of opinion of the.san'xple groups concex:uhng
the item “Would not allow to enter the Philippines either as tourists or citizens™ (t = -5.09,
o =.01) is large, this was not enough to affect the Total Mean Snfml Distance ﬁcoreq
Even with the help of the item “Would go on a one-on-one date thh_ (t =.2.01, « =.03),
which was, likewise, significant, an insignificant differcnce was ;ul} arrived at between
the Total Mean Scores of the sample groups. A reason behm'd -tlns- is the nearly parallel
distribution of the responses in both samples for the other remaining items.

[



Table 18.
Significance of Differences Between
Fotal Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Malaysians

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N =150 N =150

Scetal Distance Items: %% Mean | Stdev | |, % Mean | Stdev t
“Would allow to Marrs 11.33%| 0466 | 0.192 | 6.00% | 0.2632 | 0.1 343
"Would go on @ one-on-one Date with | 9.35% | 0384 | 0.158 111.35% 0.50656 | 0159 ! -1.%7

;._.H_ e e e e~ e e b ] e —_ —_ -

W ol allow to oceopy a seat 267% | 011 | 0.045 | 2.00% | 0.0824 | 0.033 | 0.ex
. e 2.67% . .04 .00% | 0.082 3037 ER

i1 the Philippine Govemment” v " ° v 0.

"Would have as co-worker . P , . o
] . 40.00%| 1.644 | 0.676 131.33%| 1.4006 | 0.523 | 2.10
with the same rank"
“Would allow to become a resdent in the

o . o C 14.67% | 0.603 | 0.248 [22.67%{1.0132 | C.
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights” ’ i

O
LT3}
~J
w2
&
Sol
[0}

"Would Le aguindt the sling-up

. ) N 14.00%%| 0.575 | 0.237 {13.33%] 0.596 | 0.223{ -0.29
of a4 busmess in the Philippines”

“Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens®
TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

8.00% | 0.329 | 0.135 |13.33%| Q.55¢ { 0.223 ] -4.22

100% | 4.11 1.69 | 100% | 4.47 1.67 | -1

[74]
N

Table 18.

Looking at the table, it would seem that a significant diﬁ‘e.‘rence wpuld be 1.‘ound
between {he Total Mean Social Distance Scores. Howev'er,.tlns was {m‘ssed by just a
few points (t = -1.86). Despite the fact that five items were sngl}ﬁcant}y dli.ierfent between
the sample groups for the Malaysians, not z_tll worked positively in bringing aboqt a
significant difference in the Total Scores. The item “Would 80 on A one-on-one da‘te wxfh
(t=-1.97, o.=.05), though significant at the _95%- level, was significant in tavor of thf No-
Contact Group. As aresul, instead of contributing to an increase and decrease in the 'I‘ota]
Scores of the No-Contact and Contact Groups, respectively, and a concomitant, Total

Score significance, the opposite occurr ed.
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. Table 19.
. Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Total Neo-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Qromp: Quintis

CONTACT ! NC-CONTACT !
—— N =150 N =150
e mociad Distancee hi‘n“-ﬁ_ K Mean | Stdev %o Mean | Stdev i
|
"Vould allow to daciy” 6.00%% | 0.272 | 0.092 | 4.00% | 0.202 | 0.064 | 1.73
"Would go on @ onc-on-one Date with® | 5.33% | 0.242 | 0.082 | 4.67% | 0.2357 | 0.075 | 0.15
"Would allow to occupy a seat 4674 | 021 5
. iy . . B7% 1 Q.2 I, 33% 673 Y2
in the Philippine Govemment" e 1| 00711 1.55% | 0.0673 | 0.021 ) 465
efondd have as coworler o - ) e B i
36.00% ) 1.631 | 0.551 {28.33%| 1.4813 1 0472 ) 143

with the same rank”

"Would allow to becorne a resident in the
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights”

"Would be against the setting-up

. . . g .67% | 0.936 316 |16.67% 7 5 yi
of a busiess in the Philippines® 20.67% | 0.936 | 0.3156 [16.67%| 0.8417 | 0.268 | 1.Z1
"Would not allow te Enter the Philippines | ¢ 0o, | 302 | 0133 |25.3394] 1.2793 | 0.408 | -11.71

either astourists or citizens'

TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

[ S

Table 19.

Respondents in the two sample groups substantially diﬁ‘%'eztcd .i" only two \epam*
items for the Qataris - “Would allow to occupy 2 geat in the P'hxhppme G%\\«'enune.nf' (ti
4.65, .= .01) and “Would not allow to enter the Philippines either as tourists or citizens”
(t=-11.71, o. = .01). Nevertheless, both, .especially the lafter item, were s1grpﬁcant
enough to bring about the highest significant difference in the Total Mean Social Distance

Scores among the fifteen nationalities (t=-2.87, & =.01).



Table 20.
Significance of Differerces Between
Totel Contact Gronp and Total No-Contact Group
ou the Separate Iemns of the Social Disiance Scaiel
Wationality Croup: Saipan

CONTACT NO-CONTACT |
W=150 M =150
Social Distanes Hanas L) Iean | Stdev LS Mean | Stdev t
Aol alless 1o Marmy 7.33% 1 0302 1 0,109 | 4.67% { 0.2147 | 0.074 | 2.063

T —— e

"Would go on 2 ong-or-one Date wih' | 8.67%6 | 0.357 | 0.128 | 8.00% | 0.368 | 0.126 | -0.21

"Would allow to occupy a seat

579 2.679 5
in the Philippine Govemment® 4.67% | 0,192 | 0.069 | 2.67% | 0.1227 | 0.042 | 2.07

“Wonld have as co-woriier . . . .. . ) . e
2l have i 45.35%]| 1.868 | 0.671 |34.67%| 1.5947 | 0.548 | 2.45
with the saume rank’ i

“Wonld ailow to becorne a resdent in the

. 5.67% | 0.769 | 0.276 |22.67%| 1.0427 | 0.358 | -3.39
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights" 18.67%, 0769 | 0.276 °

"Would be against the sttng-up

N . ) e 8.67% | 0.357 | 0.128 |12.00%%| 0.552 | 0.1%9 | -3.41
of a busmess in the Philippines”

“Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citzens'

TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

6.67% | 0.275 | 0.099 [15.33%6{0.7053 | 0.242 } -7.2

th

100% | 4.12 | 1.48 | 100% | 4.60 | 1.58 | -2.7

(9]

Table 20.

Out of the fifieen nationality groupe, Saipan nationals garnered the second to the
highest difference in Total Mean Social Distuiice Scoies (1=-2.72, .= .01} -~ nextiv the
Q‘c;lm‘is (t=-2.87, & = .01) -- from the Contact and No-Contact Groups. This is largely
due to the fact that only one item received an insignificant t-Test computation. Emﬂlemlore,
all of the six items, which were significantly different, contributed positively to the
lowering of the Total Mean Social Distance Score of the Contact Group, and conversely,
to the heightening of the Total Mean Score of the No-Contact Group.
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Table Z1.
Significance of Diffcrences Between
Yotal Contact Group and Total No-Contact Group
ofi the Separate Hems of the Social Distance Scale
Matisnality Group: $audi Arabians

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
W=130 W= 150
Social Distance ltems: 04 Mean | Stdev % Mean | Stdev t
"Would ailow to Mary” 4.00% [ 0.185 | 0.062 | 5.233% | 0.2661 | 0.086 | -2.04

“Would go on a one-on-one Date with" | 6.00% | 0.277 | 0.094 | 4.00% | 0.1996 | 0.065 | 1.90

"Weuld allow to oceupy a seat

. e 4.67% | 0.216 | 0.073 | 0.67% | 0.0333 | 0.011 ] 6.17
m the Philippine Govemment”

i onild have as co-warker

i 4 Lo 40.67%6) 1.879 | 0.634 {20.67%| 1.5303 | 0.497 1 3.19
with tne same rank

"Would allow to become a resident in the

14 &7 5 22 ' . 0.25 -1.68
Philispines, but without Citizenship rights® | 87701 0-678 | 0.22916.00%6) 0.7984 } 0.259 ) -1

"R auld o o] e wsthg) o _ !
Would be against the WD g o1 | 0,647 | 0,218 [22.00| 1.0978 | 0.356 | -5.76
of a busness in the Philippines'

nIvYy

Would uct allve Lo Trder ihie Plubinpines

) 1600041 0.739 1 0.23 121.33% ] 1.0645 | 0.344 i -4.G9 |

sither as tourists or citizens”
TOTAL MEAN 100% | 4.62 | 1.5¢ | 10 | 4.99 162 | =201 |
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE 1 i

Table 21.

The significant difference in Total Mezn Social Distance Scores .for the Szﬁmdi
Arabians is caused by the highly significant difference of the iten'ls that arc in favor of the;
Contact Group. Although the significant difference of item one “Wouk:l aﬂow to marry
favored the No-Contact Group (t = -2.04, «. = .05), this was “nelftra‘hzed" by the other
items on the scale, particularly the significant ones, which were all in favor of the Contact
Group.



Table 2i.
Significance of Differences Between
Yotal Contact Group and Total No-Clontact Group
on the Separaie fems of ihe Social Distance Scale

Natisnality Group: Saudi Arabians
CONTACT NO-CONTACT
We=1350 N =150
Social Distance Items: %4 Mean | Stdev %4 Mean | Stdev t
"Would allow to Many” 4.00% | 0.185 | 0.062 | 5.33% | 0.2661 | 0.086 { -2.04

“Would go on a one-on-one Date with* | 6.00% | 0.277 | 0.094 | 4.00% | 0.1996 | 0.065 | 1.90

"Would allowr to occupy a seat

. Bt " 4,67% | 0.216 | 0.073 | 0.67% | 0.0323 | 0.011 ! &.17
in the Philippine Gavemment!

“Wounld have as co-warker

o v 40.67% | 1.879 | 0.634 [30.67%] 1.5303 | 0.497 | 3.19
vith the samne rank

"Would allow to become a resident in the

4.675 29 |16.00%| 0. 0.259 | -1.68
Philippines, but without Citizenship nghts® 14.67%, 0.678 | 0.229 16.00%%) 07984 ) 0.259 | -1.68

“Would be against the settmg-up

. ) e 4,000 0.647 | 0.218 [22.00%| 1.0978 } 0.356 | -5.76
of a busness in the Philippines" 14.00%) 0.6 i’ m * \

21T auld ok lowr L E g,_,._.i‘..-.‘pl-.'!i _~'~_ =g ~ oy A - - H
Would tiet aliver Lo Biverihe PLpRines |y ¢ gon i 6930 1 0,25 121.35%] 1.0645 | 0.348 | 409 |

aither astourists or otlzens” !

i
r AN
TOTAL MEAN 1000 | 4.62 | 1.5¢ | 100% | 4.99 | 182 | -2.01
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE i i g

Table 21.

The significant difference in Total Mean Social Distance Scores for the Sauch
Arabians is caused by the highly significant difference of the items that are in favor of the
Contact Group. Although the significant difference of item one “Would allow to marry™
favored the No-Contact Group (t = -2.04, o = .05), this was “neutralized” by the other
items on the scale, particularly the significant ones, which were all in favor of the Contact
Group.

o
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Table 22.
Significance of Differences Between
Total Contact Group and Toial No-Contact Group
on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Natienality Group: Singaporcans

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
N =150 =150
Saocial Distanes Heuns: ) Mean | Stdev O ! Mean | Stdev i f
! T b e fo M 1OOMA] 0423 L 0185 1 4.67% 1 0.2277 | 0.083 1 359

AT - o PN e R P+ e T A, vy 2. !

[, - s )
"Would go ¢l @ one-un-one Date with®  110.00% | 0.433 | 0.185 10.000%| 0483 | 0.173 | -0.83

"Would allow to occupy a seal

. o 33% | 0.3 136 | 3.33% | 0.1627 | 0.
in the Philippine Gor emment’ 7.33% | 0.318 | 0.136 | 3.33% | 0.1627 | 0.059 | 3.18

“wWonid have as co-worlker v rris | 1 ., i N RN -
. 2500046 ] 1.212 | 0.518 |24.67%6| 1.2037 | 0.43% | 0.8
viith the same rank’

"Wonld aliow to becorne a resident in the
Philipp ies, but without Citizenship rights’

“Would be against the setting-up

. . . e 5.67% | 0722 | 0.308 [22.67%] 1.1061 | C.4Q3 | -3.135
of a busiess in the Philippines’ 16.67%| 0.722 | 0.308 57%] 1.1061 | C403 1 -3.1

*Vlould not allow to Enter the Philippines
cither as tourists or cilizens"
TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

14.67% | 0.635 { 0.271 [22.67% 1.1061 | 0.403 | -5.22

100% | 4.32 | 1.85 | 100% | 4.88 | 1.78 | -L¢62

Table 22.

The fact that respondents in the Contact and No-Contact Groups substantially and
positively differed at the 99% level with the items at the extreme ends of the scale --
“Would allow to marry” (t=3.59, 0. = .01) and “Would not allow to enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens” (t =-5.22, &= .01) -- as well as with items 3 and 6, a highly
significant difference in Total Mean Social Distance Scores was also produced.
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Table 23.
Sipnilicance of Differences Between
Fetai Coniact Group and Total Ne-Contact Group

on the Separate Items of the Social Distance Scale
Nationality Group: Taiwanese

CONTACT NO-CONTACT |
W o= 150 W =150
! _ Seeind Dinance Hans ) Biean | Sidev 04 Nican | Sidev t .
mould allow to Marry? 1000041 0418 | 0165 ) 6.67% | 0.296 | O.11 218

“Would 20 on a one-on-one Date with' | $.33% | 0.388 | 0.154 | 8.67% | 0.3848 0.143) .06

"Would allew {0 occupy a seat s . N omn
4.67% | 0.194 | 0.077 | 4.67% | 0.2072 | 0.077 | Q.32

in the Philippunie Govemment”

motonld have qe cosw orler

I
1

ZE O] 1448 1 0394|2333 148 b oss C.ia
i

wiily the same rank

s1Would allow to becorne a resident in the
Philippinies, but without Citizenship rights"

e o e - e O om A T AR P A A 2 T B Y e S LA BT B T e T T T S

RN
16,000 0.666 | 0.264 |12.67%| C.5624 | 0.205 | 1.43

17.33% | 0721 | 0.286 {20.67%; 0.9176 § 0.341 ¢ -2.27

Would be against the settng-up

of a busnes in the Philippines’

“Would not allow to Enter the Philippines
either as tourists or citizens”

TOTAL MEAN
SOCTAL DISTANCE SCORK

6.67% | 0.277 ] 0.11 |13.33%| 0.592 1 0.22 | -5.22

100% | 4.16 | 1.65 | 100% | 444 1.65

1
—
.
d
e —deee

Tahla 23.

The highly iusignificat differences of certain iteins on the scaie for ihe- Tatwanese
affected the Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the sample group in a sizable way.
Inspite the significant difterences of the items regarding marriage {t = 2.18, « '—'ﬂ.{'JS).and
citizenship rights ( t = -2.37, o = .05), and the highly significant difference of th.e item
regarding enfry into the Philippines (t = -5.22, o. = .01), these were pertinently
counteracted by the items on dating (t = .06), allowing to become a Philippine Government
official (t = -0.32) and allowing to become an equally ranked co-worker (t=0.16).



Tabie 24.
Significance of Differences Between
Toini Conincl Grouwp and Total No-Contact Group
ost the Sepavate items of the Social Distance Scale
Natiouatity Group: Usited Arab Emivates

CONTACT NO-CONTACT
W =150 =150
[7 Sccial Distancee Itoms L) Mean | Stdev %o Mean | Stdev t

LA S S e FR T Rt | E
Would alfows Lo Marry 4,

7041 0.214 | 0.073 | 4.67% | 0.2357 | 0.07% | -0.54 |

"Would go on @ onv-on~one Datewith” | 6.67% | 0.305 | 0.105 | 5.33% | 0.2633 0.09 | 078

"Would allow to occupy a seat

0/
in the Philippine Govemment" 4.67%

[
|35
—
o

0,073 | 1.33% | 0.0673 | 0.023 | 4.58

"Would have as co-worler
with the same rank”

| SRR - — e et s s v

37.33%1 1.71 | 0.586 |20.00%%| 1.515 | C.

%4
(=]
3
-

1
)

1 ould aliow fo becomes a resident in it -
ould aliows fo become aresdent S |y, 3a01 0704 | 0.272 |14.00%| 0707 | 0.237 | 1.17
Philippines, but without Citizenship rights

nir

Would be against the setting-up

. . . s 15.33% 1! 0702 | 0.241 |17.33%| 0.8753 | 0.293 | -2.27
of a busmess in the Philippines’

"Would niot allow to Enter the Philippines 14004 | 0.641 | 022 127.33%| 1.3803 | 0.462 | -8.53
either as tourists or citizens" ' '

TOTAL MEAN
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCORE

100% | 4.58 | 1.57 | 100% | 5.05 | 1.6% | -2.50

Table 24.

The significant difference in the Total Mean Scores of the Contact and Ne-Contact
Groups for the Emirates is a result of the significant difference of the itein “Would be
agatnst the setting-up of a business in the Philippines” (t = -2.27, &.= .05), and n‘m.i'n'ly, the
highly significant difference of the items «would have occupy a seat in the Phl.llppme
Government” (t = 4.58, « = .01) and «“Wonld not allow to enter the Philippines exﬂle.r as
tourists or citizens” (t = -8.53, a. = .01). In addition, though not significant, thie itots
“Would have as co-worker with same rank” (¢ = 1.79) could be said to have a slight
contribution to the difference in the Total Scores since it almost reached significance at the
95% level.
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Chart 1.

Percent Response By Nationality
Social Distance Situation: *Would allow to Marry"

O Contact
BNoContact
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
NATIONALITY
1 - Americans 6 -Japanese 11 - Kuwasitis
2 -Italians 7 - Malaysians 12 -Libyans
3 -Saipan 8 -Singaporenns 13 -Qatars
4 -Bruneians 9 - Taiwnnese 14 - Saudi Arabiang
5 -Hongkong Chinese 10 -Bahrain 15 -United Amb Emirates
Chart 2.
Percent Response By Nationality
45% Social Distance Situation: "Would go on a one-one-one Date with”
0%
35%
E 30% Bc
a 2554 ontact
B NoContact

1 - Americans 6 -Japanese

2 -Italians 7 -Malaysians

3 -Szipan 8 - Singaporeans
4 - Bruneians 9 - Taiwanese

5 - Hongkong Chimese 10 -Bahrain

11 - Kuwaitis

12 -Libyans

13 - Qataris

14 - Saudi Arabians

15 - United Arab Emirates
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Chart 3.

Percent Response By Nationality

10% - Social Distance Situation: "Would allow to occu

a seat in the Phil, Gov't"

O Contact

BNoContact

1 - Americans 6 -Japanese 11 - Kuwaitis

2 -Italians 7 -Malaysians 12 - Libyans

3 -Saipan 8 -Singaporeans 13 -Qatanis

4 - Bruneians 9 - Taiwanese 14 - Sxudi Arabians

5 -Hongkong Chinese 10 -Bahrain 15 -United Arab Emirates
Chart 4.

Percent Response By Nationality
"Would have as a Co-worker with the same rank"

Social Distance Situation:

50%

45%

N%

3%

o

30% 441
25% H:
20%

PERCENT RESPO.

B Contact
S No-Contact

: : H :
15% H1: - - : 5
10% H: . 2
- : [ [-
5% H: : s N
0% | X
1 2 3 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 13
NATIONALITY
{ - Americans 6 -Japanese 11 -Kuwaitis
2 -Italiang 7 -Malxysians 12 -Libyzns
3 -Sripan 8 - Singaporeans 13 -Qutasis
4 -Bruneians 9 - Taiwanese 14 -Sxudi Arabizns
5 - Hongkong Chinese 10 -Bahrein 15 -United Arab Emicates
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Chart 5.
Porcent Response By Nationality

Social Distance Situation: "Would allow to become a Resident of the Philippines,

but without Citizenship Rights"

O Contact
B NoContact

1 - Amenicans 6 -Japanese 11 - Kuwaitis

2 -Italians 7 - Malaysixns 12 - Libyans

3 -Smipan 8 - Singaporeans 13 -Qatanis

4 -Bruneians 9 - Taiwanese 14 - Saudi Arabians

5 - Hongkong Chinese 10 -Bahmain 15 - United Arab Emirates
Chart 6.

Percent Response By Nationality

Social Distance Situation: *Would not allow to set-up a Business in the Philippines”

35%

1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 U

NATIONALITY
1 - Americans 6 -Japanese 11 - Kuwaitis
2 -Italiang 7 - Malaysians 12 - Libyans
3 -Saipan 8 -Singaporezns 13 -Qutanis
4 - Bruneians 9 - Triwanese 14 - Sxudi Ambizns
5 -Hongkong Chinese 10 -Bahrsin 15 - United Arab Emirates

O Contact
B No-Contact
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Chart 7.
Percent Response By Nationsality
Social Distance Situation: "Would not allow to Enter the Philippines either as citizens or

tourists”
35%
3%
B 25
(]
E 2% B Contact
15% @ No-Contact

10% %,?
" I§ I" I' IE
09 1 - 3
1 2 3 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
NATIONALITY

1 - Amesicans 6 -Japanese 11 -Kuwaitis
2 -Italisns 7 - Malaysians 12 -Libyans
3 -Saipan 8 -Singsporeans 13 -Qatads
4 -Bruneians 9 -Taiwanese 14 -Saudi Arabians
5 - Hongkong Chinese 10 Bahrain 15 -United Arab Emirates




FPERCENT RESPORSE

Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation for All Nationalities

Chart 8a.

(Contact Group Only)

SOCIAL DISTANCE SITUATIONS

B "Would allow to masry"

0 "Would go on a one-on-one date with”

1 "Would have occupy a seat in the Philippine Government®

"Would have as co-worker with the same rank"
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(No-Contact Group Only)
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Chart 9b.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for the Asian World Region (No-Contact Group Only)

il

SOCIAL DISTANCE SITUATION

B “Would allow to marry"

0O "Would go on a one-on-one date with”

[B "Would have occupy a seat in the Philippine Govemnment”

B "Would have as co-worker with the same rank”

B “Would allow to become a sesident of the Phils,, but w/o citizenship rights”
B "Would be agxinst the setting-up of a business in the Philippines”

[ *Would not allow to enter the Philippines either as citizens or toutists”

61



PERCENT RESPONSE

0%
35%
30%
25%

15%
10%
5%

0%

Chart 10a.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation

for the Middle East World Region (Contact Group Only)
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Chart 10b.
Percent Response to Each Social Distance Situation
for the Middle East Region (No-Contact Group Only)
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Tables 23,

Onoan overall level, women who heve worked abrozd

e
<
e/
[vs]

are sizinficanily

it Z ‘i_._.’ “; earp ot rxcive & naver b . 1. 1 ogr o o . . .
prejudiced than those who huve never been abroad (Table 25, Confrastingly, e men in

poih sumple gronps did not dller m opinton. This may be because Filipina women are
generaiiy acooptod aud ireated boticr by Toreigners. The insigaificant difference in opinion
of women wae have woerked w Hongkong, Kuowait, Malaysia and Taiwan could be
attributed to the kind of reatment received in these countries. As for the Americans, the
general positive afiitude already held by the Filipinos for this nationality could have been

kept by those who have worked in the country.

Table 26.

Only the younger samples, aged 20-29, in both sample groups ditfered significantly,
on an overall level, from one another. This could be atfributed fo fact that the voung are
more open to uew informaiion. ence, those who have worked abroad could have guned
more and better information of their forzign hosts (and, consequently, foreigners in general}
for them to have become signiticantly less ethnically prejudiced.

Table 27.

As expected, only those who have worked abroad and had higher education --
College and/or Masteral Degrees -- were significantly tess prejudiced than those with the
having more education usually leads to a more

same educational level. As with the young,

open mind and a consequent better understanding of foreigners.

Table 28.

No income category proved significant.

P

0/
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ice el Dhose whe have heen abread to work and Those whoe have

never heen abroad.

Very similar trends or patterns are found between the ethnic prejudice of thoze

x:

who ave been abroad to work and thoze who have never been abroad. First and Toremo

Gz

ZI‘
Raa

both sampie srouns are just moderately prejudice of foreigners. Having Grand Mean Total
Social Distance Scores of 4.19 for the Contact Group anet 4.52 for the No-Contact Group,
both sample groups possess neither high nor low overall levels of prejudice (according to
the coding sysiem used in the study).

Secondly, both sets of sainples show a great preference for Asians over Middle
East nationals. This is not only demonstrated by Tables 4a and 4b, bul also by Table 2
Besides the highly significant (¢ = -2.97 and t = -3.09) and lower nieat social distance
scores of the Contact and No-Contact Groups for the Asian Wortd Region as displayed on
Tables 4a and 4b, Table 2 exhibits partiality for Asians by the fower scores and,
concomitantly, higher positions occupied by all the Asian nafionalities over the Middie
East nationalilies. (The results on Table 2 illustrafe not only a better liking for Asians as
individual ethnic groups, but also as a world region.)

In connection, levels of prejudice for the individual Mic fdle Tust naionals we

PR . . b conds : tae i Table 3a & 3 :h‘:"“:‘f"'bLih\ U8 wetl
ali similarly aiike for the separate sets of sampies {Table 3u & 3v). 1aes :

as thai on Table 2, could

merabers of the Middle East region. Since all the Middle Easi nationals are found at the

be said to reveal a certain form of negafive ster cotyping for



lower ends of the ranks (Table 2) and insignificant F-ratios were found on T ables 3a & 3b,
a certain form of perception of Middle East nationals couid be nossessed by the samples,
Fiaatly, Contact and No-Confact samples are relatively similar in their overall
levels of prejudices for Astans (¢ = -1.62, ‘Table 5). Although each sample aroup hojds
sigmficantly different fovels of prejudice for the individual Asian nationalities (Table 3a &

3b), the two sample gronps in the study, when compared, insignificantly differ in opinion

when 1t comas to Asians.

B, Respenses Lo the Becial Distunce Situatiens of the Seocial Distance Scale
Yory anparently, the greater majority of respondents from the two sample
groups (42% and 3%, Chari 8a & 8b) opting to have foreigners as co-workers wiili the
same rank, contributed greatly to the moderate overall degree of ethnic preindice among the
sanples. Qnite expeciedly, the prefesrence of s social distance situation over (ke ofhers

on the scale by a greater portion of samples vsed in this study is dus to the fact thal sampies

come from the working populaiion of the Philippines. Consequenlly, the expericnce of

most of ihe samples in the workplace workad to confine their answers within the social
distance sifuaiion of ihe workplace.

The difference of 0.34 in the Grand Total Mean Social Distance Scores of the
two samples, hence, mostly lay in the choice of the rest of the samples for the other social
distance situations on the scale. Although a significant difference is also found between the
number of responses to the above-mentioned social situation (which could be expected

since samples from the Contact Group, being OCWs, have had this experience), this mainly
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served i day e dowdaiton for the overall fovel of prejndics for both stoups. The
vacianee, fims, 18 dee, prineipaly, fo the larser numiber of respondents from the No-Contact

Group wiio were 5ot willing {o honor foreigners with a Filipino citizenship {18.67%), as

N 3 ] R =0 - . . e _ -on
comparsd to the Contact Group {28.67%). 'The significant difference betwesn the answers -

for this category innnensely advanced the ethnic prejudice of those who have never been
abroad. In addition, the nationalistic choice of more No-Contact samples to ban foreigners
from putiing up a busmess in the Philippines (10% as against 6.67% from the Contact
Group) also provided to heighten the group’s prejudice. On the flip side, the indication of
willingness of more samples from the Contact Group to date a foreigner (9.33% compared

to 5.33%) reduced the group’s overall prejudice.

C. Contact Hypothesis

At an overall or general level, results of this study support the Contact
Hypothesis or, in other words, the researcher’s proposition that overseas work leads io
lower ethnic prejudice. This is primarily manifested by Table 1 that shows a significantly
lower Grand Total Mean Social Distance Score (4.19, t =-2.30, o= .05) for those who
have worked abroad. In addition, the increase in the number of significant differences in
the levels of prejudice for the different nationalities in Table 7 (as compared to Table 1
and Table 6) indicates that the actual contact of a Filipino OCW with their foreign hosts {to
add to a general experience of working abroad) produces more positive aftitades for the

particular nationality.

<3



The significant correlation of -9.79 found in Table 8 also adds credence to the
Contact Hypothesis on a general level. The negatively significant association between
number of countries gone to for work and social distance scores reveals that contact with
an increasing number of foreign nationals abroad serves to bring down ethnic prejudice.

General levels of prejudice for nationalities as a world region likewise
produced figures partly in support of the Contact Hypothesis. Although Contact and No-
Contact samples did not differ significantly regarding the Asian World Region, opinions
for the Middle East region were relevantly variant (t =-1.99, a.= .05).

On the flip side, the study’s hypothesis could be rejected when the individual
nationalities are taken into consideration. On the most basic level, more favorable
attitndes were not registered for all of the fifteen nationalities by those who have worked
abroad. Contrastingly, the Total Mean Score for the Americans was higher in the Contact
Group (3.21) than in the No-Contact Group (3.14) (Table 1). Despite the fact that the
difference was insignificant, this opposite trend totally defies the very essence of the
Contact Hypothesis -- that those who have had contact should have lower social distance
scores.

Furthermore, although more nationalities -- twelve out of the fifteen -- were
significantly different in Table 7, it still does not suffice to make an absolute conclusion on
the effect of contact on ethnic prejudice. The fact that levels of prejudices for Bahrain
nationals, Libyans and Saudi Arabians constantly remained insignificant when scores were

compared between Contact Group samples who have worked and have not worked at these



countries, as well as, with those who have totally not gone abroad, points to the direction
that contact was not enough to create a significantly favorable change in attitudes.
Concludingly, only a tentative support can be given to the Contact Hypothesis. The
results of this study do not give solid evidences to make a definite conclusion about the
effects of contact on ethnic prejudice. If overseas work truly and absolutely contributes to
the lowering of ethnic prejudice among the Filipinos, then it should be expected that all of
the fifteen nationalities represented in the survey (or any nationality for that matter) should
have, first and foremost, received lower social distance scores from those who have

worked abroad. Secondly, all of the lower social distance scores should have been

significantly lower from those who have never been abroad.
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X. Conciusion and Recowracndations

The lack of consistency of the results of this study in support of its hypothesis
should not be a source of contention by the sectors seeking a ban or dissolution of overseas
contract work. Although samples who have worked abroad did not differ in all of the
fifteen nationalities, there still remains ecight nationalities with which significant
differences were found. In addition, although not significant in all cases, the measurements
of social distance of the OCW samples were lower than those who have never been abroad
(except for the Americans). This should indicate that overseas contract work can serve as
an initial stepping stone for, or a start of, the decrease in cthnic prejudice among the
Filipino people iowards foreigner nationals.

Furthermore, in the three tables -- Table 1, 6 aad 7 -- the United Arab Emirates and
even Singapore were among the countries with which levels of prejudices remained
significantly different. This goes to prove that those who have worked abroad, or more
specifically, who have actually worked there do net share the same kind of sentiments  as
those who have never been to these countries or have never worked there. To put if
another way, what these results show is that those who have actually worked in Singapore
and in the United Arab Emirates maintain a more cordial relationship than what is believed

o

. Loy 53
by those who have never been fo these countries.”

# The Sarah Balabagan and Flor Conternplacion cases have triggered beliefs among the ioc_al people in
the Philippines that a greater majority of Filipino OCWs in the United Arab Erpu‘ates and Sl!lgapox"e are
unhappy, do not have good relations with their foreign hosts, and thus, would like to be repatriated back
home,
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With regards fo the pationalities with which insienificant differences were found
between both sample groups, further study should be made or other variables shonld be
included that may have led to such circumstances. Apparently, other variables, other than
contact, could have negatively affected the levels of prejudice of those who have worked
abroad for particular countries. Instead of squabbling, these variables, still unknovia.
shonld b dne out nuad ennlyzed, By dotng this, now and muderlying reasons could be
unearthied which could heve rosalted {o the minov positive changes in aftitudes

I conriusion, desnite e fact that contact per se, in all cases, is not enough to
produce more favorable atiitudes, it is definitely what is needed to initiate any kind of

change. Isolating the great majority of Filipino people from outside the world, who can not

spare their meager savings fo leave the counbry for pleaswre wnd do not have any olher

]

reason to cross Philippine houndaries other than fo look for beiter employment

opportunities, would just be decreasing the chances for the formation of more favorable

1

inferathnic atlitudes.

It is not enough to let the Filipino leam through books, newspapsts and especially
the television about his international neighbors. He should be given the opporhmily or,
more fundamentaily, be allowed to leave the country, not only to financially uplift hinself,
but also to better educate himself about the different peoples of the world.

E - 7 QO o0 “!‘-x_\ -
A final word... Tt must be remcmbered that for any irue change to occur, contact

the most basic ingredient -- must first be made.

i
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- of responcents gathered per category:

Tabie 1. Number of Respondents per Sample Group

GROUP

TOTAL

_Contact Group (OCW)

150

No-Contact Group (Local Working Public)

150

Table 2. Number of Respondents by Gender Type

Geader Type

Contact Group

Ne-Contact Group |

69

Male 75
Female 75 81

Tubie 3. Number

of Respondents by Age Cafegory

Ceptact Grovp |

0

No-Contact Growp |
0

18-19 ] U
20-29 51 88
30-39 60 st
40-49 39 1

50 & above

0

Table 4. Number of Respondents by Income Level

Income Level

Contact Group

No-Centact Group

Below P12,000

70

107

P12,000-P25,000

42

29

Above P25,000

38

14

-
LR

two sample aroups -
.~ L

as the Contact Groun,



il T Ny At T s el anie " 1 3 H
aixfe 5. Number of Respondenis by Educational Level

ncome Level Contact Group Ne-Contact Group
Completed Elementary 13 9
Completed High School 62 86
Completed College/Masteral 74 - 55

Tuble 6. Number of Respondents by Contact Country*
(Contact Group Only)

Country Contact Country
United States of America 16
Bahrain 12
Brunei 14
Hongkong 19
Italy 14
Japan 14
Kuwait 14
Libya 14
Malaysia 23
Qatar 12
Saipan 12
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 27
Singapore 28
Taiwan 14
United Arab Emirates 17

=Country(s) OCW respondent has worked at.
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10.
11
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
24,
25.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31
32.

33

Appendix B.

THE FIFTY SOCIAL DISTANCE STATEMENTS USED IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF

THE STUDY’S SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE

“Would allow o many”

“Would allow my son or danghter marry”

“Would allow my brother or sister marry”

“Would allow a first degree relative marry”

“Would be willing to go on a one-on-one date with”

“Would be willing to have my son or danghter go on a one-on-one date with”
“Would be willing to have my brother or sister go on a one-on-one date with”
“Would be willing to have a first degree relative go on a one-on-one date with”
“Would have as my bestfriend”

“Would have as one of my barkada”

“Would have as a friend, but not as part of my barkada”

“Would decline to have as friends”

“Would have merely as speaking acquaintance only”

“Would decline to speak to”

“Would have as a member of my organization, club, or fraternity”

“Would debar from my organization, club, or fraternity”

“Would have as houseguests for more than a month”

“Would have as houseguests for a period of no more than one month”
“Would decline to have as houseguests”

“Would live surrounded by them in their neighborhood”

“Would have as next-door neighbors”

“Would have live within the same subdivision or barangay, but on a different street”

“Would debar from my neighborhood, subdivision, or barargay”
“Would take as my guest to church”

“Would have as members of my church”

“Would have as my priest or religious guide”

“Would decline to have as members of my church”

“Would have their children play with my children”

“Would forbid my children play with their children”

“Would play a sport with that involves bodily contact”

“Would play a sport with that involves no bodily contact”
“Would have ride in my car”

. “Would ride in their car”
34.
35,
36.
37.
38.

“Would sit beside in a public vehicle”

“Would decline to sit beside in a public vehicle”
“Would transact business with”

“Would decline to do business with”

“Would become business partners with”

~2
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40.
41.
42.
43.

44
45
46

. “Would allow to set-up a business in the Philippines”
“Would not allow to set-up a business in the Philippines”

“Would have occupy a seat in the Philippine Government”

“Would work under the supervision of”

“Would decline to work for”

. “Would decline to work under the supervision of”
. “Would hire”

. “Would be willing to supervise at work”

47. “Would have as co-workers with the same rank”
48. “Would allow to become citizens of the Philippines”
49, “Would allow to reside in the Philippines, but without citizenship rights”

30.

“Would debar fiom eniering the Philippines either as touvists or citizens”
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Appendix C. Swrvey/Social Disiance Scole

Q1. Nakaraiing ka na ba sa ibang bansa upang magtrabaho?

00 e, 1 (Tumuioy sa ©2.)
Hindi.............. 2 ({Lagtawan ang Q2.)

Q2. Sa mga 'nakahstan_g bansa, anu-ano ang mga napuntahan mo na upang magtrabaho?
(Bilugar ang lahiat na nasasaad sa iyo.)

Hongkong ..o 1 Saudi Arabia.........c.cceeveens 7 United States............. 13
SINGANOTS (v, 2 United Arab Emtrates.......... 8 Italy. o, 14
Malaysia ..o 3 Bahrai. e, 9 SAIPA..creee e 15
Bronel ..o, 4 Qalar.....coevveieee e, 10
Tatwan ..o s S KW eiieecree e il
Japan ... ) LAbYa. 12

S e(RUED G2 TR LR 2D (R L)

Bilugan ang mga nasasaad sa iyo:

Kasadian: Laiake......... i
Babae ... 2
Edad: 18- 19 vyearsold.............. 1 40 - 49 yearsobd................ 4
20 - 29 years old............... 2 Above 50 years old............ 5
30 -39 yearsold................. 3
Antas ng kila ng pamilva buwat buwan:  Below PI12,000. . i
P12,000-P25,000 ................ 2
Above P25.000 ................... 3
Pinakamataas na natapos sa Pag-aaral:
Nakatapos ng Elementarya ... 1
Nakatapos ng High School ... 2

Nakatapos ng Kolehiyo o Masterals............c..... 3
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Appendix D.
THE FLOR CONTEMPLACION CASE

On March of last year 1995, the Philippines engaged in a battle with Singapore to
save the life of Flor Contemplacion, a Filipina OCW domestic helper in Singapore,
sentenced to hang for the murder of Delia Maga, another Filipina OCW domestic helper,
and the four-year old son of Maga’s employer. For almost a week, the Filipino people
took efforts to stay Flor’s execution on the basis that the accused could not have performed
the murderous act. President Fidel Ramos, himself, personally asked the government of
Singapore to stay the execution. However, in spite of all the cries made, no further trial
was granted, and Flor Contemplacion was hanged.

During this event and the months that followed, antipathy ran high among the
Filipinos for the Singaporeans. The Singaporean flag was burnt and word-battles were
made through media. Despite a third-party autopsy of the body of Delia Maga, performed

in the United States to finally settle the issue, prejudices still remained.
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