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Abstract 

 

Ethics explains the expected behavior of certain professionals in performing their duties 

and responsibilities. Hence, government employees are not exempted from it, they are expected to 

display proper conduct which serves as a bridge to good governance. This study assessed the level 

of awareness of government employees on norms and ethical standards in civil service, various 

acts that constitute administrative offenses from minor to grave, different administrative sanctions 

and mechanisms employed by the government, and significant differences in the respondent’s level 

of knowledge and awareness. Additionally, it utilized a descriptive quantitative research design 

through purposive sampling. The results disclosed that government employees were very aware of 

the norms and ethical standards in civil service, however, violations are still observed due to weak 

personal values. It also revealed that government employees have high degree of awareness of 

actions that constitute administrative offenses, disciplinary mechanisms, and administrative 

sanctions. Despite that, civil servants personally witness violations within and outside their 

agencies. Thus, government employees become aware of disciplinary mechanisms due to their 

personal initiative to learn the policies while some respondents are not fully aware of the minor 

sanctions imposed by administrative judicial bodies in violation of the code of conduct of public 

employees, and significant differences existed on the assessment of the groups of respondents. 

Through this study, a training module was developed that will be implemented through an 

extension project. 
 

Keywords: code of conduct, ethical standards, government employees, Public Administration, 

Civil service Ethics 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Ethics has two essential bases in its 

etymology.  This pertains to individual characteristics 

and social rules which govern and limit the right and 

wrong conduct of an individual (Shaw, 2002). 

Likewise, it can be said that ethics is the moral and 

philosophical domain (Pojman, 2002). Hence, ethics 

encompasses wide perspectives which describe the 

expected behavior of an agent of the state or certain 

profession in performing their duties (Buba, 2009). On 

the other hand, a code of conduct is a set of rules which 

serve as guidance for professionals and ethics 

classifies the idea of acceptable and unacceptable 

behavior (Cambridge University Press, 2020). 

Ever since public administration existed, 

public administrators are expected to have proper 

conduct, and this responsibility is always the bridge to 

administrative ethics (Plant, 2018). It is the way public 

officials conform to the set of ethical standards which 
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are the predictor of what would be the perception of 

the community on how public servants should execute 

their responsibilities (Scott, 2017). Regardless of the 

hierarchy in civil service, people cannot evade 

applying ethics and professionalism in their social 

roles (Beyne, 2016). Since public administrators 

usually encounter ethical issues therefore, achieving 

public trust is tantamount to “preventing, avoiding, 

and resolving accusations of illegal or unethical 

behavior, including appearances of inappropriate 

behavior”. Hence, the proper use of discretion in a 

variety of situations will be a great help for public 

administrators to acquire the necessary capabilities 

which can lead to obtaining the confidence of the 

public (Manzel, 2017). In addition, it is important that 

public servants are fair and just to every individual 

(Omisore & Adeleke, 2015).  

The need for integration of ethical conduct 

among public officials can be seen even back in the 

Greek and Roman regime which is emerging again in 

the present time due to the issues that prompted 

changes in governance in the public sectors (Davis & 

Piotrowski, 2015). In Finland, their Civil Servant Act 

enumerated various forms of acts like acceptance of 

secondary occupation, acceptance of gifts, and other 

benefits. Most of the foundation in civil service ethics 

is rooted in the legislation which is important in the 

context of ethics. However, due to inconsistencies in 

the laws, civil servants may not be aware of all the 

regulations and the urge to widen their awareness is 

necessary to have a better condition (Moilanen, 2018). 

Likewise, numerous unethical behaviors have been 

committed by public officials and employees in the 

United States during the colonial period. As a result, 

the government crafted various laws and regulations to 

increase compliance with ethical standards in public 

service (Zimmerman, 2018). As stated by Manu et al. 

(2019), clientele have significant parts to influence 

development in addressing unethical practices such as 

political interference, discrimination, and nepotism in 

the practice of a profession, but it varies the way they 

take these actions. 

Monem & Baniamin (2017) explained that the 

determinants of corruption are “morality, poverty, and 

insufficient respect for the rule of law”. The civil 

service system shows standard norms and values but 

the gaps in the system could be odd in combating 

corruption. In addition, the research conducted by 

Thaha (2017) in Satpol PP in Makassar exhibited that 

public ethics was not properly implemented. It was 

suggested that public ethics is essential to regulate the 

personnel in the institution, and managers should have 

various bases like code of ethics with them to work 

efficiently on anti-corruption efforts (Meyer-Sahling 

& Mikkelsen, 2020). Nevertheless, ethics is an 

intrinsic factor that is challenging to correct,  Janenova 

& Knox (2020) noted the use of code of ethics to 

combat corruption. Moreover, Omisore & Adeleke 

(2015) stated that organizational factors may affect 

work ethics, particularly their attitudes, and values like 

giving proper orientation and training. Also, the code 

of conduct and ethical leadership are given emphasis. 

Organizations find the significance of ethics in the 

management while the global aspect in advocating 

good governance is present (Thaler & Helmig, 2016). 

Although few research efforts were conducted to study 

the impact of leadership on formal ethics and conduct, 

it was evident in an organization that leadership is 

significant in promoting ethical conduct (Downe et al., 

2016).  

Based on the study of Oluwatoyin et al. (2020) 

in Southeast Nigeria, it revealed that it is challenging 

to rely on public service if the state is plagued with 

corrupt practices, insufficient trainings, and 

unconducive political environment. Also, rude 

attitudes, irresponsible acts in performing duties, 

dishonest behavior, and others are all ethical 

misconducts that continue to exist in the field (Zawiah, 

2011). Hence, governmental policy should be adequate 

to punish any form of misconduct. Furthermore, in the 

Malaysian setting, it was explained that professional 

ethics must be deeply inculcated in all employees to 

uplift their values and work competency emphasizing 

the aspect of trust, sincerity, and truth (Mat et al., 

2015). Similarly, a study conducted in Thailand 

illustrated that assessing their code of professional 

ethics revealed that the provisions of the code were 

acknowledged by the civil servants, and they were 

informed about the code to oblige them in following 

the rules. However, violations and issues in the 

implementation of the code still exist such as 

misconduct (Chokprajakchat & Sumretphol, 2017). 
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Additionally, Rohr & Storing (2017) explained that it 

has never been acceptable to have civil disobedience 

and noted one of the important ethical issues in the 

government is conflict of interest. While on a legal 

point of view, it is considered politically corrupt if the 

behavior does not deviate from the acceptable set of 

standards within the system (Frederickson & Rohr, 

2015). Also, Haq (2015) identified that the inclination 

to power and perspective of individuals about morality 

leads to unethical behavior. In this regard, “culture and 

mentality, education, attitude, and behavior, rise in 

income level and social accountability” are the 

determinants to enhance ethics. Subsequently, public 

trust reduces due to the proliferation of public scandals 

and malpractice in the public sector (Thaler & Helmig, 

2016).  

Formal rules and regulations are the 

mechanisms utilized to regulate corrupt practices in 

public administration and implement acceptable norms 

in the public sector (Heywood & Rose, 2015). In order 

to properly rectify the misconduct, administrative 

inspection is clearly the needed action to have control 

over personnel’s conduct including ethics inspection 

of those who exercise power (Ko, 2017), and 

legislative actions that provide fundamental 

direction in the investigation, disciplinary action, 

prosecution and standard of norms (Monem & 

Baniamin, 2017). Furthermore, having a leader that 

exhibits proper behavior influences organizations to 

consistently manifest the same actions and hampers 

the development of problems concerning violation of 

ethics regulations (Downe et al., 2016). 

 In the Philippines, Gonzalez (2017) stated that 

the overall quality of public service has fallen over as 

indicated by the World Bank and Transparency 

International. The country has only few mechanisms to 

control the behavior of public officials such as 

mandatory reporting of requirements, audit inspection, 

transparency measures, and public scrutiny. Thus, it is 

crucial that there is a law and set of standards for 

elected officials and employees of the government, 

especially in instances where a conflict of interest 

exists. The proper conduct is an integral part of the 

operation of the government to maintain impartial 

office and ensure that the office will not be used for 

personal interest (Aranas, 2016).  Norms and morals 

are essential products of the environment rather than 

what the law suggests. Therefore, it is more suitable to 

create an instrumentality that will strengthen the 

environment to achieve the intended moral values 

(Brillantes et al., 2018). 

 The Civil Service Commission (CSC) is the 

main government agency that is responsible for human 

resources in the Philippines (Brillantes & Perante-

Calina, 2018) that fosters morale, efficiency, integrity, 

responsiveness, progressiveness, and courtesy in the 

civil service (Mangahas & Sonco, 2017). In line with 

this, one of the programs of the CSC is “Diwa” which 

is a course that aims to develop productive behavior 

which ensures public service excellence and positively 

influences the behavior of superiors and peers for 

collaborative effort and support (Brillantes & 

Fernandez-Carag, 2016). Another judicial body is the 

Office of the Ombudsman which is one of the leading 

agencies in the Philippines to fight corruption. It 

launched an anti-corruption program termed 

Workshop on Integrity, Transparency, and 

Accountability in Public Service (ITAPS). This is 

intended for public servants that focus on instilling the 

value of effective and efficient delivery of services and 

enhances public servants’ understanding of the 

concept of civil service (Cudiamat, 2015). Above all, 

the important aspect of a democratic government is to 

ensure the trust and confidence of the people in public 

organizations to obtain public support (Gabriel et al., 

2019). 

 However, violations of the code of conduct 

still proliferate despite the various instrumentalities 

and mechanisms of the government.  In a study 

conducted by Basaluhddin (2021) in Jolo, Philippines, 

it was noted that the Local Government Units (LGUs) 

failed to recognize the problems of the community and 

left the people in dismay. There was observed poor 

management on the part of the LGUs in performing 

their functions to address the concerns of the people 

efficiently. This form of administration is commonly 

identified by gross inefficiency, nepotism, and 

patronage system. To alleviate these concerns, there 

must be a program to enhance internal values 

reformation among barangay officials. Without a good 

foundation of the proper values, the development of 

administrative capabilities will be useless. This was 
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corroborated by Bajar (2020) who argued that ethics is 

more observed in private schools than in public school 

teachers. Professional ethics is very important in the 

teaching field since they should possess a higher 

degree of ethical standards. Furthermore, Los Reyes & 

Rolloque (2017) highlighted in their study that the 

Department of Education (DepEd) teachers are 

moderately aware of grievance management and 

procedure. They recommended that infographic 

materials should be adopted in order to properly 

inform and train everyone about handling discipline in 

schools.  

 

 

 

 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  

This study assessed the level of awareness of 

government employees on the code of conduct and 

ethical standards in the civil service. 

 

Specifically, the study aimed to:  

1. Determine the level of awareness of the 

government employees on the norms and ethical 

standards in civil service.  

2. Determine the knowledge of government 

employees on the various acts that constitute 

administrative offenses from minor to grave 

offenses. 

3. Determine the level of awareness of government 

employees on different administrative disciplinary 

sanctions and mechanisms utilized in the 

government. 

4. Determine the differences in the assessment of the 

groups of respondents on their level of awareness 

on the norms and ethical standards in civil service, 

knowledge on the various acts that constitute 

administrative offenses, and awareness on the 

different administrative disciplinary sanctions and 

mechanisms. 

5. Come up with a seminar/training module that may 

capacitate and be instilled in government 

employees highlighting the proper ethics, morals, 

virtues, and integrity of being a public servant.  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Research Design 

 The study utilized descriptive-quantitative 

research which aims to gather the perceptions, 

opinions, attitudes, and beliefs of the respondents 

about the current issues. Hence, the description is 

summarized by reporting the number or percentage of 

each response (Lodico, Spaulding, and Voegtle, 2006). 

The survey instrument was utilized to gather the 

responses of the respondents through Google Form 

and face-to-face surveys. In addition, the responses 

were tallied, tabulated, and summarized for proper 

interpretation and analysis. 

 

Respondents of the study 

The study involved selected government 

employees from different offices of the government in 

the Philippines such as state universities and colleges, 

Department of Education (DepEd) with a sample size 

of 78 respondents form educational sector ( 1st group), 

Bureau of Fire Protection (BFP), Bureau of Jail 

Management and Penology (BJMP), Philippine 

National Police (PNP), Department of the Interior and 

Local Government (DILG), Municipal Disaster Risk 

Reduction and Management Office (MDRRMO) with 

a sample size of 61 respondents ( 2nd group), Local 

Government Units (LGUs) and others comprising 60 

respondents ( 3rd group) for a total population of 198 

respondents. These groups were selected as 

respondents due to their knowledge and experiences in 

the government service.  Furthermore, the researchers 

utilized purposive sampling in choosing the 

respondents from various governmental agencies and 

institutions. Also, a convenience sampling technique 

was incorporated to select the participants according to 

their availability and criteria set by the researchers. 

 

Instrumentation   

Nature and Purpose. The survey questionnaire 

was the main data-gathering instrument in the study. It 

was structured by researchers based on the various 

laws that regulate the code of conduct of public 

employees to substantiate the contents of the 

questionnaire. The instrument has undergone a 

reliability test through Cronbach's Alpha and it was 

divided into four parts: Part 1 contained the 

respondents’ demographic profile, Part 2 focused on 

the respondents’ awareness of norms and ethical 
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standards in civil service (0.938), Part 3 highlighted 

the knowledge of government employees on acts that 

constitute administrative offense from minor to grave 

offenses (0.984), and Part 4 focused on the 

perspective of the respondents about the administrative 

disciplinary mechanisms (0.965), and sanction 

penalties (0.963) which are all higher than 0.3 

threshold and above 0.7 implying that all questions are 

acceptable with good internal consistency. 

Furthermore, the researchers employed a self-

structured survey questionnaire which was 

administered to the target respondents. Substantial 

questions were also included in the questionnaire to get 

the personal views and opinions of the respondents on 

the subject matter. Lastly, the survey instrument had 

also undergone a process of expert validation to ensure 

the accuracy of its contents. 

 

 

 

 

Data Collection Procedure 

To get direct feedback from respondents, they 

were given self-administered questionnaires. This 

includes simple questions that pertain to their 

understanding of the code of conduct and ethical 

standards in civil service, acts that constitute 

administrative offenses and their administrative 

mechanisms, and their assessment and experiences. 

The instrument had undergone validation to clearly 

define the respondents’ perspective by a well-seasoned 

and experienced lawyer who handles administrative 

cases.  The survey instrument is limited to the norms 

and ethical standards in civil service, knowledge of the 

various acts that constitute administrative offenses 

from minor to grave offenses, and the perspective of 

government employees on different administrative 

disciplinary sanctions and mechanisms employed in 

the government. In addition, it was administered 

through Google Form sent through email and various 

online messaging platforms mixed with some face-to-

face surveys. Hence, the key informant interview was 

conducted to have an outline of the actual programs 

and mechanisms present in the government agencies 

and institutions. The researchers retrieved and collated 

the entire accomplished survey questionnaires on the 

respondents’ concerns and the data from the survey 

instrument was tabulated, analyzed, treated 

statistically, and interpreted. 

Ethical Considerations 

Before conducting the study, the researchers sought 

the approval of the Laguna State Polytechnic 

University - Board of Regents. The questionnaire was 

checked and validated by a lawyer to ensure the 

appropriateness of the questions, warrant technicality, 

and legal aspect of questions in terms of legality. 

Hence, respondents were asked for their consent prior 

to their participation in the study, since the topic can 

be a sensitive issue. Moreover, the researchers strictly 

observed data privacy on the information that was 

collected relative to their answers and to their 

demographic profile, and all the data was treated with 

utmost secrecy and confidentiality. 

 

Data Analyses 

 To quantitatively answer the objective of the 

study the researchers utilized various statistical tools. 

Relative to the objectives of determining the level of 

awareness of respondents on norms and ethical 

standards in government service, knowledge on 

various acts that constitute an administrative offense, 

and perspective of the respondents on administrative 

disciplinary sanction and mechanism, the average 

weighted mean was used since a four-point Likert 

scale of the questionnaire was utilized. For the 

demographic profile of the respondents, frequency and 

percentage were used to reveal the profile of the 

respondents relative to their government service. 

Lastly, ANOVA (F-Test) was employed to determine 

the difference between the assessment of the groups of 

respondents. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

  

The tables below show the results on the level 

of awareness of government employees on the code of 

conduct and ethical standards in the civil service. 

 

Table 1. Awareness of the Government Employees on 

the Norms and Ethical Standards in Civil Service 

Indicators 
AWM 

N= 
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WM DI 

1. Upholding of the public interest over 

and above personal interest 
3.62 

Very 

Aware 

2. All government resources and powers 
of their respective offices are utilized 

efficiently. 

3.52 
Very 

Aware 

3. Performing and discharging duties and 

functions with the highest degree of 
excellence, professionalism, 

intelligence, and skill 

3.58 
Very 

Aware 

4. Enter public service with utmost 
devotion and dedication to duty 

3.66 
Very 

Aware 

5. Endeavor to discourage wrong 

perceptions of their roles as dispensers 
or peddlers of undue patronage 

3.56 
Very 

Aware 

6. Being always true and honest to all 

people 
3.72 

Very 

Aware 

7. Act with justness and sincerity and 
shall not discriminate against anyone, 

especially the poor and the 

underprivileged. 

3.72 
Very 

Aware 

8. Shall not dispense or extend undue 
favors on account of their office to 

their relatives whether by 

consanguinity or affinity 

3.61 
Very 

Aware 

9. Public officials and employees shall 

provide service to everyone without 

unfair discrimination and regardless of 
party affiliation or preference. 

3.70 
Very 

Aware 

10. Public officials and employees shall 

extend prompt, courteous, and 

adequate service to the public. 

3.68 
Very 

Aware 

11. Public officials and employees and 

their families shall lead modest lives 

appropriate to their positions and 
income. 

3.57 
Very 

Aware 

12. Public officials and employees shall 

not indulge in extravagant or 

ostentatious displays of wealth in any 
form. 

3.55 
Very 

Aware 

Overall Mean 3.63 Very aware 

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Very Aware, 2.51-3.25- Aware, 1.76-

2.50- Less Aware, 1.00-1.75- Not Aware 

 

 The results in Table 1 revealed the awareness 

of government employees on the norms and ethical 

standards in civil service with a consensus agreement 

that civil servants are very aware of all the mandated 

virtues and ethics as government employees (Overall 

Mean x̄= 3.63).  The respondents harmoniously 

responded that they are very aware of all the indicators 

prescribed under the civil service administrative code, 

code of conduct, and ethical standard with the highest 

assessment on the statements, “Being always true and 

honest to all people’’ and ‘’Act with justness and 

sincerity and shall not discriminate against anyone, 

especially the poor and the underprivileged”. Both 

statements had mean scores (x̄= 3.72) which infer that 

government employees have high degree of 

consciousness concerning sincerity and fairness in the 

government service. On the other hand, respondents 

regarded the statement, “All government resources and 

powers of their respective offices are utilized 

efficiently.” as the least among the indicators (x̄= 3.52). 

The result implies that the government’s existing 

programs and actions like the conduct of seminars and 

training in capacitating the employees are held 

regularly. This ensures that proper behavior is 

exhibited by the government workers in their 

respective offices and awards the rites to well-

deserving employees who possess good behavior in 

performing their duties. However, in an informal 

interview the respondents were asked if they are 

knowledgeable about the violations on norms and 

conduct in civil service, they responded that they have 

the knowledge and personally encountered agencies 

living beyond their means, corruption, discourtesy, 

and other types of unethical behavior despite their 

awareness of the norms and proper conduct. Also, 

some are not fully aware of the code of conduct in 

government service. This indicates that some causes of 

unethical behavior are also related to the values 

orientation and personality of the employees. 

Furthermore, the result was corroborated by the 

responses from the survey wherein 42 respondents 

admitted that they are less aware of the norms of public 

employees, and 4 respondents admitted that they are 

not aware of it. This result was corroborated by the 

study of Manu et al. (2019) highlighting that culture of 

nepotism and discrimination are sources of unethical 

practices because this unacceptable value produces 

partiality in rendering public service. Hence, Monem 
& Baniamin (2017) also noted that corrupt behavior of 

public employees is attributed to their morality while 

Omisore & Adeleke (2015) emphasized elements like 

attitude and values of a person may be affected due to 

organizational practices. More importantly, Haq 

(2015) uncovered personal factors in corrupt behavior 

such as strong grasp of power and incorrect 

perspective of individuals regarding what is morally 

right.  

 

Table 2. Knowledge of Government Employees on the 

Various Acts that Constitute Administrative Offenses 

from Minor to Grave Offense 
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Indicators 

AWM 

N= 

WM DI 

1. Dishonesty (minor and grave) 3.49 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

2. Oppression 3.36 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

3. Neglect of duty (simple to gross) 3.50 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

4. Misconduct (minor and grave) 3.49 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

5. Disgraceful and immoral conduct 3.53 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

6. Being notoriously undesirable 3.36 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

7. Discourtesy in the course of 

official duty 
3.48 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

8. Inefficiency and incompetence in 

performing duties 
3.53 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

9. Receiving personal use of gifts, 

fee or other valuable things 
3.52 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

10. Acts that involved violation 

concerning moral turpitude 
3.49 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

11. Improper and unauthorized 

solicitation of contributions from 
subordinate or clientele 

3.51 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

12. Falsification of official 

documents 
3.56 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

13. Frequent unauthorized absences 
or tardiness in reporting for duty, 

loafing or frequent unauthorized 

absences from duty during 

regular office hours 

3.55 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

14. Habitual drunkenness  3.50 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

15. Gambling prohibited by law 3.52 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

16. Violation of existing civil service 

laws and rules or reasonable 
office regulations 

3.51 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

17. Refusal to perform official duty 

or render overtime service 
3.50 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

18. Disgraceful, immoral, or 
dishonest conduct prior to 

entering the service 

3.53 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

19. Physical or mental incapacity or 
disability due to immoral or 

vicious habits 

3.48 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

20. Borrowing money by superior 

officers from subordinates or 
lending by subordinates to 

superior officers 

3.39 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

21. Lending money at usurious rates 
of interest 

3.38 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

22. Willful failure to pay just debts or 

willful failure to pay taxes due to 

the government 

3.49 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

23. Pursuit of private business, 

vocation, or profession without 

the permission required by civil 
service rules and regulations 

3.41 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

24. Insubordination  3.48 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

25. Engaging directly or indirectly in 
partisan political activities by one 

holding a non-political office 

3.46 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

26. Conduct prejudicial to the best 

interest of the service 
3.44 

Very 

Knowledgeable 

27. Lobbying for personal interest or 

gain in legislative halls or offices 
without authority 

3.46 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

28. Nepotism 3.40 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

Overall Mean 3.48 
Very 

Knowledgeable 

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Very Knowledgeable, 2.51-3.25- 

Knowledgeable, 1.76-2.50- Less Knowledgeable, 1.00-

1.75- Not Knowledgeable 

 

The result stated in Table 2 depicts that 

government employees are very knowledgeable about 

the actions that will constitute administrative offenses 

from minor to grave offenses. Consensually, the 

respondents have high level of knowledge relating to 

offenses such as “falsification of official documents’’ 

and “frequent unauthorized absences or tardiness in 

reporting for duty, loafing, or frequent unauthorized 

absences from duty during regular office hours’’ (x̄= 

3.56 & 3.55). However, the respondents gave the least 

assessment of the stated offenses particularly 

“oppression’’ and “lending money at usurious rates of 

interest’’ (x̄= 3.36 & 3.38). Moreover, some of the 

respondents become very knowledgeable since they 

have personally witnessed such violations which are 

evident in their workplace, and some have observed it 

happening to different agencies based on the news or 

articles in the newspapers. This was supported by the 

statements of the respondents from the informal 

interview wherein they confirmed that they have 

experienced or observed offenses such as nepotism, 

dishonesty, discourtesy, falsification, and misconduct 

within their offices. They also pointed out that these 

are very evident in the agencies under the national 

government and some respondents preferred to keep 

the information private due to fear of offending their 

officemate/co-employees or to be oppressed by the 

head of their agency. However, the survey result did 

not attain the perfect highest mean score. It was found 

that there were 272 responses admitting that they are 

less aware of the various administrative offense and 

there were collectively 45 responses on all indicators 

who admitted that they are not knowledgeable on such 

administrative offenses. This result was qualified by 

Moilanen (2018) where acceptance of gifts and other 

benefits are also evident in Finland stating that some 
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of the civil servants are not fully aware of the 

regulations which lead to their violations. Also, Manu 

et al. (2019), Zawiah (2011) and Chokprajakchat & 

Sumretphol (2017) lamented that Nepotism, rude 

attitude, neglect of duty and dishonest behavior and 

misconduct proliferates in rendering public service 

despite existence of instrumentalities that prevents it.  

 

Table 3. Awareness of Government Employees on 

Different Administrative Disciplinary Mechanisms 

Employed in the Government 

Indicators 

AWM 

N= 

WM DI 

1. Cases cognizable by the Civil Service 

Commission (CSC) 
3.35 

Very 

Aware 

2. Cases cognizable by the Head of the 

Office 
3.37 

Very 

Aware 

3. Jurisdiction of the various disciplining 

authority (ex: NAPOLCOM, DILG, 
DEPed, IAS, PLEB, etc.) 

3.35 
Very 

Aware 

4. Cases within the jurisdiction of the 

Office of the Ombudsman  
3.30 

Very 

Aware 

5. Process of filing complaints/grievances  3.35 
Very 

Aware 

6. Requisites of filing a complaint 3.34 
Very 

Aware 

7. Investigation process (from 
preliminary investigation to decision) 

among government employees  

3.33 
Very 

Aware 

8. Formal Charges (administrative cases) 3.31 
Very 

Aware 

9. Pleadings and answers 3.26 
Very 

Aware 

10. Process of decisions and appeal 3.29 
Very 

Aware 

Overall Mean 3.32 
Very 

Aware 

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Very Aware, 2.51-3.25- Aware, 1.76-

2.50- Less Aware, 1.00-1.75- Not Aware 

 

 The results depict that unanimously the 

government employees are very aware of the 

administrative disciplinary mechanisms employed in 

various government agencies. Thus, the respondents 

consider the “process of pleadings and answers’’ as 

the lowest among the 10 indicators (x̄= 3.26). 

Moreover, the respondents gave the highest mean 

assessment on the “cases cognizable by the Head of 

the Office’’ (x̄= 3.37). It highlights that government 

agencies specifically, the head of the agencies are very 

compliant with the civil service mandates to orient the 

employees on the various administrative procedures as 

stipulated in the Revised Rules on Administrative 

Cases in Civil Service (RRACS) and Republic Act No. 

6713. Furthermore, it also indicates that the 

respondents are aware of the existence of grievance 

committees, investigating bodies, and internal affairs 

services within the agencies that provide clearer 

mechanisms to handle administrative cases. 

Henceforth, the interview with the respondents 

indicated that they become aware of the important 

procedures since they started their service, and they 

made sure to capacitate themselves by asking 

questions to their superior/supervisor. Due to the 

existence of committees that cater administrative 

cases, they apply the need-to-know basis concept and 

study the policies and guidelines. However, the results 

did not obtain the perfect mean score, whereas among 

all indicators there were 163 respondents who stated 

that they are less aware of the procedures and 17 

respondents stated that they are not aware of such 

administrative mechanisms. The result was supported 

by the study of Oluwatoyin et al. (2020) insufficient 

training for employees and inconvenient political 

atmosphere are factors that can impacted the work 

ethics of employee which also affect the trust of 

community, also Mat et al. (2015) and Chokprajakchat 

& Sumretphol, (2017) revealed that professional ethics 

must be instilled among employees to ensure their 

sincerity in work and if employee are deeply informed 

about it they will follow the same. Moreover, it is 

important that rules and regulations must be in place 

so that acceptable behavior is observed (Heywood & 

Rose, 2015), together with the mechanism of checking 

of the employees most especially those in control of 

the power (Ko, 2017).  

 

Table 4. Awareness of Government Employees on 

Different Administrative Sanctions Employed in the 

Government 

Indicators 

AWM 

N= 

WM DI 

1. Preventive suspension 3.35 
Very 

Aware 

2. Duration of preventive suspension  3.29 
Very 

Aware 

3. Dismissal 3.37 
Very 

Aware 

4. Dismissal with perpetual 

disqualification 
3.30 

Very 

Aware 

5. Suspension of 6 months and 1 day to 1 

year 
3.27 

Very 

Aware 
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6. Punishable by demotion 3.25 Aware 

7. Suspension of 1 month and 1 day to 6 

months 
3.25 Aware 

8. Suspension for 1 day to 30 days 3.24 Aware 

9. Penalties and fine 3.25 Aware 

10. Mitigating and aggravating 
Circumstances  

3.24 Aware 

Overall Mean 3.28 
Very 

Aware 

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Very Aware, 2.51-3.25- Aware, 1.76-

2.50- Less Aware, 1.00-1.75- Not Aware 
 

 Based on the results shown in Table 4, it 

reveals that government employees are very aware of 

the different administrative sanctions imposed by the 

quasi-judicial bodies on administrative 

cases/violations (overall mean x̄= 3.28). Also, it 

depicts that the respondents consider the penalty of 

“Mitigating and Aggravating Circumstances’’ and 

‘’Suspension for 1 day to 30 days” as the least among 

the ten indicators (x̄= 3.24) which indicates that the 

responders are aware. It implies that government 

employees have a high level of awareness relative to 

higher sanctions for administrative violations but are 

not fully aware of the lighter/minor sanctions imposed 

by the administrative judicial authority. The results led 

this way due to some minor offenses which are not 

brought to proper charges and are resolved only 

through dialogue within their office level. In addition, 

the most common offenses which are brought to proper 

courts are grave offenses that have the highest penalty 

of dismissal and accompany the proactive measures of 

the government which is preventive suspension.  

 The results were qualified by some studies, 

according to Gonzalez (2017) the Philippines has a 

lower quality of public service having only limited 

number available mechanisms and Brillantes & 

Perante-Calina, (2018) mentioning that civil service 

commission and office of the ombudsman as judicial 

offices that handles cases of government employees. 

Hence, Los Reyes & Rolloque (2017) mentioned in 

their study that teachers are not so much aware of 

grievance procedures in their agency which 

emphasizes the need of more information 

dissemination concerning the administrative 

procedures. 

 

Table 5. Difference on the Assessment of the Groups 

of Respondents on their Level of Awareness on Norms 

and Ethical Standards in Civil Service, Knowledge on 

the Various Acts that Constitute Administrative 

Offenses, and Awareness on Different Administrative 

Disciplinary Sanctions and Mechanism 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Norms and 
Ethical 

Standards 

Between Groups 1.242 2 .621 
3.247 .041 

Within Groups 37.489 196 .191 

Total 38.731 198  

Administrative 

Offense 

Between Groups 3.772 2 1.886 
6.981 .001 

Within Groups 52.953 196 .270 

Total 56.725 198  

Disciplinary 

Mechanisms 

Between Groups 4.027 2 2.014 
5.867 .003 

Within Groups 67.272 196 .343 

Total 71.299 198  

Administrative 
Sanction 

Between Groups 6.194 2 3.097 

8.376 .000 
Within Groups 72.463 196 .370 

Total 78.657 198  

p<0.05 - Significant 

 

 As revealed in the results in Table 5, the test 

of difference in the assessment of the groups of 

respondents on their level of awareness on the code of 

conduct and ethical standards. The test of the 

difference posted significance in the norms and ethical 

standards in civil service (p=0.041), knowledge on the 

various acts that constitute administrative offenses 

(p=0.001), and awareness on different administrative 

disciplinary mechanisms (p=0.003), and 

administrative sanctions (p=0.000) since the p-values 

resulted in less than 0.05 level of significance. This 

illustrates those respondents from different 

government sectors such as educational institutions 

(78 respondents), law enforcement sector (61 

respondents), and local government units (60 

respondents) have different levels of knowledge and 

awareness relative to the code of conduct and ethical 

standards. The respondents from the law enforcement 

sector show higher awareness of norms and ethical 

standards compared to other groups. This can be 

attributed to the nature of their work as law enforcers 

since they are familiar with the provisions of the law 

and the orientation of the law enforcers prior to their 

actual deployment in the field because they are 

performing field duties with daily interaction with the 

stakeholders. Moreover, on the aspect of what 

constitutes an administrative offense, local 

government units have a lower level of knowledge 

compared to law enforcers and educators. Thus, the 

teachers have lower mean results on the aspect of 

awareness on the disciplinary mechanisms and 

administrative sanctions. It is noted that teachers have 
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fewer reported cases or violations of administrative 

offenses since their nature of job maintains a higher 

level of integrity in their profession.  

 

Figure 1. The proposed extension project was 

developed and formulated which will be administered 

to different government agencies. 

 
 

 As shown on figure 1, it depicts the extension 

project proposal crafted by the researcher which are 

anchored with sustainable development Goals (SDG) 

16 (Peace Justice and Strong institution) and SDG 17 

(Partnership for the Goals): and submitted to the 

university Extension and Training Services office for 

Board Approval. The project proposal comprises 4 

parts namely: (1) Project initiation, which covers 

consultation with the barangay; (2) Planning and 

Coordination, covering the activities such as 

coordination with government agencies and 

establishing other partnership, conduct of training 

needs assessment, and formulation of seminar/training 

materials (Training Module and Information 

Educational campaign materials etc.); (3) Project 

Implementation covering the conduct of seminars and 

training on code of conduct, disciplinary mechanisms 

and sanction, anti-red-tape law, human rights 

education, Gender sensitivity Etc.; (4) Monitoring and 

evaluation.  

 In this project 3 sets of modules were 

developed. Module 1 comprises of the topics on basic 

Human rights education and Gender sensitivity 

because it is a fundamental knowledge a public servant 

should know to avoid violating rights of others. 

Module 2 covers the topics on the code of conduct and 

ethical standard of public employees, the different 

administrative disciplinary rules & mechanisms, and 

the anti-red tape policies. Module 3 includes topics on 

related laws and policies concerning service of public 

employees like local government code, anti-graft and 

corrupt practices act, alternative dispute resolution and 

basic duties of public employees. Furthermore, the 

crafted modules were already utilized in the conduct of 

various extension/community outreach activities in 

different government offices which obtain a high 

evaluation rate.  

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

 The results of the awareness on the 

government employees’ norms and ethical standards in 

civil service are high. It shows that government 

agencies ensure the implementation of their programs 

to inform and build the foundation of their employees 

on the code of conduct of public employees. However, 

violations of the norms and conduct are still evident 

despite the awareness of government employees of the 

rules and policies which are more related to weak 

personal values and orientation of the employees. 

 Additionally, the result of the study revealed 

that government employees have a high degree of 

consciousness on various acts that constitute 

administrative offenses. Thus, they become very aware 

of such violations because they observed these 

happening within their offices or in other government 

agencies, especially those which are under the national 

government. Furthermore, the data displayed high 

awareness of government employees on administrative 

disciplinary mechanisms due to the personal initiative 

of the employees to capacitate themselves on the 

different policies and code of conduct in government 

service. However, some civil servants are still not fully 

aware of the minor sanctions imposed by the 

disciplinary authorities because some violations are 

just settled by dialogue or not brought to proper 

charges. Lastly, groups of respondents showed 

significant differences in the level of awareness and 

knowledge on the code of conduct and ethical standard 

of government employees. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 From the perspective of delivering 

appropriate, sound, and high-integrity services and 

good governance to the stakeholders of the 
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government, the following recommendations may be 

considered which are all aligned with sustainable 

development Goals (SDG) 16 (Peace Justice and 

Strong institution) and SDG 17 (Partnership for the 

Goals): 

1. Periodic conduct of seminars and training for 

government employees relative to the code of 

conduct and ethical standards through CSC 

programs and extension projects by state 

universities.  

2. Strict monitoring of the behavior of all 

government employees may be conducted by 

designating civil service personnel in each agency.  

3. Complaint desk and hotline of the Civil Service 

Commission (CSC) and Office of the Ombudsman 

may be intensified to receive all complaints and 

take actions upon each complaint. 

4. Resolution rates (speedy and impartial) of 

administrative disciplinary authorities in resolving 

administrative violations may be increased. 

5. Intensify information dissemination campaign by 

posting informative posters and hotlines, 

conducting surprise inspections on offices, and 

dissemination of flyers and informative signages 

within government offices. 

 

REFERENCES   

[1] Aranas, A. G. L. (2016). Bureaucracy on Trail: 

Ethical Standards for Public Officials and 

Employees. International Journal of Public 

Administration and Management Research, 3(3), 

1-4. 

[2] Babu Dhinesh, S., (2009) Professional Ethics and 

human resource. University of Science press. New 

Delhi. 

[3] Bajar, Jayson Troy and Bajar, Mary ANn and 

Bajar, Jose Norman Bernardo (2020) Extent of 

Professional Ethics Observance among Secondary 

School Teachers: Private versus Public. Journal of 

Academic Research, 5(1), 17-28, Available at 

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3761913 

[4] Basaluddin, K. A. (2021). The Administrative 

Capability of The Barangay Governments in The 

Municipality of Jolo, Philippines. Open Access 

Indonesia Journal of Social Sciences, 4(2), 318-

330. 

[5] Beyene, G. M. (2016) Professionalism and 

Professional Ethics in Tigray Region. Research on 

Humanities and Social Sciences., Ethiopian Civil 

Service University. 

[6] Brillantes A, Perante-Calina L (2018) Leadership 

and public public sector reform in Asia. Emerald 

Publishing Limited,Bingley, pp 151–178 

[7] Brillantes AB, Lopos BE, Perante-Calina LE 

(2018) Knowledge-based public sector reform: 

thePhilippine experience. In: Knowledge creation 

inpublic administrations. Palgrave Macmillan, 

Cham,pp 211–236 

[8] Brillantes Jr, A. B., & Fernandez-Carag, M. T. 

(2016). Building executive capacity in the public 

service for better governance: The Philippine Civil 

Service1. SHARPENING THE SWORD OF 

STATE, 151. 

[9] Cambridge University Press, (2020) Code of 

Conduct. [Online] Available at: 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/englis

h/code-of-conduct 

[10] Chokprajakchat, S., & Sumretphol, N. (2017). 

Implementation of the code of professional ethics 

for Thai civil servants. Kasetsart Journal of Social 

Sciences, 38(2), 129-135. 

[11] Cudiamat, M. C. G. (2015). WORKSHOP ON 

INTEGRITY, TRANSPARENCY AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY IN PUBLIC SERVICE 

(ITAPS) AS AN ANTI-CORRUPTION TOOL FOR 

THE PHILIPPINE NATIONAL 

POLICE (Doctoral dissertation, Ritsumeikan Asia 

Pacific University). 

[12] Davis, H., & Piotrowski, S. J. (2015). Ethics and 

standards of conduct. In Public management and 

governance (pp. 387-401). Routledge. 

[13] Downe, J., Cowell, R., & Morgan, K. (2016). 

What determines ethical behavior in public 

organizations: is it rules or leadership?. Public 

Administration Review, 76(6), 898-909. 

[14] Frederickson, H. G., & Rohr, J. A. (2015). Ethics 

and public administration. Routledge.  

[15] Gabriel, A. G., Cabanatuan City, N. E., Antonio, 

P. M. A. B., Ecija, N., Ramos, P. V. B., & 

Marasigan, P. J. T. (2019). Transparency and 

Accountability in Local Governance: The Nexus 

Between Democracy and Public Service Delivery 

in the Philippines. Public Policy and 

Administration Research, 9(7), 30-36.  

[16] Gonzalez, E. T. (2017). Public ethics and 

corruption in the Philippines. In Public 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=3761913


Lux Veritatis 12: 120-131, 2025 © 2020 
University of Santo Tomas-Legazpi Publication. 

Printed in the Philippines ISSN no: 2476-5644 
 

131 
 

Administration in Southeast Asia (pp. 381-396). 

Routledge. 

[17] Haq, S. (2015). State of Ethics in the Public 

Service of Bangladesh: What are Public Servants 

Thinking?. Journal of Alternative Perspectives in 

the Social Sciences, 7(2). 

[18] Heywood, P. M., & Rose, J. (2015). The limits of 

rule governance. In Ethics in Public Policy and 

Management (pp. 181-196). Routledge. 

[19] Janenova, S., & Knox, C. (2020). Combatting 

corruption in Kazakhstan: A role for ethics 

commissioners?. Public Administration and 

Development, 40(3), 186-195. 

[20] Ko, S. M. (2017). The Research of Administrative 

Investigation of Our Country-A Case Study of 

Civil Service Ethics Investigation. 

[21] Lodico, N., Spaulding, D., & Voegtle, K. 

(2006). Methods of [9]Educational Research. 

John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
[22] Los Reyes, D., & Rolloque, L. (2017). Grievance 

Management Procedure and Discipline Handling 

Awareness among Public Secondary School 

Teachers: An Infographic Material. Online 

Submission. 

[23] Mangahas, J. V., & Sonco, J. O. T. (2017). Civil 

service system in the Philippines. In Public 

Administration in Southeast Asia (pp. 423-459). 

Routledge. 

[24] Manu, P., Agyekum, K., Mahamadu, A. M., 

Olomolaiye, P., & Adinyira, E. (2019). 

Differences in stakeholder ability in addressing 

unethical practices: Insights from the surveying 

profession. Journal of Professional Issues in 

Engineering Education and Practice, 145(4), 

04019011. 

[25] Mat, Z. H., & Basir, S. A. (2011). Hubungkait 

Etika Profesional Dalam Pembangunan 

Organisasi Menurut Perspektif Islam. Kertas 

Kerja WOCIHAC di Akademi Pengajian Islam, 

Universiti Malaya, 10-11 Oktober 2011. 

[26] Mat, Z., Basir, S. A., & Zanariah, J. (2015). A 

study on practice of Islamic professional ethics in 

shaping an ethical work culture within Malaysian 

Civil Service Sector. Asian Social 

Science, 11(17), 28. 

[27] Menzel, D. C. (2017). Ethics moments in 

government: Cases and controversies. Routledge. 

[28] Meyer-Sahling, J. H., & Mikkelsen, K. S. (2020). 

Codes of ethics, disciplinary codes, and the 

effectiveness of anti-corruption frameworks: 

Evidence from a survey of civil servants in 

Poland. Review of Public Personnel 

Administration, 0734371X20949420. 

[29] MOILANEN, T. (2018) Long-term development 

and future prospects of civil-service ethics in 

Finland. Public Governance Department, Ministry 

of Defense. 

[30] Monem, M., & Baniamin, H. M. (2017). Public 

service ethics and corruption in Bangladesh. 

In Public Administration in South Asia (pp. 237-

256). Routledge. 

[31] Oluwatoyin, O. Y., Ayodele, N. C., & Oni, M. A. 

(2020). Application of Work Ethics and 

Performance of Public Service in Southeast, 

Nigeria. KIU Journal of Humanities, 5(1), 23-35. 

[32] Omisore, B. O., & Adeleke, O. A. (2015). Work 

ethics, values, attitudes and performance in the 

Nigerian public service: Issues, challenges and the 

way forward. Journal of Public Administration 

and Governance, 5(1), 157-172. 

[33] Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and 

research methods. SAGE Publications, inc. 

[34] Plant, J. F. (2018). Responsibility in public 

administration ethics. Public Integrity, 20(sup1), 

S33-S45. 

[35] Pojman, L. P. (2002). Ethics Discovering Right 

and Wrong (4th ed.). Canada: Wadsworth 

Thomson Learning. 

[36] Rohr, J. A., & Storing, H. J. (2017). Ethics for 

bureaucrats: An essay on law and values. 

Routledge. 

[37] Scott, I. (2017). Public ethics and corruption in 

Hong Kong. In Public administration in Southeast 

Asia (pp. 283-294). Routledge. 

[38] Shaw, W. H. (2002). Social and Personal Ethics 

(4th ed.). United Stated: Wadsworth Thomson 

Learning. 

[39] Thaha, R. (2017). Public Ethics in Civil Service 

Police Unit (Satpol PP) of Makassar. BISNIS & 

BIROKRASI: Jurnal Ilmu Administrasi dan 

Organisasi, 23(1), 36-44. 

[40] Thaler, J., & Helmig, B. (2016). Do codes of 

conduct and ethical leadership influence public 

employees’ attitudes and behaviours? An 

experimental analysis. Public Management 

Review, 18(9), 1365-1399. 



Lux Veritatis 12: 120-131, 2025 © 2020 
University of Santo Tomas-Legazpi Publication. 

Printed in the Philippines ISSN no: 2476-5644 
 

132 
 

[41] Zimmerman, J. F. (2018). Ethics in the Public 

Service. In Classics of Administrative Ethics (pp. 

220-237). Routledge. 

 


