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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

GATDULA, L.C., Loan Dependence of Employees of a Government 

Financial Institution in Makati City. Master in Business Administration, De La Salle 

University-Dasmariñas, Cavite, June 2011. Adviser: Dr. Alice T. Valerio. 

 

The purposes of this research were to determine the factors affecting the loan 

dependence of the respondents from the employees of the subject GFI, describe their 

characteristics, determine the total amount of loans they availed of, determine their 

purposes for availing of loans, assess their loan dependence, analyze the effect of their 

characteristics on loan dependence, and compare their loan dependence when grouped 

according to their characteristics. 

On average, the respondents are 42.88 year-old, stayed in their current work for 

16.40 years, had been working for almost 20 years, with household size of about 5 

members (including the respondent), and had favorable general and specific attitudes 

towards debt.  Majority of the respondents were married, widow/er, or separated, 

female, rank and file employees, had rated themselves as having satisfactory 

knowledge and skills in handling their debt, were either debt literate or slightly debt 

literate, and had sufficient financial safety net. 

The mean loan availment was PhP2.04 million (with a total of PhP500.25 

million) and outstanding balance was PhP1.79 million (with a total of PhP439.45 

million).  More than half of the loans availed of by the respondents were for general 

purposes. 
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Majority, and on average (at almost 29% level of loan dependence), the 

respondents were moderately dependent on loan.  The respondent with the highest was 

at 50 percent (high level loan dependent) while the lowest was two percent (low level 

of loan dependence).  Majority of the respondents were moderately dependent on loan. 

Result of the two-stage least square regression shows that the factors 

significantly affecting loan dependence were years in service in current work, total 

working years, marital status, and financial safety net.  Except for total working years, 

all significant factors have positive effect on loan dependence.  

Using independent sample t-test and one-way ANOVA, it was found that there 

was a significant difference in loan dependence when grouped according to years in 

service in current work, total working years, educational attainment, marital status, 

household size, gender, position in current work, and financial safety net. 

The results of this study may be used as a guide by the subject GFI in 

formulating loan and benefit policies for their employees.  In addition, the subject 

GFI’s PF may implement stricter policies in granting loans to their members.  The 

subject GFI may encourage its employees to save by creating a savings campaign.  

Finally, the subject GFI may create an Employee Financial Education Program to 

promote financial education and re-educate its employees. 



 

ix 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

 

 Page 

  

TITLE PAGE. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i 

DEED OF DECLARATION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ii 

APPROVAL SHEET. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  iii 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  iv 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  vi 

ABSTRACT. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  vii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ix 

LIST OF TABLES. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  xii 

LIST OF FIGURES. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  xiv 

LIST OF APPENDIX. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  xv 

INTRODUCTION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Background of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

Statement of the Problem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Objectives of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 

Hypotheses of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 

Significance of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 

Scope and Limitations of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 

Definition of Terms. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 



 

x 

 

 

 Page 

  

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 

Factors Affecting Loan Dependence. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 

Measuring Loan Dependence. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 

Loans. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 

Impact of Loan Dependence on the Workplace. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 

FRAMEWORKS OF THE STUDY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 

Theoretical Framework. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 

Operational Framework. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 

METHODOLOGY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 

Research Design. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 

Time and Place of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 

Collection of Data. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 

Analytical Procedures. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 

Characteristics of the Respondents. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 

Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 

Years in service in current work. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 

Total working years. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 

Educational attainment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 



 

xi 

 

 

 Page 

  

Marital status. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 

Household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54 

Gender. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54 

Position in current work. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54 

Debt literacy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54 

General attitude towards debt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54 

Specific attitude towards debt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 

Financial safety net. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  57 

Total Loan Availments of Respondents. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 

Purposes for Availing of Loans. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59 

Loan Dependence of Respondents. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 

Effects of Characteristics of Respondents on Loan Dependence. . .  65 

Comparison of Loan Dependence. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  72 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS. . . . . . . . .  84 

Summary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  84 

Conclusions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  87 

Recommendations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  89 

REFERENCES. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  92 

APPENDIX. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  97 




