
 
 

 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

ow that COVID-19 is nearly behind 
us, it is time to talk about recovery.  
How do we enable MSMEs to 
recover?  At the height of 

discussions and subsequent legislative work on 
stimulus plans, a lot of tribute was paid to MSMEs 
as the engine of employment but the legislative 

and executive output that came out of those 
discussions sadly missed out the MSMEs.  
Unsurprisingly, the plans swept MSMEs into  

 

motherhood clauses and catch-all phrases that were 
not helpful to implementors.  The MSME sector 
remains a beast that befuddles many who claim to 
be experts in it.  For this reason, the authors of the 
plan took the easy way out by avoiding the nuts and 
bolts when it came to MSMEs but generously laid out 
the details when it came to the segment that they 

obviously knew best, i.e., those who are too big to 
fail.   
                                              continued on page 2 

  

nder Section 168 of the Revised 
Corporation Code (RCC), a 

director, trustee, or officer shall be 
punished with a fine ranging from 
P500,000 to P1.0 Million, who 
knowingly: 

 
(a) Fails to sanction, report, or file the 

appropriate action with the proper agencies; or 
(b) Allows or tolerates the graft and corrupt 
practices or fraudulent acts committed by a  

corporation’s directors, trustees, officers, or 
employees; 

 
Section 168 properly limits its application only to 
directors, trustees or officers liable for the offense 
defined therein. There is therefore no legal basis to 
hold employees and consultants of the corporation 
liable for participating in the offense defined therein. 

 
                                          continued on page 3 

 

VOLUME 8 ISSUE NO.  23 map.org.ph JUNE 7, 2022 

 

Mr. JOEY A. BERMUDEZ 

“MAPping the Future” Column in INQUIRER 

“MSME Recovery:   

A View from the Unheard” 
 

June 6, 2022 

N 

“MAP Insights” Column in BUSINESSWORLD 

“Tolerating Graft and  

Corrupt Practices” 
June 7, 2022 

Atty. CESAR L. VILLANUEVA 

U 



 
 

MAPping from page 1  
 
“MSME Recovery:  A View from the Unheard” 

 

Maybe it’s time to give the microphone to those 
whose noses have been badly bruised by MSME 
life and whose views have thus far been drowned 
by noise from the learned pundits.  Here is one 
perspective from one “drowned” voice.   
 
The theme of the Plan is “Ano ang taya mo?”  It 

is not a government plan.  It is a country plan.  
Everyone needs to contribute to the Plan.   
 
The spirit of volunteerism and Bayanihan is 
wrapped around the Plan.  The Plan admits that 
the devastation wrought by COVID-19 and the 

aggravating effects of the terrible response are 

wide-ranging.  Because mobility restrictions have 
prevented an honest-to-goodness assessment of 
the damage, everyone is underestimating the 
magnitude of the devastation today.  Surely, the 
destruction has been worse than what we saw in 
1997 and 2008. 

 
The government tax take is weak and will 
continue to be so for the next few years after the 
pandemic, unless something drastic is done.  
Therefore, a solo government effort to fuel 
economic recovery will not be sufficient. 
 

It cannot be business as usual.  Big sacrifices 
need to be made across-the-board.  Post-

pandemic, everyone must take a step back before 
moving forward.  
  
The immediate objective of the Plan is to restore, 

as quickly as possible, to pre-pandemic levels, 
employment, consumption, and business activity.   
 
These short-term objectives must be swiftly 
addressed by executive action, not by the 
legislative mill which can grind so slowly.  
Executive action can be swift if backed by 

voluntary action from the participants in the Plan. 
 
The long-term objective of the Plan is to promote 
an inclusive economy.  This can be achieved by a 
combination of executive action and legislative 

reform. 
 

For now, let us talk about the short-term engine 
of the Plan since we have a problem to solve here 
and now. 
 
Since MSMEs account for 68% of employment, 
every effort must be made to quickly revive and 

re-energize the MSME sector.  The sector is 
almost mortally wounded today, weighed down 
by debt that cannot be serviced because revenue 
streams have nearly disappeared.   The vast  

majority have defaulted on their debts. Unless 
government intervenes, a huge percentage of 
MSMEs will die.  This will in turn significantly impair 

the tax base and weaken the financial system.  The 

financial institutions will not give them relief because 
the former are themselves under extreme 
regulatory pressure to keep their balance sheets 
strong.  Around Php600 Billion of MSME loans are in 
the books of financial institutions today. 
 
There is a way to take this albatross off the backs of 

the financial institutions: 
 
Government can ask the financial institutions to 
convert all these loans, based on their pre-pandemic 
outstanding levels into 7-year loans with interest at 
3% per annum, principal payable at maturity.  

Government can pay this interest on behalf of the 

borrowers.  The annual cost of this to government 
will be Php18 Billion a year.   
 
In addition, government will provide first-loss 
guarantee of 30% to the financial institutions on 
these MSME loans.  Assuming, although highly 

unlikely, that the actual losses on these loans reach 
30%, the cost to government will be Php180 Billion 
over a 7-year period or Php26 Billion a year. 
 
The total annual cost of this program to the 
government will be Php44 Billion.  The trade-off is 
that MSMEs will be able to continue or re-start their 

businesses, and keep or re-hire their employees 
without having to worry about the burden of the 

debt that piled up during the pandemic. 
 
“Ano ang taya ng mga MSME na makikinabang sa 
programang ito?” 

 
The MSMEs must move decisively to bring back their 
business volumes and staffing/payroll to pre-
pandemic levels.  In addition, they must commit to 
pay, every year during the 7-year period of the 
program, total taxes (income taxes and business 
taxes) equal to the average annual payments they 

made during the three years preceding the 
pandemic. 
 
Micro-entrepreneurs must commit to take concrete 
steps towards assimilating themselves into the 

mainstream economy by registering their 
businesses and, to the extent possible, putting their 

businesses online so that they become part of the 
recorded economy.   
 
“Ano ang taya ng mga local governments (from 
barangay to municipal/city to provincial 
government) at national government agencies?”   

 
Local governments and national government 
agencies must create online portals for business 
registration, licensing, permit issuance, and all other  
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regulatory requirements for business 
establishments.  The portals must be end-to-end 
and must allow completion of all regulatory 

procedures online.   
 
“Ano ang taya ng mga malalaking korporasyon?” 
 
Large companies participating in the Plan must 
commit to pay their MSME suppliers no later than 
30 days after delivery.  In addition, they must 
commit to pay every year, during the next 3 
years, total taxes (income and business taxes) 

equal to their average annual payments during 
the three years immediately preceding the 
pandemic.  As long as they comply with their 
commitments under the Plan, participating 
companies will be exempt from tax investigations 
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue for the 

duration of their participation in the Plan.   

   
“Ano ang taya ng mga financial institutions na 
makikinabang a programang ito?” 
 
They must provide fresh loans to the MSMEs 
equal to or more than the amount of outstanding 

loans granted by them to these borrowers before 
the pandemic.  This will enable the MSMEs to 
bring their businesses back to pre-COVID levels. 
 
Not included in this 7-year debt relief program are 
MSME borrowers whose loans, at the time the 
pandemic started, were already in non-

performing status. 
 

The Small Business Corporation and the 
Philippine Guarantee Corporation will be asked to 
re-channel funds that have not yet been 
committed to specific uses towards this program 

to support the first-loss credit enhancement to be 
provided by government to the financial 
institutions. 
 
The Plan is not easy and has many holes.  A 
thousand and one obstacles can be pointed out.  
But in the search for solutions, it is useful to ask 

the learned pundits “Ikaw, ano ang taya mo?”  
Would you even give this Plan a shot and choose 
to work through its weaknesses, instead of 
freezing in the face of blockages?   
 

There is nothing easier than talk about solutions 
where the ‘taya” is to come only from others and 

not from oneself. And when it gets too tough to 
justify one’s hesitation, there is always the 
politically correct option of putting the proposal in 
the hands of an “inter-agency committee”, there 
to languish and eventually die a lonely death.   
   
(This article reflects the personal opinion of the 
author and does not reflect the official stand of 
the Management Association of the Philippines or 
MAP.  The author is Past President of MAP. He is 

Chair of Maybridge Finance and Leasing, Inc.) 

 
MAP Insights from page 1 
 

“Tolerating Graft and  

Corrupt Practices” 
 
In consonance with principles of corporate 
governance, Section 168 sends a clear message that 
it is not enough for directors, trustees and officers 
to not directly engage in fraudulent acts or graft and 
corrupt practices, but they are obliged, under pain 

of criminal penalty, to not tolerate it or turn a blind 
eye when such acts are committed by their 
colleagues in the name of the corporation, and even 
go to the extent of reporting the same to the proper 
authorities. 
 

The “Prejudicial Question” Relating to Section 

167 
 
Section 168 of the RCC, as it seeks to penalize 
directors, trustees or officers criminally liable for 
their acts of tolerance, should be treated as the 
counterpart to Sections 165 to 167 that penalize 

directly the corporation as the medium by which 
fraudulent acts are committed, and graft and 
corrupts practices perpetrated. 
 
Consequently, the allegedly “tolerating” directors, 
trustees or officers cannot be convicted under 
Section 167 unless and until there has been a formal 

conviction of the corporation under Sections 165, 
166 or 167. 

 
Retaliation Against Whistleblowers 
 
Section 169 of the RCC defines a “whistleblower” as 

“any person who provides truthful information 
relating to the commission or possible commission 
of any offense or violation under the” RCC. 
 
Under Section 169 of the RCC, any person who, 
knowingly and with intent to retaliate, commits acts 
detrimental to a whistleblower, such as interfering 

with the lawful employment or livelihood of the 
whistleblower, shall, at the discretion of the court, 
be punished with a fine ranging from P100,000 to P1 
Million. 
 

The essence of the offense punished under Section 
169 is to “commit acts detrimental to a 

whistleblower,” although illustrated by examples of 
“interfering with the lawful employment or livelihood 
of the whistleblower,” remains such a broad 
description that can be limited by the element that 
it is “with intent to retaliate.” In other words, how 
detrimental an act committed a whistleblower may 

be, the prosecution must show that essential 
element of having been done “with intent to 
retaliate.” 
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Liability of Directors, Trustees, Officers, or 
Other Employees  
 

Section 171 of the RCC provides that “If the 

offender is a corporation, the penalty may, at the 
discretion of the court, be imposed upon such 
corporation and/or upon its directors, trustees, 
stockholders, members, or officers, or employees 
responsible for the violation or indispensable to 
its commission.” 
 

The Limited Application of Section 171 
 
Strictly speaking, only Sections 165, 166, 167 
and 170 (in the rare instances when it can be 
applied) of the RCC specifically define offenses 
where it is the corporation that is held criminally 

liable. In all other criminal offenses provided by 

the RCC, the corporation itself cannot be held 
liable as the accused. The general rule prevailing 
in this jurisdiction is that when a criminal act is 
done on behalf of the corporation, the corporation 
cannot be held criminally liable since being an 
amoral being, it cannot fulfill the requirement of 

“malicious or criminal intent”, and therefore the 
crime committed is ascribed as the direct criminal 
act of the directors or trustees, officers and/or 
agent of the corporation who actually performed 
the criminal act. 
 
Therefore, when Section 171 refers to a situation 

when “the offender is a corporation,” it could only 
cover the offenses under Sections 165, 166, 167 

and 170, and that Section 171 is the legal basis 
by which the courts may include the offending 
directors, trustees, shareholders, members, or 
officers, or employees who are directly 

responsible for the violation or indispensable to 
its commission. 
 
Why Is Discretion Granted to the Courts 
under Section 171 
 
Under Section 171 of the RCC, if the offender is a 

corporation, “the penalty may, at the discretion 
of the court, be imposed upon such corporation 
and/or upon its directors, trustees, stockholders, 
members, officers, or employees responsible for 
the violation or indispensable to its commission.” 

 
Since a corporation is a juridical person, it can 

commit crimes only through acting directors or 
trustees, stockholders or members, officers, 
and/or employees, and therefore such natural 
persons are always responsible for the violation 
(having been the actors for the criminal act) and 
are indispensable for the corporation’s 

commission of the crime. Therefore, not only 
should the responsible directors or trustees, 
officers, shareholders or members, and/or 
employees be included as accused in the charge  

sheet against the corporation, but that the penalties 
under Sections 165, 166, 167 and 170 should be 
separately upon the accused natural persons 

separately from the imposition against the 

corporation.  
 
Liability of Aiders and Abettors and Other 
Secondarily Liable  
 
Under Section 172 of the RCC, “anyone who shall 
aid, abet, counsel, command, induce, or cause any 

violation” of (i) the RCC, or (ii) any rule, regulation, 
or order of the SEC, “shall be punished with a fine 
not exceeding that imposed on the principal 
offenders, at the discretion of the court, after taking 
into account their participation in the offense.” 
 

The broad language of Section 172 may be 

employed as the legal basis to hold legal counsel, 
accountants, financial advisers and other 
consultants liable for advising or counseling the 
corporate officers into actions and projects that 
would be construed as “any violation of the” RCC, 
whether such violation would constitute a criminal 

offense or merely a commercial non-criminal 
infraction. 
 
Be that as it may, no criminal conviction can be 
imposed upon an aider, abettor, or counselor unless 
and until the principal offender is convicted since 
Section 172 imposes the punishment “with a fine not 

exceeding that imposed on the principal offender.” 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
A former Chair of the SEC, who shepherded the 
amendments to the old Corporation Code in 

Congress, posited in a forum that investors, 
directors, trustees, officers and corporate 
practitioners should not be too wary of the 
administrative and criminal sanctions provided in 
the RCC for they all cover the imposition of fines, 
with no imprisonment involved. We find little 
professional and commercial relief in such a 

backhanded assurance. 
 
The fact that only fines are imposed as 
administrative and/or criminal sanctions under the 
RCC misses the point that the operations of 

companies, especially those vested with public 
interest, must be undertaken under an aura of public 

confidence and trust. When administrative and/or 
criminal sanctions are imposed on a publicly-held 
company, its losses are not limited only to the fines 
imposed, but suffers a loss in its goodwill which is it 
most important resource as a going concern.  In the 
instances when it is the company that is itself 

convicted as the offender, the loss in value of its 
business enterprise sustained directly by the 
investors who actually become innocent victims. 
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When it comes to directors, trustees or 
officerswho are imposed administrative or 
criminal fines, they are by that reason disqualified 

to being elected or appointed as such in all other 

corporations. They suffer therefore an 
immeasurable loss in their livelihood that goes 
beyond the amounts of the fines they pay. The 
worse is that they can be sanctioned on the basis 
of provisions in the RCC that are general in scope 
and coverage. In fact, they need not be convicted 
to suffer reputational loss, but the use of such 

broadly worded violations to establish a prima 
facie case, and the need to exhaust personal time 
and resources from such confusing provisions 
would destroy their reputations in the market. 
 
The worst effect of the criminalization of 

corporate governance (CG) principles and best-

practices under the RCC is that it sets into 
statutory stance a hard-handed approach to 
corporate governance. Placing CG reforms under 
a criminal framework misses the very essence of 
CG which seeks to upend management practice 
to go beyond complying with the letter of the laws 

relating to the promotion and protection of the 
interests of shareholders and other stakeholders. 
When CG principles and best-practices are 
subjected to both administrative and criminal 
sanctions then out of a sense of self-preservation, 
directors, trustees and officers, who are not well-
versed on criminal matters, would not dare 

exercise their business judgment to forge ahead, 
but in fact be conservative and refer such matters 

to legal counsel for the determination of what 
criminal or administrative risk they are venturing 
on. CG reform therefore no longer constitute 
asking the best of what business management 

may put forth, but becomes primarily the 
resolution of legal issues revolving upon the 
overly broad and sometime confusing letters of 
the law, that is best left to the lawyers to ponder 
upon and give well-considered recommendations. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that among the major 

reforms undertaken in the RCC is to grant “fiscal 
autonomy” to the SEC. Section 175 of the RCC 
expressly empowers the SEC to collect, retain and 
use fees, fines, and other charges it imposes 
pursuant to the Code and its rules and 

regulations, instead of the practice in the past 
when it had to remit such amounts to the National 

Treasury, thus: “For a more effective 
implementation of this Code, the Commission is 
hereby authorized to collect, retain, and use fees, 
fines, and other charges pursuant to this Code 
and its rules and regulations. The amount 
collected shall be deposited and maintained in a 

separate account which shall form a fund for its 
modernization and to augment its operational 
expenses such as, but not limited to, capital 
outlay, increase in compensation and benefits  

 

comparable with prevailing rates in the private 
sector, reasonable employee allowance, employee 
health care services, and other insurance, 

employee career advancement and 

professionalization, legal assistance, seminars, and 
other professional fees.” 
 
We really cannot judge at this point whether the 
fiscal autonomy granted to the SEC under Section 
175 of the RCC would actually benefit the Philippine 
corporate sector. However, we should expect 

Congress to diminish the budget allocations of the 
SEC, which in turn may compel SEC to raise its own 
working funds through the powers granted under 
Section 175. In all likelihood, in order to support its 
plantilla, and the high-salary and benefits standards 
granted to the SEC officers and rank-and-file, as 

well as to invest on the improvement of its facilities, 

more so its IT infrastructure, the SEC would not be 
gun-shy in imposing ever bigger amounts of fines 
and penalties on corporate stakeholders to continue 
to uphold and upgrade its operations in the face of 
limited budgetary allocations from Congress. 
 

The worse scenario would be the day when SEC can 
continue to boast that it has remained as one the 
top agencies in maintaining it high revenue-earning 
profile. That would actually be bad news for the 
Philippine corporate sector that would indicate that 
the SEC has really abandoned its “complain or 
explain approach”, and has wielded its 

“administrative sanction powers” to boost it 
revenues under the mantra of pursuing ever so 

forcefully the CG agenda under the RCC. 
 
(This article reflects the personal opinion of the 
author and does not reflect the official stand of the 

Management Association of the Philippines or MAP). 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
Atty. Cesar L. Villanueva is Co-Chair for Governance 
of the MAP ESG Committee, Chair of Institute of 
Corporate Directors (ICD), he first Chair of 
Governance Commission for GOCCs (GCG), former 
Dean of the Ateneo Law School, and Founding 

Partner of Villanueva Gabionza & Dy Law Offices.  
map@map.org.ph  
cvillanueva@vgslaw.com 
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1.  “Back to basics” 
from MAP Governor CIELITO “Ciel” F. 
HABITO’s “No Free Lunch” Column in 
the PHILIPPINE DAILY INQUIRER on  

June 7, 2022 
 
As a new administration prepares to take over 
the reins of government, it needs to firm up its 
strategy for moving the country forward. Given 
the state of our country and its people right now, 

my unsolicited advice is to start with the basics, 
and these boil down to our two assets needing 
utmost attention: our people and our land. Let 

me elaborate. 
 
The greatest toll the pandemic has taken on us 
has been its human cost, in how it severely 

compromised health and nutrition, and disrupted 
education, especially among lesser-endowed 
Filipinos. COVID-19 delivered a debilitating blow 
to what was already a battered health, nutrition, 
and education status, especially of our children—
the cumulative result of many years of seeming 
benign neglect. The signs had been staring us in 

the face: worst rankings worldwide in reading, 
science, and mathematics; lowest average IQ 
among all 10 Asean member states; and higher 
incidence than in most of our Asean neighbors of 

stunting due to severe malnutrition in children 
five years old and below. 

 
Our progressive deterioration in education 
started decades ago. When I resumed teaching 
duties at the University of the Philippines-Los 
Baños in the mid-’80s after five years of post-
graduate studies overseas, I recall feeling 
shocked at the very discernible general decline 

in my students’ capabilities. It couldn’t have 
been due to an easing of UP’s admission 
standards, and I could only blame a likely decline 
in the quality of our high school education then. 
 
By 1991, Congress saw it fit to create the Joint 

Congressional Commission to Study and Review 

Philippine Education (EDCOM) over a 12-month 
time frame, noting the palpable and continuous 
decline in the quality of Philippine education. 
EDCOM noted that (1) school dropout rates were 
inordinately high, especially in rural areas, 
probably caused by inadequacy of preparation 

among young children; (2) government 
investment in the education system was 
inadequate, including in teaching materials and 
learning resources for primary education; (3) the 
education system was poorly managed; (4)  
  
 

 
there is a lack of curriculum upgrading; (5) 
programs and facilities for special education (i.e., 
for children with special needs) were lacking; and 

(6) tertiary and technical-vocational education 
institutions lacked coordination with industry and 
market focus, leading to job-skills mismatch and 
poor job placement of graduates. 
 
A tangible outcome of EDCOM 1991 was the “tri-

focalization approach” that led to the establishment 
of the Commission on Higher Education and the 
Technical Education and Skills Development 

Authority. The former Department of Education, 
Culture and Sports (DECS) would then focus 
exclusively on basic education (elementary to high 
school) and was renamed the Department of 

Education (DepEd). I recall how then DECS 
Secretary Isidro Cariño loudly protested the 
“dismemberment” of his department, predicting 
disastrous results. 
 
Whether that split contributed to it or not, the 
decline in Philippine education appeared to have 

continued, leading us to the damning international 
rankings our educational system is known for now. 
Three decades since the last EDCOM, our education 
system again cries out for a long and hard look, 

hopefully with all of us putting our heads together 
to chart the right way forward. The group Philippine 

Business for Education is spearheading the call for 
a new multisectoral Education Commission 
participated in by all sectors of society “to analyze 
the gaps, look for opportunities and pave the 
ground on which we build our (educational) reform 
efforts.” Incoming Education Secretary Sara 
Duterte-Carpio would do well to make it one of her 

first moves, if we are to inspire confidence in the 
country’s education future, the same way the 
appointment of respected new economic managers 
is doing for the economy. 
 
Apart from people, the other basic concern is land, 

where the imperative boils down to vastly 

improving the productivity and competitiveness of 
our agriculture sector. This requires a separate 
discussion of its own, and in the meantime, we all 
await with bated breath the choice of the person to 
lead the sector in the next six years. 
 

cielito.habito@gmail.com 
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2.    “Eighty-three” 
From former MAP Governor PETER 
WALLACE’s “Like it is” Column in the   

PHILIPPINE DAILY INQUIRER on  

June 6, 2022 
 
Last Friday, I turned 83. That’s a pretty rare 
event. According to world demographics, only 
1.9 percent of people live into their 80s. And 
most of those would be women. We, men, seem 
to be too frail for the rigors of life, so we die 

earlier. So, I guess I’m a lucky one in a hundred. 
 
It’s strange I don’t feel particularly old. Although 
I must admit, my body says “hey, slow down. 
We, muscles, can’t keep up with you anymore.” 
But the body is only the vehicle to keep what is 

“us” alive. Our brain is “us,” is the person. It’s 

the brain that defines us, determines who we 
are. It’s the brain we must keep active, young, 
and alive. 
 
So, I write this column every week to challenge 
my brain, to keep it active and alert. I remain 

active in the business community for the same 
reason. Brain cells, like muscles, wither and die 
when you don’t use them. Boredom kills. 
 
I accept that death is coming, and I’ve no fear of 
that. My one wish is that it be quick and pain-
free. And as Stephen Hawking said, not yet, later 

is better. There’s still much to do in life. 
 

I moved to the Philippines in 1975 to build a 
factory in Sucat. I fell in love, with the country, 
then with a wonderful lass from Baguio. I call her 
a Baganese, but that doesn’t go down too well. 

We have a couple of well-educated, successful 
kids, one here, one in Australia, and a house on 
a lake (Caliraya) away from the horrors of a 
frenetic city with its world (in)famous Edsa. Life 
has been kind to us. 
 
I’ve little time for the past. I don’t sit and 

reminisce on what’s been before. Or, worse, 
huddle around the coffee table with equally old 
mates chattering about how much greater it all 
was then. I’ve no time for that. 
 

Although I do miss what I think was a gentler, 
more civilized world, where you posted a letter 

and waited days or weeks for a reply. Not mired 
in instantaneous social media, telling the world 
how well you brushed your teeth this morning. 
It’s a medium I don’t wish to participate in — and 
haven’t. 
 

I put up with texting because it is convenient. 
But Facebook is like McDonald’s, I’ve never been 
in either. My columns are written with a fountain 
pen on paper. Rose types them (when I was 
growing up, boys didn’t type; it was “sissy,” only  

girls typed.  So, I’m a one-fingered pecker on that 
screen) and sends them to this newspaper. 
 

When I look back on life, I think I should have been 

a bit more focused on making money. But frankly, it 
never interested me. I was always far more 
interested in ideas and creating things, in coming up 
with ideas to make this a better world. Or, at least, 
this Philippine corner of it. The challenge of 
developing ideas, then convincing people of them, 
has been something I thoroughly enjoyed. 

Somehow, enough money came in while doing it, so 
we could live comfortably. 
 
I’ve been an Asia-Pacific regional manager for an 
industrial multinational, traveling the region 
extensively and learning about other cultures and 

business practices. I’ve been country CEO for two 

others, employing thousands of Filipinos. I’ve 
started and run my own business for the past 39 
years. I’ve sailed oceans and raced motor cars. As a 
family, we’ve traveled and learned much about the 
world. A world we’d like to see more of if COVID will 
let us. As an engineer, my passion has always been 

to build things, fix things, create things. I have a 
very well-equipped workshop to do that. And I like 
to think logically. To face a problem and think 
through how to best resolve it in the simplest way. 
It’s been an active life, now slowly winding down. 
 
Before I die, I’d like to see a true revolution in the 

Philippines. Recognition that the way we’ve done 
things just doesn’t work in this modern, aggressive 

world. Read “Bottom” (09/16/2021) from my 
previous column, that says it all. It saddens me 
greatly that we are behind in almost everything, it’s 
time to honestly ask, why? Then, change so we can 

move to the top, at least in Asia. That change I 
believe must center around these: Philippine culture 
and style of governance, because what else can it 
be. In everything else, we’re similarly endowed to 
others. Land, soil, location, even history. The thing 
that distinguishes us from others is those two. I’d 
throw in corruption; quite simply corrupt countries 

don’t develop. 
 
We need a culture that insists on excellence. Where 
“bahala na” just won’t do. We need leadership that 
cares for the well-being of the people, not the well-

being of themselves and friends. And we need a 
society that is honest. 

 
This is the challenge for Ferdinand Marcos Jr. to 
create this. If I were him, I’d put together a group 
of intellectuals to attack these three societal 
problems, and how best to fix them. A group that 
will be forthright and uncompromising in its analysis. 

An analysis he will then follow. 
 
I’d like to die in a country destined for greatness. 
 
Email: wallace_likeitis@wbf.ph 
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   Video Recording of May 19, 2022                                                 Video Recording of May 2, 2022                                                     

   MAP GMM                                                                                  MAP Webinar                                                                                

  

   Video Recording of April 29, 2022                                               Video Recording of April 29, 2022 
   MAP Webinar                                                                            MAP Webinar 

  

 
   Video Recording of April 27, 2022                                           Video Recording of April 22, 2022 

   MAP Lecture                                                                          MAP Webinar 

 

 
   Video Recording of April 20, 2022                                             Video Recording of April 7, 2022 

   MAP Webinar                                                                          MAP-PBEd Joint General Membership Meeting 
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   Video Recording of March 24, 2022                                           Video Recording of March 9, 2022 

   MAP General Membership Meeting                                            MAP Lecture 
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 JUNE 1 

1. Mr. CARLO ROY “Carlo” SINGSON 

           Associate VP and Managing Director, NBA  

           Philippines, Inc.  

 

JUNE 2 

2. Mr. RAUL M. CASTRO 

          Chair and CEO, McCann Worldgroup Philippines  

3. Dr. CONRADO “Conrad” E. IÑIGO JR. 

          VP - Academic Affairs, Lyceum of the Philippines 

University  

 

JUNE 3 

4.      Atty. ENRIQUE “Ike” A. SOBREPEÑA JR. 

         President and CEO, College Assurance Plan 

Philippines, Inc.  

5.      Mr. PETER LESLIE WALLACE 

         Chair, The Wallace Business Forum, Inc.  

 

JUNE 4 

6.     Mr. MANOLITO “Lito” T. TAYAG 

        Country Managing Director, Accenture, Inc.  

        (Philippines)  

7.     Mr. WILLY YU “Willy” TIENG 

        President, KLG International, Inc.  

 

JUNE 5 

8.     Ms. MARIA CAROLINA “Carol” V. DOMINGUEZ 

        President and CEO, John Clements Consultants, Inc.  

 9.     Mr. GEORGE J. “George” MARTIREZ 

         2nd Vice Chair and CEO, Malayan Bank  

10.   Mr. RUY Y. MORENO 

        Chair, Center for Global Best Practices (CGBP)  

11.   Atty. CARLOS “Charlie” G. PLATON 

         Managing Partner, Platon Martinez Flores San Pedro 

and Leaño  

 

JUNE 6 

12.    Mr. ROBERT “Bob” Y. COKENG 

         President, F&J Prince Holdings Corporation  

13..   Mr. RAMON LORENZO LUIS “Renzo”  R. GUINTO 

         President and CEO/Doctor of Public Health candidate, 

PH Lab/ Harvard University  

 

JUNE 7 

14.     Mr. ROBERTO “Obet” DE VERA ROBES 

          President and General Manager, Sky Green Imports 

Incorporated  

 

JUNE 8 

15.    Mr. MICHAEL “Mike” O. DE JESUS 

         EVP and Corporate Bank Head, Rizal Commercial 

Banking Corporation (RCBC)  

16.     Ms. DELIZA G. “Deliza” RIDOLOSO 

          President, Pacific Sun Solutions, Inc.  

17.    Mr. JUAN CARLOS “John-C” L. SYQUIA 

          Head of Corporate Banking, Bank of the Philippine 

Islands (BPI)  

 

 

JUNE 9 

18.    Mr. ONOFRE “JR” BANSON JR. 

         President, Monark Equipment, Inc.  

19.    Mr. EDUARDO “Ed” C. JIMENEZ 

          President, Kabalikat para sa Maunlad na Buhay Inc. 

(A Microfinance NGO)  

 

JUNE 10 

20.    Mr. RENE ALETA “RJ” LEDESMA JR. 

         Executive Chief Innovation Officer, Mercato Centrale 

Philippines, Inc.  

21.    Mr. MANUEL ANTONIO “Manny” G. LISBONA 

         President and CEO, PNB Securities, Inc.  

 

JUNE 11 

22.    Mr. SANDEEP “Sandeep” G. CHANDIRAMANI 

         President, iGlobal Financial Services, Inc.  

23.    Atty. MARIAN JOANNE “Joanne”  K. CO-PUA 

         Owner/Name Counsel, Co-Pua Law Office  

24.    Mr. DENNIS B. FUNA 

         Insurance Commissioner, Insurance Commission  

 

JUNE 12 

25.    Atty. ANTHONY ALDEN “Anton” SY AGUILAR 

         Senior Partner, The Tax Offices of Romero Aguilar & 

Associates  

26.    Sister MERCEDITAS O. ANG 

         SPC, President, St. Paul University Philippines (SPUP) 

27.    Atty. RAMIL E. BUGAYONG 

         Partner, PJS Law  

28.    Ms. HELEN PEREZ MACASAET 

         Chair Emeritus, Pentathlon Systems Resources, Inc.  

29.    Mr. ALEXANDER “Alex”  N. VALORIA 

         President and CEO, Anflo Management and 

Investment Corporation  

 

JUNE 13 

30.    Atty. ANTONIO “Tony” M. BERNARDO 

         ExCom Chair and Senior Partner, Bernardo Placido 

Chan & Lasam Law (BPCL Law)  

31.    Mr. ANTHONY “Anton” T. HUANG 

         President, Stores Specialists, Inc. 

 

JUNE 14 

32.   Engr. BERNARDO F. “Bernie” ABIS 

        President and CEO, Webcast Technologies, Inc.  

33.   Mr. JAIME “Jimmy” B. AQUINO 

        Chair, Comfac Global Group  

34.   Mr. ALVIN M. CARRANZA 

        CEO, Digital Out of Home, Inc.  

35.   Mr. RAFAEL “Rafa” F. DE MESA 

        FVP, Aboitiz InfraCap Inc.  

 

JUNE 15 

36.   Mr. TOMAS “Mitch” GOMEZ V 

        President and CEO, GM Bank of Luzon, Inc.  

37.  Mr. GEORGE SYCIP 

        President, Halanna Management Corporation  

 

 

 

 

 

Happy Birthday to the following MAP Members who are  

celebrating their birthdays within June 1 to 30, 2022  
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Please subscribe to “MAP Talks” on YOUTUBE: 
 
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCeNlKpZ2CZmVkrjh9GNfSoA 
 
Please follow MAP on FACEBOOK: 
 
https://web.facebook.com/map.org.ph 
 
Please connect with MAP thru LINKEDIN: 
 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mapphilippines/ 
 
Please visit the new MAP Website by clicking the following: 
 
<map.org.ph> 
 
Please join the “MAP Bulletin Board” Viber community by clicking the following: 

 
https://invite.viber.com/?g2=AQB96LUTksl4X03UidOSgWDEPCjwdBfZLGFrjkuDpC1j%2FCpAHFFj0k
gzkmWL2hvc 
 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCeNlKpZ2CZmVkrjh9GNfSoA
https://web.facebook.com/map.org.ph
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mapphilippines/
http://map.net.ph/
https://invite.viber.com/?g2=AQB96LUTksl4X03UidOSgWDEPCjwdBfZLGFrjkuDpC1j%2FCpAHFFj0kgzkmWL2hvc
https://invite.viber.com/?g2=AQB96LUTksl4X03UidOSgWDEPCjwdBfZLGFrjkuDpC1j%2FCpAHFFj0kgzkmWL2hvc

