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Education Spending of 

Philippine Cities 
 

By: Joy Aceron, Rafaela David, Maien Vital, Julius Santos and Krisna Parrera 
Ateneo School of Government, Philippines 

 
 
Abstract 
 
The paper presents the result of the exploratory research conducted by a research team of Ateneo 
School of Government that studied the impact of civil society participation on the responsiveness of 
local spending for education. Employing both quantitative and qualitative research methods, the 
said research explored the following: (1) developing a composite index on civil society 
participation in local education governance; (2) measuring how much of prioritization and 
utilization of local budget for education is determined by the level of civil society participation in 
local mandated participatory bodies; and (3) understanding the contextual factors that impact the 
effectiveness of civil society participation in influencing local education governance. Due to 
constraints in data, the Composite Index and Regression Analysis results are indicative and 
inconclusive. However, the conduct of the exploratory research has brought to surface many 
governance and policy issues on local education governance and civil society participation in local 
government units or LGUs, as well as research and learning issues on determining and measuring 
the impact and effectiveness of participation.- 
 
It is shown in the study that the processes and mechanisms for participation themselves do not 
guarantee a responsive government. There are many factors that come into play. One is the nature 
of CSOs and the quality and substance of their participation. The study posits that citizen 
participation can only positively contribute to responsive governance if citizens constructively 
engage the government through claim-making and accountability activities. The study also points 
to a rather popular interpretation of Philippine politics:  the prevalence of elite democracy, which in 
this case is seen at the local level in the education sector in particular. Participation is largely 
facilitated through a top-down approach, instead of independent initiatives from below. Finally, the 
paper presents the areas that still need improvement in order to maximize the capacity for local 
education governance, such as strengthening of fiscal capacity of LGUs, and establishment of a 
reporting and monitoring system that will check on the effectiveness of the existing mandated 
mechanism for citizen participation at the local level.   
 
JEL Classification: H52, H75, I22, L31, (D7)   
 
Keywords: Education, Education Expenditure | Education Finance, Non-profit institutions | Civil 
Society, Collective Decision Making 
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I. Introduction and Background 
 

Governance primarily revolves around a two-way process that involves the government and local 

constituents in the areas of needs articulation on the one hand, and service provision on the other. It 

is assumed that rational governments provide services that best reflect their constituents’ 

preferences in order to maximize votes.  

 

Decentralization, which brings the government closer to the people, is supposed to improve the 

government’s responsiveness to the people’s needs and to effect speedier service delivery. Yet, 

given the weaknesses of the accountability mechanisms such as elections, governments cannot still 

afford to be responsive to people’s needs. Furthermore, as people’s needs and wants vary, even the 

decentralized governments often do not know which of these needs to prioritize. It comes to a point 

that the decision is left to their discretion, which can then lead to abuse of power. 

 

In light of recent developments showing the government’s actual limitations, there has been a 

growing awareness of the significance of participatory governance that seeks to involve the 

citizens and civil society organizations in the government’s decision-making processes. This is 

based on the assumption that such participation will enable the citizens to give more inputs, which 

in effect, will result to improved delivery of basic services.  

 

The civil society organizations serve as an intermediary mechanism that provides organized 

pressure and formal representation, making local governments more responsive to people’s 

demands. Through these organizations, the aggregation of people’s demands and the formulation of 

specific agenda based on deliberate processes of research, monitoring and/or consultation are made 

possible, the object of which is to pressure governments to be more responsive whenever 

communication of public needs is made. Civil society is a broadly used term here; it refers to 

groups of citizens or organizations engaging in the different arenas of governance or participating 

in the different processes of government. It ranges from associational to countervailing CSOs, with 

the former being more inclined towards cooperative/ collaborative engagement with the 

government, and the latter mainly checking or exacting accountability from the government. 

Furthermore, civil society is understood to be part of the broader concept of citizen and civil 

society participation in the organized actions and decision-making processes in the arena of 

governance. 
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The Local Government Code of 1991 sought to make civil society participation an integral part of 

local governance. Mechanisms for such participation are provided at the local level to ensure a 

responsive government, i.e. a government that addresses the most critical issues people raise and 

allocates resources to address the same. A key feature of the Code is that it provides the legal and 

institutional infrastructure for the participation of civil society in local governance. Decentralization 

of basic functions is also expected to promote and enhance participatory governance in the country.  

 

Hence, this exploratory study seeks to assess whether there is a strong correlation between 

government decision (particularly the allocation of budget for service delivery) and civil society 

participation. Finding a correlation between these two presumably connected variables is important 

in democratic policymaking. However, there are hardly any studies that quantitatively establish the 

said interaction.  

 

The main focus of this study is on local government decision-making in education service delivery. 

In the Philippines, we continue to face big challenges in education, in terms of access, quality and 

outcome. The Department of Education (DepEd) also reported that as per 2010 estimates, out of 

every 100 grade one students, 68 would finish basic education, 43 would finish secondary school, 

23 would get into college, and only 14 would graduate from college. Moreover, 6.8 million of 

eligible children had never gone to school. One out of 10 cannot read and write.  

 

One in every 6 Filipinos is not functionally literate — a total of 9.6 million. Subject mastery has 

been deteriorating, with student achievement rates in almost all subjects being below 50 percent. 

There is a general shortage of resources, resulting in high student-teacher ratio, overcrowded 

classrooms (shortage of 34,100 classrooms as of 2013), and some schools without access to 

electricity and potable water.  

 

Though not yet decentralized (the main reason is to prevent education governance getting 

politicized), the role of LGUs, particularly the city governments, in education service delivery is 

beginning to expand. There has been an increase in LGU spending for education from 31 percent in 

1991 to 41 percent in 2003. In addition, 58 percent of LGU spending on education is on account of 

the cities.  

 

While the education sector remains largely centralized and the budget earmarked for it from local 

source remains meager compared to the budget in the Department of Education (DepEd), the 
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national government recognizes the importance of LGUs in mobilizing resources, particularly in 

light of the substantial requirements in attaining the Education for All (EFA) targets. Moreover, 

city governments in particular have increased their spending on education in the past decade. 

Therefore, the people and the central government have high expectations in terms of what LGUs 

should deliver in education. 

 

Based on the Local Government Code of 1991, it is mandatory for the LGUs to do two main things: 

One, they are to support the education services the national government provides. Indeed, LGUs 

are required to allocate 1 percent of their Real Property Tax (RPT) collection to their Special 

Education Fund (SEF). Two, they are to ensure citizen participation in the budgeting and allocating 

of their resources for the education services.  

 

Under the Local Government Performance Management System (LGPMS), an LGU should be able 

to provide support education services by: (1) establishing a functional Local School Board (LSB), 

(2) providing support to elementary and secondary education from the special education fund and 

the general fund, and (3) providing an alternative learning system. 

 

LGUs are also expected to provide support in the improvement of the state of education. This 

includes improving the elementary participation rate, elementary completion rate, secondary 

completion rate, tertiary and technical education completion rate and basic or simple literacy rate. 

  

In this regard, the LGUs are expected to spend their SEF on the: 

1. Operation and maintenance of public schools. 

2. Construction and repair of school buildings, facilities and equipment. 

3. Educational research. 

4. Purchase of books and periodicals. 

5. Sports development. 

 

LGUs are further expected to support extension classes and provide locally funded teachers’ 

salaries. By and large, the LGUs are expected to supplement the available resources from the 

central office, especially for items that are in short supply. 
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II. Research Design and Methodology 
 

Research Question 

 

We begin with the question: Does civil society participation affect the city local government units 

(CLGUs)’s decision in delivering education-related services?  

 

In theory, maximizing the welfare of the people means delivering the services in accordance with 

their needs or preferences. The best way to capture the preferences of the people is to bring the 

governments closer to them, with the condition that the former declare their preferences (through 

voting) to the latter. This will allow the local governments to not only obtain the relevant 

information in a better and faster way, but also to address the people’s needs at equally faster rates 

due to their proximity to the latter. Such are the principles proponents of decentralization present: 

Wallace Oates, Joseph Stigler and Charles Tiebout. Today, the literature has streamed towards 

citizen-centered governance as a framework for local governance, bringing to the fore the 

significant roles of citizens in the process of governance and creating incentives for government 

agents for compliance with their mandates. 

 

Thus, in effective governance that considers civil society participation a significant input, this 

research hypothesizes that: “Civil society participation is positively associated with the city local 

governments in their education service-delivery; that is, civil society participation helps improve 

the spending decision of LGUs with regard to education.”  

 

 

Conceptual Framework and Review of Related Literature  

 

As far as government spending is concerned, a vast array of studies in the Philippines and abroad 

that could provide a reliable empirical frame are available. The literature is, however, found lacking 

in the subject of citizen participation, a budding area of interest in the light of the expanding 

democratic ideologies in effective governance. 

 

This study, nonetheless, makes use of the wisdom previous studies on government behavior in 

relation to their respective characteristics could offer. We will make use of the model Sturm (2001) 

expounded, in which three sets of variables were considered as factors affecting government capital 
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spending. The model groups the determinants into three major categories: structural, economic and 

politico-institutional. 

 

It must be noted, however, that this model was used to assess national government spending. For 

the purpose of our study, the model has been modified based on the relevance of the variables in 

the context of a decentralized set-up. 

 

As mentioned earlier, the quirks of the decentralized form of government in the Philippines should 

be taken into consideration. Hence we turn to local studies such as that of Manasan (1997), which 

looks into the determinants of social and human priority of local provincial government 

expenditures, and another study in 1998 by the same author, which looks into the revenue 

performance and expenditures of the city LGUs in the years 1991 to 1995 and the factors 

explaining these. 

 

In addition, we refer to the studies Mancur Olson (1993), William Nordhaus (1975) and Alesina 

and Roubini (1992) conducted that underscore the socio-political dynamics (for example, re-

elections and political cycles) in government decisions. These were taken into careful consideration 

since our reference period 2009 is a year before the elections, a time when the need to win the votes 

of the constituents might have spurred the creation of more projects (and thus spending).  

 

This study likewise takes into account additional variables that influence the LGU decisions in 

allocating resources, such as vulnerability to disasters. The country lies in a geographical position 

where disasters occur frequently. However, there is variation across locations as some areas are 

actually more frequently hit than others. Time and again, devastations arising from such disasters 

— while largely unpredicted — require resources for rehabilitation and reconstruction.  

 

The variables previously mentioned are assumed to be the determinants of government spending 

decisions. Citizen participation will be the innovation and variable of interest — a factor that has 

not yet been fully tackled in the surveyed empirical studies. Therefore, we place it as one of the 

determinants, with a precondition that this variable satisfies the assumptions needed for unbiased 

and consistent estimates. 
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Independent Variables 

CS Participation in Education 
Governance of CLGUs 

(COMPOSITE INDEX) 
 

• CSO participation in Local School Board (LSB) 
• CSO participation in education‐

related discussions of the Local Development Co
uncils (LDC)  

• Education‐related proposals from CSOs   
filed in the LGU  

• Education‐
related projects/ activities with the involvement 
of the CLGU and CSOs  

• Monitoring of educa0on service delivery with the

Control variables 
(structural variables, economic variables and 

politico‐institutional variables) 

+ =

Dependent Variable 
CLGU Spending on Education   
 
• LGU’s spending on education services a

gainst the LGU’s total spending 
(prioritization)  
 

• LGU’s spending on education services c
ompared to allocated/ planned budget 
(utilization)  

 

 

 

However, we find that CSO participation is very difficult to represent and define. With numerous 

factors defining this variable, plus the constraints of the limited sample size, representing these 

factors in a manageable number is quite a challenge. One way of overcoming this difficulty is to 

create a composite index that would enable the analysis of the data using just a single indicator. 

 

 

Estimation Models 

 

The study is looking at two avenues of local government decisions (local government outputs) that 

civil society or CSOs can participate in: 

 Prioritization of education spending of LGUs (as share in total spending) 

 Utilization of resources earmarked for education (SEF) 

 

The estimation models consequently are as follows: 

 

• educ_prio = a + b*CI + c*X + d*Y + e*Z + u 

• educ_util = a + b*CI + c*X + d*Y + e*Z + v 

 

where: 

CI = composite index: CSO Participation in Education Governance of CLGUs 

X = vector of structural variables  
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Y = vector of economic variables 

Z = vector of politico-institutional variables 

 

In each of the proposed models, the level of CSO participation in a given city determines said city’s 

education spending, while taking into account the interplay of other prevailing structural, economic 

and politico-institutional conditions. Again, it is emphasized that CSO participation is measured as 

an index to encapsulate its various mechanisms.  

 

 

Sampling and Datasets  

 

In conducting the data-gathering for this study, the focus is on city local governments from the 

universe of 120 city LGUs. This is in order to limit the sample to relatively developed LGUs  

presumed to have the capacity and resources to fund the delivery of education services, netting out 

variation that could be accrued to the advantage of the cities due to the amount of IRA they receive 

and their attractiveness to investors. 

 

Using stratified random sampling, a sample of 40 cities has been randomly drawn from a list of 120 

cities categorized by region and type, allowing the ample representation of the cities to be analyzed 

in the study.  

 

Data are then collected from national government agencies and city LGUs for each of the sampled 

cities. This step mainly entails primary data collection through field surveys and desk research. 

Moreover, the development of a composite index to measure CSO participation requires more 

rigorous data collection, involving interviews with CSOs and scanning through the minutes of 

meetings and records of proceedings to ensure that every measurable aspect of CSO participation is 

well represented in the analysis.  

 

Based on the described research framework, multiple linear regression best suits our analysis of the 

problem at hand. This allows the establishment of a relationship between CSO participation and 

spending on education while controlling the effects of other variables.  
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The Dependent Variable: Measuring the City Government’s Education Spending 

 

As mentioned earlier, the spending on education shall be measured at two levels: prioritization and 

utilization.  

 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES Measurement Data Source 

level of prioritization of 

education  

total spending for education to total 

spending of LGU in 2009 

Commission on Audit / 

Bureau of Local Government 

Financing (BLGF) 

level of utilization of education 

budget 

total budget (planned) to total 

spending for education 

CLGUs  

 

Prioritization is measured by summing up the total spending for education coming from: 1) 

mandatory or Special Education Funds, and 2) discretionary or General Funds, divided by the total 

expenditure from both the funds; in short, total education spending over total expenditure. The 

discretionary funds spending plays a critical role as it shows the level of prioritization given to the 

sector. 

 

On the other hand, utilization is measured by looking at the total expenditure from the SEF, relative 

to the total SEF budget. This shows the efficiency in terms of spending the allotted budget of the 

city when it comes to education. We should note that the SEF is already earmarked for this 

purpose. 

 

Unlike the CSO participation index, the interpretation of these variables is more direct. These data 

will be tested against the assumption that CSO participation plays an important role in influencing 

the level of prioritization and utilization of education spending in a given city. 
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CS Participation in Education 
Governance of CLGUs 
(COMPOSITE INDEX) 

• CSV 1: CSO participation in Local School 
Boards (LSB) 

• CSV 2: CSO participation in education-
related discussions of the Local 
Development Councils (LDC) 

• CSV 3: Education-related proposals from 
CSOs   filed in the LGU 

• CSV 4: Education-related projects/ 
activities with the involvement of the CLGU 
and CSOs  

• CSV 5: Monitoring of education service 
delivery with the engagement of CSO and 
CLGU  

Planning and Budgeting 
Phase [consultative/ 

participatory 
governance] 

Implementation Phase 
[partnership/ PPP] 

Accountability Phase [social 
accountability/ constructive 
engagement] 

The Financial 
Management Process of 

The Independent Variable: Mechanisms for Participation of CSOs at Local Education 

Governance 

 

Though the level and type of citizen participation may vary from city to city, they may also have 

similar manifestations. The study maps out the most common mandated mechanisms for 

participation throughout the financial management process of governance in the creation of a 

citizen participation index: (1) planning and budgeting phase, (2) implementation phase, and (3) 

accountability phase. 

 

Let us now go through each mechanism closely for a more qualitative assessment of how it is 

expected to influence education spending: 

 

1. CSO participation in LSB 

 

As stated under the Local Government Code of 1991, one of the mandated sectoral bodies local 

governments have to constitute is the Local School Board (LSB). The CSOs in the LSB include the 

following as members: the duly elected president of the city federation of parents-teachers 

associations, the duly elected representative of the teachers' organizations in the city and the duly 

elected representative of the non-academic personnel of public schools in the city. 

  

The LSBs are specifically created and tasked to exercise control over the Special Education Fund 

budget and education spending of local governments in accordance with the need of the different 
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schools, and to authorize the obligation of funds thereof. They also advise the local sanggunian in 

matters and expenses relating to education. 

 

Thus, it is logical to conclude that the local government will have a higher budget and more 

efficient spending of the SEF and other education budget with a well-functioning local school 

board.  

 

2. CSO participation in education-related discussions of the LDC 

 

A major institutional mechanism that mandates civil society participation in the decision-making 

process of local governments is the Local Development Council (LDC), a quarter of which should 

be constituted by the representatives of non-governmental organizations operating in the city or the 

municipality.  

 

The LDC prepares the Local Development Plan (LDP), which contains the development strategy 

and plan of the LGU. Education is one of the social development sectors discussed in local 

development planning. Through the LDC, CSO actors are able to participate in “setting the 

direction of economic and social development, and coordinating development efforts within its 

territorial jurisdiction” (LGC of 1991).  

 

It is believed that CSO participation in education-related issues/discussions ensures that the 

development plan of the local government includes education programs. This can then be translated 

into higher education spending for the city. 

 

3. Education-related proposals from CSOs filed in the LGU  

 

In certain localities, CSOs may be as proactive as to propose certain projects and agenda to the 

LGU. Specifically, the presence of the CSOs proposing education-related projects to the LGU 

indicates the level of the activity of the CSOs, which in theory should positively affect the LGU 

decisions regarding the budget. 
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4. Education-related projects/ activities with the involvement of the CLGU and CSOs  

 

The Local Government Code of 1991 also mandates the LGUs to co-implement projects and 

activities with CSOs. Simultaneously, the high presence of education-related activities with the 

participation of CSOs should also be reflected in the education spending of the city. Indeed, with 

the CSOs as main stakeholders in the project or activity implementation, it is more likely that the 

LGUs would obligate the budget specified for the project. 

 

5. Monitoring of education service delivery by CSOs and CLGU  

 

CSOs have also assumed an active role in monitoring the implementation of projects and processes 

of the local governments across the country, including the monitoring of education service delivery. 

More particularly, the procurement process has been made transparent through the participation of 

NGOs as observers at different stages of the bidding process. 

 

Moreover, all local governments are mandated to have the Project Monitoring Committee (PMC) 

under the LGU’s planning office to oversee the implementation of particular projects. The PMC 

shall include two (2) NGOs or POs under the Executive Order No. 93. Included in the primary 

projects PMC monitored are infrastructure projects that the LGU implements in schools. 

 

In education, CSO participation in such accountability mechanisms is believed to increase the 

efficiency of LGUs vis-à-vis the spending and budget utilization. 

 

 

Coming up with the composite index 

 

Creating an index, however, requires sufficient prior information on the relative weight of each of 

the component factors to the total weight. Lack of related literature and public/ expert opinion as 

basis for these weights pose another challenge. To estimate the index, the study utilizes the 

principal component analysis, a multivariate statistical technique which aids in extracting the 

optimal weights based on the variation of the data in order to aggregate the different CSO 

participation mechanisms measured.  

 

CI = a*CSV1 + b*CSV2 + c*CSV3 + d*CSV4 + e*CSV5 
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With the input of data in a scoring template, the sampled cities were given scores quantifying the 

level of civil society participation in the education governance of their cities.  

 

To provide a brief background of the CSO participation mechanisms measured in the study, the 

following table lists 5 venues where CSOs can carry out their participation in promoting education. 

For each of these venues, the study enumerates how CSO participation can be quantitatively 

measured. Most of these data are sourced from the minutes of meetings and records of proceedings 

at the LSB and LDC levels.  

 
VARIABLES Measurement Data Source 

CV 1: Participation of CSOs in Local 

School Board (LSB) 

(1) number of meetings in 2008-

2009; (2) percentage of LSB 

meetings w/ CSO participation; (3) 

dummy variable if compliant to the 

number of mandated CSOs; (4) 

dummy variable if invitation was sent 

(determinant of initiative taken by 

LGU to encourage CSO participation) 

CLGUs (LSBs and/or relevant CSOs) 

CV2: Participation of CSOs in Local 

Development Council (LDC) on 

education-related matters 

(1) dummy variable of whether 

education is tackled in LDP; (2) if 

LDP contains education, dummy 

variable of whether LDC membership 

complies with the reqt:1/4 coming 

from CSOs; (3) number of education 

CSOs; (4) percentage of meetings 

attended by education CSOs 

CLGUs (LDCs and/or relevant CSOs) 

CV3: CSO initiative to propose 

recommendations/ courses of action 

that are education-related 

(1) number of proposals; (2) 

percentage of proposals that are 

directly related to outcome (NAT 

scores); (3) percentage of proposals 

that are responded to by LGUs  

CLGUs (Office of the mayor, CSWD, 

LSB, CAO) 

CV4: Projects/ activities with LGU 

and CSO involvement 

(1) number of projects/ activities; (2) 

degree of involvement; (3) level of 

participation; (4) scope (not yet 

quantified) 

DepEd Division Office/ CLGUs/ 

relevant CSOs 

CV5: Monitoring/ accountability 

efforts in LGUs on education-related 

processes or services with CSO 

participation 

(1) number of monitoring activities; 

(2) dummy variable whether CSO 

participation in BAC is operational; 

(3) dummy variable whether CSO 

CLGU (Procurement Office/ 

Planning, CSWD, DA, PMC, BAC) 
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participation in PMC is operational; 

(4) scope (not yet quantified) 

 

The research also translated into composite indices the 3 phases of the financial management 

process: (1) planning and budgeting phase, (2) implementation phase [partnership/ PPP], and (3) 

accountability phase, using the same components of CSO participation index, hence, no further data 

collection was necessary. 

 

Information gathered from the minutes of LSB and LDC meetings, LGU records and other LGU 

data pertaining to CSO participation is summarized for each city. It is then quantified through a 

scoring system developed to provide a standard measure of civil society participation for all 

sampled cities. Premium points are awarded to projects and CSOs believed to focus on promoting 

education and other related agenda.  

 

 

Control Variables: Accounting for other possible determinants of LGU spending behavior 

 

As mentioned earlier, our model has 3 sets of control variables (structural, economic and socio-

political) and a policy variable identifying CSO participation as determinants of government 

spending on education. The following table lists each of the variables considered for these 

categories.  

 
CONTROL VARIABLES Measurement Data Source 

1.  Structural Variables     

a.    degree of urbanization Proportion of urban barangays to total 

number of barangays 

National Statistics Office (NSO) 

b.    population growth Population of school-age children (6-16 

years old) 

School age: Dept of Education 

(DepEd) 

c.    Vulnerability to disasters Risk categories in the natural disaster 

vulnerability map — risk to climate 

disasters 

National Disaster Coordinating 

Council (NDCC) 

2. Economic variables:     

a. real economic growth, proxied by 

capacity to generate own income  

tax revenues over total income in 2009 Bureau of Local Government 

Finance (BLGF)-Dept. of 
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Finance 

b. government debt  amount of loans and borrowings in 2009 BLGF 

c. interest payment   amount spent on debt service in 2009 BLGF 

d. foreign aid/extraordinary transfer Amount of extraordinary receipts/aid in 

2009 

BLGF 

f. Sustainability of local sources to 

cover expenses 

Total local sources (tax + non-tax 

revenues of LGUs) over total expenditure 

in 2009 

BLGF 

g. Performance of the city in 

education (need for education 

services) 

NAT scores 2007-2008 DepEd  

3. Politico-institutional:      

a. political cycles dummy variable whether re-electionist or 

not 

Comelec-election results from 

2001-2007 

b. coalition variables dummy variable whether LCE holds the 

majority of the Council 

Comelec-party affiliation in 2007 

c. political stability crime index of 2008 Philippine National Police (PNP) 

 

 

Diagnostics 

 

Certain diagnostics were performed to ensure the fulfillment of the Gauss-Markov assumptions that 

will prove the generated estimators to be consistent and unbiased.  

 

Foremost among these are the Ramsey RESET specification test and White’s test for 

heteroskedasticity. Additional tests such as the Wu-Hausman specification test and the Durbin-Wu-

Hausman test to detect endogeneity — through a 2SLS estimation — were also performed upon 

suspicions that the CSO composite index may have violated the exogeneity assumption. However, 

results show that there is sufficient evidence that the CSO composite index is not endogenous, thus, 

the OLS estimates are consistent and unbiased.  

 

Interactions between CSO variables and LGU capacity as well as NAT scores were looked at due to 

suspicions of possible interplay (although apart from tests showing that the restricted models — 

those without the interacting variables — are more significant than their unrestricted counterparts). 
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Case-Study Analysis 

 

After the data-crunching, the case study analysis was also conducted to make sense of the 

quantitative data from the regression analysis, looking at 4 cities, namely, Puerto Princesa City, San 

Fernando City, Calbayog City and Bais City--- cities chosen according to the trends shown in the 

regression analysis. 

 

In conducting the case study analysis, a number of qualitative data-gathering methods were 

utilized. These include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 

1. In-depth key informant interviews conducted by the researchers with the key implementers 

and service providers, as well as the representatives of the academe, NGOs, and the main 

beneficiaries of each LGU to assess the service-delivery, determine the variances in the 

processes, and uncover the causes of variance that need to be addressed. 

 

2. Focus group discussions conducted after key informant interviews to validate the findings 

and uncover more factors that have not been identified in the interviews.  

 

3. Actual observation of the processes and service delivery of the LGUs was undertaken to see 

how accessible they are to the public, and whether the mandated mechanisms for 

participation are functioning. 

 

 

Limitations and Challenges 

 

In the process of conducting the study, we found data availability (or the lack of it) a 

major constraint. To some extent, difficulties in data gathering may have affected the result of the 

study. Some LGUs do not have proper documentation of CSO participation and may also not have 

the necessary documents containing the control variables. Besides, the measurement of CSO 

participation is limited to quantifiable and observable proceedings. The quality of participation is 

accounted for as much as possible, but other relevant factors proved to be very difficult to measure.  

 

Another limitation is manifest in the use of only cross-section data, as opposed to panel data; the 

former omits the time factor that could possibly identify the direction of causality. At the most, the 
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cross-section data can provide an indicative relationship between the variables of interests. As data 

collection for a single year has proved to be cumbersome, especially in the case of CSO 

participation data, the compilation of historical CLGU-level records for each city may pose a 

greater challenge.  
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III. Findings and Results 
 

After the data gathering, data-crunching and the case studies, the research brings to the 3 important 

aspects of local governance that need to be looked at in order to make sense of the data: (1) the 

indicative determinants of LGU spending on education based on the regression analysis, (2) the 

state of local education governance, and  (3) the state of participation in mandated local 

participatory bodies. 

 

Determinants of LGU Spending on Education (Indicative Results) 

 

Based on the results of the Ordinary Least-Squares (OLS) regression, overall CSO participation has 

been found to be insignificant in determining the dependent variable. Instead, it has been found that 

NAT scores, the capacity of the LGUs to generate sustainable revenues and the vulnerability of the 

LGU to climate-related disasters are significant determinants of education prioritization.  

 

The CSO index was disaggregated in order to identify the phase at which CSO intervention has the 

maximum impact. In this particular estimation, it has been found that the CSOs engagement in the 

implementation and accountability phases has significant relationships — negative and positive, 

respectively — with the LGU prioritization of education. It must be noted, however, that the 

relationships, while statistically significant, appear to be weak in terms of their magnitude. 

 

The results of the OLS estimation point to the robustness of the NAT scores, vulnerability to geo-

hazard and debt service payments in explaining the LGU utilization rate of the SEF. The school-

going age population likewise plays a role, albeit not as significant in terms of magnitude. 

Meanwhile, CSO participation has been found to be negatively significant.  

    

As in the case of the first model, breaking down the CSO index might help to provide clarity as to 

the phase at which CSO intervention has the maximum influence on local government decision-

making.  

 

Results show that the variables NAT scores, school-age population, vulnerability to geo-physical 

hazards and debt servicing have significantly explained utilization rate of SEFs. In this case, 

however, CSO participation, at least in the implementation phase, has been found to be significant, 

though negative. 
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Level of Participation in Mandated Local Participatory Bodies  

 

Citizen participation did not figure strongly in determining education-spending behavior based on 

the regression analysis. It is thus worth examining the state of citizen participation in education 

governance to assess the type of challenges in maximizing participatory mechanisms in making 

governments more responsive. 

 

The chart below shows the index scores of all the 40 cities in aggregation of all the five CS 

variables considered in the study. This index is used to evaluate the correlation and relationship of 

civil society participation to local spending on education. 
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The results show that the cities were scattered in terms of the level of functionality of the said 

mechanisms; 21 cities had below 50 scores, while the other 19 had high to very high scores. Cities 

with high CS Index have very high adherence to institutionalized mechanism, more specifically in 

the local school board and local development council. These cities especially have good 

documentation of the meetings held. 

 

Very Low Low Very High High
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Highest scores are of Malaybalay and Bayawan. Apart from complying with mandated 

mechanisms, the CSOs here participate in project implementation by taking on different roles 

(donor, implementer, etc.). Documented proposals and activities from the CSOs in these cities can 

be outcome-related or otherwise.  

 

For the cities with low scores, documented CSO engagement ranges from low to none. Mandated 

mechanisms are not functional and local CSOs either have different foci or they coordinate directly 

with the Department of Education. 

 

Of the 40 sampled cities, 70 percent (or 28 LSBs) comply with the mandated number of CSO 

representatives. Moreover, 80 percent (or 32 LSBs) send out invitations to CSOs to encourage their 

participation in the meetings. This means that a substantial number of LSBs do not comply with the 

mandated number of CSO representatives. In the span of 2 years (2008-2009), the LSBs held, on an 

average, seven meetings. This translates to roughly 3-4 meetings in a year, which is way below the 

number of meetings as advised in the LGC, which is at least once a month or as often as may be 

necessary.  This may partly be explained by some anecdotes in case studies: that meetings are set 

depending on the availability of the local chief executive (LCE). 

 

It was also observed that the CS membership of the LSB is limited to those mandated under the 

law, though there can be a separate PTA representative for both high school and elementary school 

as is the case in San Fernando. Moreover, political dynamics also appear to influence attendance as 

in one case study: the PTA representatives reportedly do not attend due to differences with the local 

administration. The research also observed that most of the CSO representatives of the LSB — the 

teaching personnel representative, the non-teaching personnel representative and the PTA 

representative — are themselves, almost always, the employees of the Department of Education 

Division Offices. Thus, many are wearing dual hats, and it was observed through anecdotal 

accounts, that some consider themselves more as government than as CSO representatives. 

 

With regard to the LDC, 90 percent of their meetings on the sampled cities tackled education as 

part of their agenda. Participation of CSOs working on education-related issues, however, was not 

readily available on the list of participants for all cities, hence, was not measured in the tool. 

Compliance with the mandated number of CSO representatives at the LDC meetings was only 

satisfied by 47.5 percent of the sampled cities. During meetings, CSOs in the LDC have also not 

been empowered to put forward their interests as observed by different stakeholders. The LGU 
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itself initiated most of the local CSOs, the latter often  dependent on the former for project funding. 

Invitations are sent, but it has been observed that the CSOs do not always attend. A number of 

accredited CSOs are also inactive. Some cities have many NGOs (Puerto Princesa and San 

Fernando); however, they were not involved in education-related services. 

 

The CSOs’ active participation in the form of project proposals to the LGU was also included in the 

measurement of scores. The cities present roughly an average of 2.8 project proposals in a year, 

almost half of which (41.8 percent) were directly related to education outcomes, while only 35.8 

percent were responded to by their respective LGUs. However, many of the programs of the LSB 

were only repetitions from the previous years, and given the limited resources, there is little room 

to accommodate all requests and proposals. Thus, there is still the question of whether or not CSO 

participation was substantive in identifying the priority programs of the city and in the planning 

stage. Nonetheless, it has been recorded that school communities have passed their own proposals 

to the LSB for budgeting. 

  

In 2009, an average of 2-3 projects per city were executed through the joint efforts of LGUs and 

CSOs (with varying forms of participation). Local CSOs that have cooperated with the LGUs in 

education service-delivery are more complementary to government efforts and become alternative 

service providers themselves by providing the services through donations and scholarships. This is 

evident in all the case study sites where NGOs (such as the Rotary Clubs, the Kiwanis, Knights of 

the Columbus, Chamber of Commerce) providing for school buildings, giving out scholarships, 

conducting outreach programs, among others, were identified. Many private institutions, even 

international ones, implement projects at the local level. Projects usually include infrastructure 

projects, scholarships, feeding programs, donation of books/medals, etc. 

 

Moreover, CSOs participated by monitoring an average of one education service delivery (mostly 

as observers in the BAC). In 24 of the sample cities, CSOs did not conduct independent 

accountability activities. Most PMCs are also not functional. The framework of engagement is 

neither claim-making nor accountability activities. 

 

It should be noted, however, that innovative mechanisms were observed in some cases, such as in 

San Fernando, which is a successful case in implementing the Performance Governance System 

and Score Card within San Fernando, as well as in Calbayog City, which has been participating in a 

number of G-Watch projects in the last year.  
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State of Local Education Governance 

 

The data collected during the course of the study also provide insights on the dynamics of local 

education governance and other possibly more prominent factors that supersede government 

consideration of citizen participation in influencing education spending behavior.  

  

However, looking at the LGUs’ spending behavior through our study’s dependent variable, that is, 

looking at the level of prioritization of education and utilization of the education budget, we find 

that education spending still varies among LGUs. On an average, prioritization of education in the 

budget is 7.7 percent, which is very low considering the prioritization rates in San Fernando City 

(23.7 percent) and Makati City (22.5 percent). It is worth noting that metropolitan cities also 

allocate higher budgets for education. It is thus evident that despite the higher demand for the 

LGUs to support education services, prioritization of education compared to other LGU priorities 

remains low among cities. 

 

Budget utilization, on the other hand, averages to 81.7 percent. Most of the cities utilize 70 to 100 

percent of the budget. This data shows that there is still much room for improving the LGU 

spending behavior, especially through greater efficiency in budget execution. 

 

It was also evident in the 4 cases studied that some important considerations appear to have greatly 

affected the prioritization and utilization of the education budget. For instance, the priority of the 

LCE has affected prioritization. In San Fernando City, the LCE’s thrust is on establishing 

integrated schools which requires the LGU to provide high investments. In Bais, a change in 

leadership also led the new administration to focus more on education, unlike during the time of the 

previous mayor. 

 

Moreover, in areas with low prioritization on education spending, like in Calbayog City, city 

governments have solicited funds from other sources such as barangays, national government 

agencies, private institutions, etc. 

 

As for utilization, a number of factors can possibly affect it as seen in the case studies. In San 

Fernando, there is high utilization rate, presumably due to the needs-based budgeting of the LGU. 

Stakeholders from Bais City, on the other hand, report that they estimate income conservatively so 
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their budget and budget utilization are also conservative. In Puerto Princesa, coordination among 

LSB and offices in utilizing savings also identifies as key to efficient utilization.  

 

In the econometric analysis, an important governance aspect that has implications on LGU 

spending behaviors has surfaced: the LGUs’ fiscal management and fiscal capacity. This refers to 

the ability of the LGUs to increase income and generate resources. Indeed, the Real Property Tax 

where the SEF is sourced remains low as RPT collection is either inefficient (due to many 

delinquent payers) or the land valuation remains outdated. With limited resources, the LGUs are 

restricted in expanding their education services. 

 

Generally, LGUs in the Philippines have low capacity to collect taxes and generate local revenues, 

which in turn affects their ability to provide services. For instance, Calbayog City is one of those 

with the lowest Special Education Fund among the 40 cities this research covered. Herein, real 

property tax collection is a problem because of poverty and the lack of means. There is also an 

apparent lack of awareness among citizens about the importance of paying their taxes.  

 

For San Fernando City, which has high education spending, the reverse has been observed. RPT 

collection is very high because they recently had an updated/revised tax schedule for real property. 

From Ph24M in 2004, their RPT collection is over Ph120 M at present. Thus, the city has very high 

fiscal capacity (almost 50 percent local income of total income).  
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IV. Analyses, Conclusions and Questions for Ways Forward 
 

On the Nature and Quality of CSOs 

 

One of the key points that emerged from this study is that the presence of processes and 

mechanisms does not guarantee a responsive government. There are many factors that come into 

play, two of which are the nature of the CSOs and the quality and substance of participation. 

 

The nature of CSOs at the local level and the quality of their participation in LGU processes on 

education governance remain largely procedural, at times bordering on tokenism. Providing formal 

mechanisms and venues for participation (which we commonly describe as procedural democracy) 

does not automatically lead to accountability or responsiveness. Sometimes, it even serves as a 

“rubber stamp” of the government.  

 

Cities with high CS Index had very high adherence to institutionalized mechanisms, more 

specifically in the local school board and local development council. These cities especially have 

good documentation of their meetings. However, there is little substantive participation of civil 

society in the LSB and LDC meetings. As different stakeholders have observed, CSOs in the LDC 

are not fully empowered to put forward their interests during meetings. The LGU itself created 

most of the local CSOs — with the latter often dependent on the former for project funding.  

 

Moreover, most of the CSO representatives of the LSB (the teaching personnel, the non-teaching 

personnel and the PTA representatives) are more often than not employees of the Department of 

Education Division Offices themselves. Thus, many are wearing dual hats, and it is apparent that 

many consider themselves more as government than CSOs.  

 

In addition, many of the programs of the LSBs were repeated from the previous years, and given 

the limited resources, there is little room to accommodate all requests, at least in the SEF. Thus, 

there is still the question of whether or not CSO participation was substantive in identifying the 

priority programs of the city and in the planning stage.  

 

Local CSOs enjoying greater autonomy from LGUs in terms of their finances are more 

complementary to government efforts and are usually service providers themselves. This is evident 

in all the case study sites where NGOs such as the Rotary Clubs, the Kiwanis, Knights of 

Columbus, Chambers of Commerce provide for school buildings, give out scholarships, conduct 
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outreach programs, among others. This is especially true in Calbayog City and Bais City where 

local CSOs are either non-education related or are donors providing education services. The 

indicative results of the research suggests that this kind of CSO-government relationship could 

discourage government spending as the CSOs provide alternative sources of education services 

through donations and scholarships.  

 

It should also be noted that few to no CSOs participate in the budget preparation or advocacy/ 

political work. There is also no identified CSO that is more oppositional. The government usually 

runs the local media (e.g. Radyo ng Bayan) and thus, the latter are less inclined to take an 

oppositional stance by default. Indeed, the relationship of local CSOs and the LGU is cooperative/ 

collaborative. CSOs are not countervailing as the research initially expected. They also do not 

conduct monitoring/ accountability work. For all the 4 case study sites, CSOs have hardly 

conducted any independent accountability activities. The framework of engagement is neither 

claim-making nor accountability.  

 

All this shows that most of the CSOs are “associational CSOs.” They spouse a “harmony” model of 

politics, which is “one that downplays the very real conflict between the country’s oligarchic elite 

and the poor and marginalized classes, sectors and communities” (Quimpo 2008: 95).  

 

In more progressive cities such as Puerto Princesa and San Fernando, the LGU-CSO relationship is 

already becoming more constructive and substantive; however, there are still certain limitations. In 

San Fernando, for instance, citizen participation is realized not only through mandated 

mechanisms, but also through innovative mechanisms that the LGU had initiated. Such 

mechanisms, though commendable, are harder to monitor and measure as they are not uniform 

across cities. Moreover, these CSOs, though more professionalized and independent, have not yet 

made concrete efforts in influencing the allocation of the LGU budget. In Puerto Princesa, CSOs 

focusing on social accountability have already emerged, but they do not monitor education 

services. Rather, they focus their efforts on environment protection. 

 

The lack of dynamics of CSOs may be attributed to a number of factors. In Calbayog City, the 

terrain of the city, which is mostly mountainous, may affect the propensity of people to organize. 

Hence people who live in far-off areas fail to participate in government activities. In Bais City, 

most local CSOs were reported to be inactive and dependent on the LGU due to limited resources. 
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Thus, they are not equipped either financially or organizationally to function more efficiently and 

independently. 

 

It should, therefore, be highlighted that the emerging relationship of CSO participation and LGU 

spending is also highly dependent on the kind of citizen engagement available. If for instance, there 

are more progressive and accountability-seeking groups at the local level, it will be highly probable 

that the influence of citizen participation on spending would be more significant and positive. The 

disaggregated econometric results of the study, though indicative, attest to this. When looking at 

participation in accountability measures, the relationship with prioritization of education in LGU 

spending appears to be positive.  

 

This study, therefore, ventures to suggest and conclude that citizen participation can only be 

positively affecting governance if it constructively engages government through claim-making 

activities. This kind of engagement remains limited at the local level, especially in the local 

education sector. Thus, this is a project worth pursuing, that is, it is worth the effort to increase the 

political maturity of local CSOs and to empower them to progressively engage their government. 

 

 

On Elite Democracy at Local Level in Education Governance 

 

Through further analysis, the study also points to a rather popular interpretation of Philippine 

politics: the prevalence of elite democracy, which in this case is at the local level, particularly in the 

education sector. Hence, consent from above, not independent initiative from below, largely 

facilitates participation. 

  

This reality is manifest in the leader-centric decision-making processes of the local government. 

The local chief executive and the DepEd superintendent mostly determine the LGU’s education 

program. At the end of the day, the budget is still, by and large, LCE-determined. Even with CSO 

participation in the planning of the SEF, the final plans should coincide with the priorities of the 

LCE. The CSOs that have access to the existing mechanisms and that are represented in 

government are those supportive of the leadership. Access to these mechanisms and the relevant 

information are largely in the hands of top officials. This shows the persistence of what is referred 

to as “bossism” in local Philippines politics, where local policies and even the direction of 
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community development are highly dependent on local “bosses” who are still seen as patrons, 

while service beneficiaries are seen as clients.  

 

There are also indications of political alignment factoring in the dynamics of participation. Some 

citizens’ groups were said to disengage from participation due to political reasons. In one area, for 

instance, there were reports that the PTA representative to the LSB in the period covered did not 

attend the LSB meetings due to political reasons. Also, representatives from the DepEd Division 

office said that the current mayor does not favor them, thus, the support given to them has been 

compromised as well. 

 

Given the nature of the CSOs and the LGU-CSO relationship, popular participation seems to follow 

LCE's priorities, not the other way round, as initially estimated. The two would probably coincide 

but the LCE’s priority is more decisive. This makes leadership the center of decision-making. It 

poses a big challenge as citizen participation may simply legitimize decisions largely determined at 

the top. The short route to accountability, despite CSO intervention, is still non-functioning in 

terms of bringing about accountability and responsiveness of governance.  

 

Henceforth, the study result attests to the prevalence of elite democracy at the local level in 

education governance. While there are mechanisms/ procedures for the conduct of democracy, by 

and large, in this case, particularly at the local level in education governance, the elite controls 

these mechanisms.       

 

The foregoing study findings and analyses point to a much needed policy intervention: to ensure 

that the involvement of local mandated participatory bodies leads to a responsive government. 

Hence the question we should answer is: How do we do this? What sort of checks should be set in 

place?  

 

 

On Improving Local Capacity 

 

The other key aspect of the study worth looking into is how to improve capacity for local education 

governance. Though tentative, the correlation study points to one determining factor that results in 

an increase in spending: fiscal capacity. Empirical studies abroad also support this finding. It means 
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that if we want to improve local education governance, we need to improve the fiscal capacity of 

our LGUs. This raises several policy questions that also need reflecting on, such as:  

• Should we think of fiscal autonomy to improve the fiscal capacity of the LGUs? 

• SEF seems to be an unprogressive local financing scheme for education. Richer LGUs 

collect more taxes and hence, have a higher SEF; while the poor LGUs collect lower taxes 

and hence, have lower SEF. Given that the richer LGUs generally have higher IRA, with 

better capacity and often with better education outcomes, tax collected as basis for 

mandated education spending ultimately leads to LGUs that need more resources to 

improve education outcomes. Hence, they are unable to improve their education outcomes; 

while LGUs that no longer need resources end up with a lot of extra. The emerging policy 

question is: should we rethink how we allocate mandated local education spending? Should 

we set up an equalizing mechanism? What mechanism should this be?   

 

 

On Conduct of Monitoring and Assessment 

 

Finally, this project points to a critical agenda for improving local education: enabling the conduct 

of impact/ correlation assessment crucial to testing the effectiveness of key policies.  

 

As they say, it is hard to improve what you cannot or do not measure. Our direction now is to pass/ 

adopt policies that promote participation. How do we know if this is working at all? Of course, we 

agree that participation is a right and, therefore, it must be promoted regardless of its outcomes. But 

it is important that it also yields the kind of impact that advances a progressive agenda, or else, it is 

not only pointless, but it can also be used to perpetuate the very situation that it is expected to 

change. 

 

More particularly, the research looks at 3 main challenges as far as the conduct of monitoring and 

assessment of the effectiveness of these mechanisms are concerned. First, there is inconsistency in 

the recording and data-banking of spending. Second, there is no tracking of the performance of the 

mandated mechanisms for CSO participation. Lastly, the definition, measures and monitoring 

mechanism for effective and responsive local education governance are largely absent. 

 

On the first point, there remain inconsistencies in government data-banking. What one LGU reports 

under education spending (particularly from the general fund) is different from what the other LGU 
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reports. With such inconsistencies, it will be difficult for the government to accurately plan for their 

programs/projects because it does not know how much they are really spending on education. It 

will be equally difficult for researchers to find updated and reliable data which can be utilized in 

statistical analyses. Any result generated will be tentative and inconclusive. It also takes time for 

the data to be completed. The 2009 data, for instance, remains incomplete even in mid-2011. 

 

There is thus a need to look into the following: What should comprise local education spending 

and how do we ensure that there is uniformity in computation and reporting on this?  

 

On the second point, tracking of performance of the mandated mechanisms for CSO participation, 

such as the LSBs, LDCs, PMCs, and the like, remains lacking. This poses a big challenge as it is 

through monitoring that the government will be able to assess whether the mechanisms and policies 

it instituted are being implemented. Monitoring these mechanisms will hopefully encourage LGUs 

to comply more urgently by opening up spaces for participation. In addition, a reliable aggregation 

of the said data allows further research to generate relationships between citizen participation and 

other important variables. 

 

Finally, there is the question of effective and responsive local education governance. There is still 

the need to further clarify the point: when can we say that an LGU is effective in education service 

delivery? What are the measures? But more importantly, how do we differentiate or delineate 

accountabilities of the LGUs and the center as far as education service delivery and outcomes are 

concerned? To drive this point further, this emerging “hybrid” institutional set-up where education 

is centralized (but LGUs are getting more and more accountabilities) perhaps requires some 

reflecting on as well. 

 

The questions worth considering are:  

 

• How do we track performance of the mandated local bodies? Who should be responsible for 

this?  

• How do we ensure that the reporting system that monitors performance works and reports are 

indeed generated to build on a database? What incentives should we set up to promote the 

introduction of such a culture in our governance?  

• How do we measure effectiveness and responsiveness of the LGU on education concerns?   
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Despite providing only indicative results and findings on correlations due to constraints on data, 

this unique study on the relationship between civil society participation and local government 

spending on education nonetheless provides a methodology or a disciplined process to objectively 

answer an important correlation question that has critical policy implications. It gives us an idea as 

to what kind of information and conclusions we can generate if data are available, such as ranking 

of LGUs based on the level of CSO participation in local mandated bodies for local education 

governance, and what affects local education spending. 

 

The policy aspect of the paper, on the other hand, directs us to 2 essential fronts in improving local 

education governance, namely: (1) addressing the challenges in assessing the level of effectiveness 

of local mandated participatory bodies and the level of responsiveness of local education 

governance, which are basically problems of indicators, measures, data-gathering, data-basing; and 

who will be responsible for these; and (2) addressing policy issues and challenges hampering the 

effectiveness of citizen participation in improving local education spending.  

 

Finally, the study allows us to critically reflect on civil society participation. Mechanisms and 

processes alone for participation do not automatically result in responsive governance. The 

substance and content of the participation is very critical and has a lot to do with the capacity of 

civil society organizations, their nature and objectives in engaging governance, the kind of 

relationship between civil society and government and the kind of leadership in government —

whether it truly values participation or only uses it to camouflage or legitimize top-down decision-

making processes.    

 

 



  32

References 
 
Aceron, J. G-Watch Localization Framework Paper (unpublished). Government Watch Program, 
Ateneo de Manila University – School of Government. Quezon City 
 
Alesina, A. and Roubini, N. (1992). "Political Cycles in the OECD", Review of Economic Studies, 
59(4): 663-88. 
 
Brillantes, Alex Jr. (2003). “Decentralized Democratic Governance under the Local Government 
Code: A Governmental Perspective.” In Bautista, Victoria et al. (ed.). Introduction to Public 
Administration in the Philippines, 2nd Edition. National College of Public Administration, 
University of the Philippines. pp. 324-33. 
 
Brillantes, Alex Jr. (1987). “Decentralization in the Philippines: An Overview.” Philippine Journal 
of Public Administration, Vol. XXXI, No. 2. p.131. 
 
Boadway, Robin and Anwar Shah (2009). Fiscal Federalism: Principles and Practices of Multi-
Order Governance. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Bureau of Local Government Finance Reports 2008-09. Department of Finance.  
 
Campos, J. and Hellman, J. (2005). Governance Gene Local: Does Decentralization Improve 
Accountability. East Asia Decentralizes: Making Local Governments Work. Washington DC. 
World Bank, pp. 237-52. 
 
Capuno, Joseph J. “Good Governance Index - Advocating good governance for local 
development.” 
 
Capuno, J. and Garcia, M. (November 2009). Earning Trust with Transparency - Performance 
Ratings and Trust in local official in Philippines. UP School of Economics Discussion Paper 2009-
10. 
 
Capuno, J., Garcia, M. and Sardalla, J. “Is the GOFORDEV Index a Valid Measure?” 
 
Capuno, J,. Garcia, M., Sardalla, J. and Villamil, L. “The Devt Payoffs of Good Governance”. 
 
Capuno, Joseph (2009). "A case study of the decentralization of health and education services in 
the Philippines", HDN Discussion Paper Series No. 3. Philippine Human Development Report 
Issue: 2008/2009. 
 
Commission on Audit Reports 2008-2009. < http://www.coa.gov.ph/Audit/AAR.htm>. accessed 
multiple times from 2011-12. 
 
Cristobal, A. (1997). “How the Local Government in Valencia, Negros Oriental Views Democracy 
and Citizenship.” In Diokno, Maria Serena (ed.).  Philippine Democracy Agenda: Democracy and 
Citizenship in Filipino Political Culture. Third World Studies Center. p. 257. 
 
Discussion Papers DP 1998-37, Philippine Institute for Development Studies. 
 



  33

Executive Order 93: Amending Executive Order No. 376 (series of 1989). “Establishing the 
Regional Project Monitoring and Evaluation System (RPMES)” and for other purpose. 1 June, 
1993, Manila City. 
Global Development Network , Varieties of Governance: Effective Public Service Delivery, Launch 
Workshop (presentation). (13-14 March, 2011). Delhi. 
 
Manasan, Rosario, and John M. Atkins (2004). “Normative Financing in Basic Education.” Manila: 
Philippine Institute of Development Studies. 
 
Manasan, Rosario, Alicia Celestino and Janet Cuenca (2011). "Mobilizing LGU Support for Basic 
Education: Focus on the Special Education Fund", Discussion Papers DP 2011-07, Philippine 
Institute for Development Studies. 
 
Manasan, Rosario (1998). "Financing and Delivery of Urban Services in the Philippines: An 
Overview." 
 
Manasan, Rosario (1997). "Local Government Financing of social service sectors in a decentralized 
regime: special focus on provincial governments",  Discussion Papers DP 97-04, Philippine 
Institute for Development Studies. 
 
Michels, A. and De Graaf, L. (2010). Examining Citizen Participation: Local  
 
Nordhaus, William (1975)."The Political Business Cycle",  Review of Economic Studies 42: 169-
90. 
 
North, Douglas and Barry Weingast (1989). "Constitutions and Commitment: The Evolution of 
Institutions Governing Public Choice in 17th Century England." Journal of Economic History, 
December 1989, 49(4):803-32.  
 
Oates, W.E. (1999). “An Essay on Fiscal Federalism”, Journal of Economic Literature, 37, 1120-
49. 
 
Oates, W.E. (1972). Fiscal Federalism. Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich. Participatory Policy 
Making and Democracy. Local Government Studies, 36 :4, 477-91. 
 
 
Philippine Institute for Development Studies (2009). "Improving Local Service Delivery for the 
MDGs in Asia: the Case of the Philippines," Discussion Papers DP 2009-34, Philippine Institute for 
Development Studies. 
 
Republic Act No. 5447: An Act Creating A Special Education Fund to be Constituted From the 
Proceeds of an Additional Real Property Tax And a Certain Portion of The Taxes on Virginia-Type 
Cigarettes and Duties on Imported Leaf Tobacco, Defining the Activities to be Financed, Creating 
School Boards for the Purpose, and Appropriating Funds Therefrom. 25 September, 1968, Metro 
Manila. 
 
Republic Act No. 7160: An Act Providing for A Local Government Code Of 1991. 10 October, 
1991 
 
Sec. 25, Art. II, “Declaration of Principles and State Policies,” 1987 Philippine Constitution. 
 



  34

Sec. 3, Art. X, “Local Governments,” 1987 Philippine Constitution. 
 
Stigler, G. (1957). "The Tenable Range of Functions of Local Government” in US Congress Joint 
Economic Committee. (ed.)  Federal Expenditure Policy for Economic Growth and Stability 
(Government Printing Office: Washington, DC). 
 
Sturm, Jan-Egbert (2001). "Determinants of public capital spending in less-developed countries", 
Working Paper 200107. Munich:CESifo 
 
Tapales, Proserpina. (2003). “The Nature and State of Local Government.” In Bautista, Victoria et 
al. (ed.). Introduction to Public Administration in the Philippines, 2nd Edition. National College of 
Public Administration, University of the Philippines. pp. 310-20. 
 
Tapales, Proserpina. (2003). “Participatory Governance: The Philippine Experience.” op. cit. pp. 
348-52. 
 
Tiebout, C.M. (1956). “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditure”, Journal of Political Economy, 64(5), 
416-24. 
 
Tigno, Jorge. (1997). “People Empowerment: Looking into NGOs, POs and Selected 
Organizations.” In Miranda, Felipe (ed.). Democratization: Philippine Perspectives. University of 
the Philippines Press. p. 123. 
 
UNDP (2009). A Users’ Guide to Measuring Local Governance. Oslo: UNDP Oslo Governance 
Center. 
 
Williamson, Oliver (2000). “The New Institutional Economics: Taking Stocks, Looking Ahead,” 
Journal of Economic Literature, 38:595-613. 
 
Yilmaz, S., Beris, Y. and Serrano-Berthet, R. (July 2008). Local Government Discretion and 
Accountability: A Diagnostic Framework for Local Governance. Social Development Working 
Papers - Local Governance & Accountability Series. Paper No. 113. 




