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Introduction  
 
On March 7-10 this year, an International Conference on Agrarian Reform and Rural Development (ICARRD) 
will be held in Porto Alegre, Brazil, on the theme: “New Challenges and Options for Revitalizing Rural 
Communities”.  As part of the preparations for this Conference, the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
of the United Nations commissioned a study on the impact of social dialogue or local negotiation on agrarian 
reform and rural development (ARRD) policies and programs in the Philippines.  This study is part of a larger 
study that is meant to compare the experiences of the Philippines and the ICARRD host country, Brazil, in 
this aspect of ARRD. 
 
The study, which is entitled, “What Determines the Policy Impact of Local Negotiations: A Comparative Study 
in the Philippines” (hereinafter referred to simply as the “FAO-PPLG Study”) delved, among other things, into 
the factors that hindered the participation of stakeholders, particularly the rural people, in local negotiations 
towards rural development.  The study uncovered seven (7) major hindrances to such participation, namely: 
(a) restrictive and/or unclear guidelines for people’s representation in local negotiation mechanisms; (b) 
inappropriate and under-utilization of existing mechanisms for people’s participation in local negotiations;  (c) 
limited stakeholders’ capabilities and resources; (d) inadequate support; (e) political interference or inaction;  
(f) negative Filipino traits or value system; and (g) adverse external factors discouraging people to participate. 
The study analyzed each of these hindering factors on the basis of the experiences of several government 
agencies and their programs.   
 
This paper, for its part, validates the analyses of the FAO-PPLG Study on the basis of the author’s own 
experiences, primarily as a rural development practitioner in the NGO sector, but also as a former senior 
official of one of the government agencies cited in the Study3.  It also puts forward some suggestions, again 
based on the author’s own experiences, on how to address some of these hindrances. 

 
People’s participation in local negotiations towards rural   development:  Why is it important?  
 
It is axiomatic that, in general, people tend to make decisions that favor themselves, or are otherwise 
advantageous to them. Rare is the individual who makes a decision that is disadvantageous to himself or 
herself.  Even altruistic individuals who decide in favor of others normally do not do so at their own expense.  
In fact, psychologists say that those who make decisions in favor of others usually do so because it makes 

                                                 
1  Paper presented at the National Stocktaking and Thematic Dialogue on “New Challenges and Options for Revitalizing 

Rural Communities”, held on January 10-11, 2006, at the SEAMEO INNOTECH in Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines. 
2  Trustee & Senior Vice President, Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement (PRRM) 
3  The author has been a rural development practitioner for the past 35 years, 27 of which were with the NGO sector.  The 

rest was with two government agencies involved in rural development, namely: the Development Academy of the 
Philippines (DAP) and the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR). The author was DAR Undersecretary for Field 
Operations and Support Services from July 1998 to February 2001.  The DAR is one of the government agencies cited in 
the FAO-PPLG Study as having a specific provision in its enabling legislation (R.A. 6657 or the Comprehensive 
Agrarian Reform Law of 1988) for people’s participation in its policy formulation and program implementation. 
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them feel good and, therefore, the decision is advantageous both to the beneficiaries and to the decision-
maker himself/herself. 
 
Hence, whenever people are involved in making decisions, they have an opportunity to make decisions that 
are advantageous to them or, at least, are not disadvantageous to them.  The converse is usually true, i.e., 
when people are not involved in making decisions, the decisions that are made (by others) are not always 
(and quite often, simply “not”) advantageous or favorable to them.  Even when the decision-makers sincerely 
intend to make their decisions beneficial to others, the non-involvement of the intended beneficiaries in the 
decision-making process often results in decisions that lack relevance or practicality for them. And this 
usually occurs simply because the decisions are made without benefit of crucial information that only the 
beneficiaries may have. 
 
Applied to developmental policies and programs, this means that where the intended beneficiaries are 
actively and meaningfully involved in decision-making, the possibility that they will be truly benefited by 
such policies and programs is very high. 
 
In addition, where the beneficiaries of developmental policies and programs are substantially involved in 
formulating those policies and programs, they tend to “own” them and, therefore, are more committed to their 
implementation.  This not only ensures a higher chance of such policies and programs succeeding, but also 
increases the chance of their being sustainable. 
           
The mandate for people’s participation in local negotiations for rural development: the constitutional 
and legal bases. 
 
The Philippine Constitution of 1987 is probably one of the very few basic laws (if not the only one) of 
democratic countries that explicitly promote and guarantee the “right of the people and their organizations to 
effective and reasonable participation at all levels of social, political, and economic decision-making”, and 
provide for the “establishment of consultation mechanisms” to achieve this objective.4   
 
Succeeding legislations, starting with Republic Act 6657, or the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law 
(CARL) of 1988, have embodied this “consultation mechanism”.  This was followed by the Republic Act 7160, 
or the Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991, which devolved many national government functions to the 
local government units (LGUs) and established various mechanisms for citizens’ participation in development 
decision-making at that level.5  

 
 The FAO-PPLG Study also listed Republic Act 7607, or the 1992 Magna Carta of Small Farmers; Republic 

Act 8425, or the Social Reform and Poverty Alleviation Act of 1997; and Republic Act 8435, or the Agriculture 
and Fisheries Modernization Act of 1987, as other laws that provide for people’s participation in development 
decision-making.6 

 
 The same Study also cited several Executive Orders (by the President of the Philippines) and Administrative 

Orders (AOs) by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) that institutionalize people’s 
participation in development decision-making.7  

 
 All these laws and orders underscore the recognition and high importance that the Philippine Government 

accords to the participation of ordinary citizens in the formulation of development policies and programs.  
They highlight the fact that people’s participation in local negotiations towards rural development is not a 
mere suggestion, but a mandate that all government agencies and units, both at the national and local levels, 

                                                 
4  FAO-PPLG Study, page 8 
5  Ibid, page 9 
6  Ibid, pages 10-11 
7  Ibig, pages 11-12 
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have.  This mandate is meant to strengthen and deepen the democratization of Philippine society – in a 
reversal of the autocratic governance that stifled democracy in the country during the martial law years of 
1972 to 1985 -- and to bring about just and equitable development. 
  
The question can, therefore, be legitimately asked: 
 
Why, in spite of this mandate, is people’s participation in local negotiations towards rural   development 
not fully effective?  
 
As already mentioned, the FAO-PPLG Study listed seven (7) factors that have hindered the participation of 
stakeholders in local negotiations towards rural development.  In this section, the author will share his own 
analysis of each of these factors from his own experience as a rural development practitioner for three-and-a-
half decades. 
 
1.   Restrictive and/or unclear guidelines for PO/NGO   representation in various local government 

bodies (i.e., the local development council, local school board, local health board, peace and 
order council, bids and awards committee) 

 
The experience of many of PRRM’s partner people’s organizations (POs) validates the finding of the 
FAO-PPLG Study that the guidelines for PO/NGO representation in the various local government bodies, 
particularly the Local Development Councils (LDCs), are either restrictive or unclear.  In fact, PRRM’s 
partner POs have experienced this even at the accreditation stage, which a PO or NGO has to hurdle 
before it can even become a candidate for membership in the LDC. This is the stage where the POs and 
NGOs are still trying to gain recognition by their LGU as “legitimate” civil society organizations (CSOs).   
 
To begin with, the guidelines specify that only POs and NGOs that are registered with an appropriate 
government agency (e.g., SEC, DOLE, CDA, DSWD, etc.) will be considered for accreditation.  While the 
Implementing Rules and Regulations or IRR of the Local Government Code (LGC) provides that a PO or 
NGO that is not formally registered may still be recognized by the Sangguniang Bayan or Sangguniang 
Panlalawigan “for purposes only of meeting the minimum requirements for membership of such 
organizations in local special bodies”8, few LGUs actually make this exception to the rule.  Hence, POs 
that are not formally registered with any government agency do not even consider applying for 
accreditation, believing that they don’t stand a chance of receiving such accreditation from their LGU. 

 
Another restrictive, or at least unclear, guideline is the one that requires a PO or NGO to have a “project 
development and implementation track record” to be eligible for accreditation.  While the LGC’s IRR 
states that such track record should be “of at least one year”9 this requirement has been interpreted 
variously by different LGUs, with some stretching the period to three (3) years! This is perhaps to be very 
sure that the applicant PO or NGO is truly a “legitimate” organization and not just a “fly-by-night” entity 
that may have been put up simply to avail of developmental grants from government or foreign donors 
(as was the case with several “community-based organizations” or CBOs that were put up practically 
overnight in several provinces during the eighties, in order to capture grants for agrarian reform and rural 
development from a foreign donor).  To make it even more difficult for POs and NGOs to comply with this 
requirement, some LGUs count the 3-year timeframe only from the time the PO or NGO is registered 
with a government agency. In other words, a PO that has been in existence for, say, five (5) years, but 
has only managed to secure its government registration in its last two (2) years, still lack one year of 
track record to qualify for accreditation as a “legitimate” CSO.  Never mind if it has achieved a lot during 
its five years of existence; if it has not completed at least three (3) years as a registered organization, 

                                                 
8  Rule XIII, Article 64  of the IRR of the Local Government Code of 1991 
9  Ibid. 
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then it is not qualified to be accredited by the LGU and, therefore, there is no way by which it could be a 
member of the LDC. 

 
Still another unclear guideline is the one that requires POs and NGOs applying for accreditation to 
submit “financial data” of their organizations.10 While the IRR simply says “financial data”, many LGUs 
have interpreted this to mean audited financial statement, again in an apparent desire to ensure that 
the applicant organizations are truly “legitimate”.  Worse, some LGUs require not just the audited 
financial statement of the PO or NGO for the preceding year, but for the past three years (to coincide 
with the required number of years for “track record”)!   This alone is enough to disqualify a PO from 
accreditation because POs that have audited financial statements, particularly the smaller ones, are few 
and far between. 
 
As if these requirements are not enough to discourage the smaller POs and NGOs from applying for 
accreditation, they are also asked to submit several other documentary evidences of their “legitimacy” 
and “track record”.  These include a “duly approved board resolution” stating that their board of directors 
approve of the organization’s applying for accreditation; their articles of incorporation and by-laws; their 
list of officers and members; their “programs, projects and areas of operation”; and their 
“accomplishment report”11. And all these documents have to be submitted in several copies, sometimes 
as many as seven (7) copies each (one copy for each member of the Sangguniang Bayan or 
Sangguniang Panlalawigan Accreditation Committee)!  Multiply this number of copies with the number of 
pages of all the required documents, and the total number of sheets of paper that a PO or NGO has to 
submit could well run up to several hundreds, which means a staggering amount just for photocopying!  
No wonder, the smaller POs and NGOs are discouraged from applying for accreditation!  

  
2.   Inappropriate and/or under-utilization of the existing mechanisms   for   people’s participation in 

local negotiations 
 

In addition to the examples of this hindrance to people’s participation in local negotiations that are cited 
in the FAO-PPLG Study, the experiences of NGOs with which this author has been associated over the 
past three decades, as well as his personal experience as a CSO representative in a Provincial 
Development Council (PDC) in the early nineties, reveal the inappropriateness and/or under-utilization of 
the existing mechanism for such participation. 
 
While working with another NGO in the early nineties, not too long after the passage of the LGC, this 
author represented the NGO in the Provincial Development Council (PDC) of the province where it is 
located. He was, in fact, elected co-vice chair of the Council for the civil society sector during its first 
meeting, while a Council member who was with the Sangguniang Panlalawigan, was elected co-vice 
chair for the government sector.  The author accepted his election as co-vice chair with alacrity and a lot 
of hope, as he saw it as a direct way of bringing the agenda of civil society to bear upon the province’s 
development plans.  This was, after all, the goal of all CSOs: to be able to influence the government’s 
developmental policies and programs, whether at the national or local level, to ensure that they are able 
to effectively address the pervasive problems of poverty, lack of social services, environmental 
degradation, and other basic problems of the people, particularly the poor and underserved majority. 

 
It did not take long for this author’s high hopes to be dashed to pieces as subsequent events proved that 
this much-vaunted mechanism for people’s participation in development decision-making – the Local 
Development Council (LDC) – was not only under-utilized in terms of being a venue for addressing the 
people’s priority needs, but was also largely ineffectual as a development forum. 
 

                                                 
10  Ibid. 
11 Ibid. 
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First of all, it met rather infrequently. The LGC’s IRR (Rule XXIII, Article 182 – Local Development 
Councils) provides that the LDCs, whether at the provincial, city, municipal or barangay level, “shall meet 
at least once every six (6) months or as often as may be necessary”.  However, the PDC in which this 
author was co-vice chair did not meet “at least once every six (6) months”.  Instead, it met “at most once 
every six months” because its chair, the Provincial Governor, did not deem it necessary to call it to a 
meeting more than what the IRR specifies as the “minimum” number of times, even after this author, in 
representation of the other CSO members of the Council, requested for more frequent meetings (we 
asked that the Council meet at least once every quarter).  Even the PDC’s Executive Committee, which 
the IRR, under the same rule, says “shall hold its meetings at least once a month”, in addition to “special 
meetings (that) may be called by the chairman or a majority of its members”, did not meet more than 3 or 
4 times in a year.  Clearly, the PDC chair did not think too much of the Council as a body that, as Rule 
XXIII of the IRR states, “shall assist the (corresponding) sanggunian in setting the direction of economic 
and social development, and coordinating development efforts within its territorial jurisdiction”. 
 
Secondly, infrequent as its meetings were the agenda of each meeting was practically dictated by the 
Council’s chair.  This did not leave room for the civil society sector to bring in their own agenda to these 
semi-annual meetings. In one meeting, the chair did accede to include in the agenda a couple of items 
that were suggested by the CSO members.  However, because of the time it took to discuss the chair’s 
own agenda items, no time was left for the discussion of the CSO agenda and the meeting was 
adjourned without that agenda being even touched.  The chair promised to include it in the agenda of the 
next meeting, but by the time the next meeting was called six months later, the CSO agenda has already 
been rendered moot and academic! 

 
This experience is by no means unique to this author, nor was it confined to the past.  PRRM’s field 
managers report that in their own areas of operation, the same situation is still obtaining up to now, 14 
years after the Local Government Code was passed.  The membership of PO and NGO representatives 
in the LDCs, whether at the provincial or municipal level, are practically “exercises in futility” because of 
the very infrequent meetings of these LDCs, and the way in which their chairs – whether governor or 
mayor – control the agenda of the meetings. 
 
To compound the under-utilization of the LDCs as a mechanism for meaningful people’s participation in 
the local negotiations towards rural development, there are recent changes in the system by which the 
LGUs’ 20% Development Fund (DF) is budgeted, changes which leave the CSO representatives very 
little room to influence the manner in which this Fund is allocated.  In the past, the 20% DF was allocated 
for specific developmental projects and activities by the Sangguniang Bayan or Sangguniang 
Panlalawigan upon the recommendation of the Municipal or Provincial Development Council.  This 
allowed for at least some debate within the MDC or PDC on which projects and activities to fund out of 
the DF, and this enabled the CSO members to lobby for their priority projects or activities.  Today, the DF 
is allocated in a more general manner, following an allocation formula that has been laid down by the 
Department of Interior and Local Government (i.e., allocating specified percentages for General Public 
Services, Social Services, and Economic Services).  The distribution of the general allocations to 
specific projects and activities is then left to the discretion of the Local Chief Executive (LCE).  This 
means that, instead of lobbying for the allocation of funds to their priority projects and activities within the 
LDC, the POs and NGOs have to lobby for such allocation directly with the LCE, who has the final say 
on which specific projects and activities to fund.  Needless to say, this practice increases the “power of 
the purse” of the LCE, which is a step back from, rather than a step toward, greater democracy at the 
grassroots. 

 
3. Limited resources and capabilities of stakeholders 
 

These are, perhaps, two of the biggest hindrances to the active and meaningful participation of people in 
local negotiations towards rural development. 
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As we have already stated earlier, even at the accreditation stage, POs and NGOs have to have at least 
some financial resources to be able to afford the expenses related to accreditation, such as the 
photocopying of several documents that are required to be submitted to the Accreditation Committee of 
the Sangguniang Bayan or the Sangguniang Panlalawigan. 
 
The POs also need financial resources to support their representatives to the LDCs because these 
representatives often have to give up a day’s work and the corresponding wage in order to attend LDC 
meetings, for which they are normally not compensated (except in rich provinces or cities, which can 
afford to give allowances or stipends to their LDC members). Where the PO is unable to provide financial 
support to its representative to the LDC, it is not uncommon for the representative to soon lose interest in 
attending the LDC meetings (whenever they are called, anyway) because it does not pay, literally 
speaking, for him or her to do so.   
 
The lack of capability is another major factor that hinders the effective participation of people in local 
negotiations for rural development.  To begin with, a lack – in some cases, total absence – of knowledge 
or appreciation about the role of the LDCs and other Local Special Bodies (LSBs) in the development of 
their community (province, city, town or barangay), is a disincentive to the POs to even apply for 
accreditation by the LGU.  Where there is sufficient knowledge or appreciation of the role of the LDCs, 
what may be lacking is knowledge or appreciation of why it is important for POs and NGOs to be 
participants in local development planning and in program implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  
And where there may be sufficient knowledge or appreciation of the role of POs and NGOs in the LDCs, 
what is lacking in most cases is knowledge of how the LDCs operate, and the skills to participate in and 
influence the decision-making process within the LDC. 

 
Incidentally, the lack of skills on the part of CSOs to participate in the decision-making process is often 
matched, as cited in the FAO-PPLG Study, by a lack of skills in participatory development approaches 
among the officials and staff of LGUs, including the LCEs who chair the LDCs. 

 

4.  Lack of the needed or envisioned support 
 

To be effective mechanisms for people’s participation in local negotiations towards rural development, 
the LDCs themselves require resources to support their functions.  Ideally, each LDC should have a 
secretariat that can handle not only the documentation of its meetings, but more importantly, the search 
for, collection, and distribution of documents to the members prior to each meeting, so that the members 
can come to the meetings fully prepared for the discussions.  Unfortunately, again except in rich 
provinces or cities, there are normally no funds for this purpose.  Hence, no adequate preparation takes 
place before each meeting of the LDC, and there is also hardly any monitoring of decisions reached in 
each LDC meeting. 
 
The most obvious lack of support, of course, is from the LCEs themselves, who chair the LDCs.  
Because many of them perceive the active participation of CSOs in the deliberations of the LDCs as a 
diminution of their own authority (to make decisions), many LCEs are reluctant to allow CSOs to be full 
participants in the LGUs development decision-making process.  This lack of support is manifested in 
many ways, including the LCE not calling meetings of the LDC often enough; or the LCE dictating the 
agenda of the LDC meetings; or the LCE effectively excluding the CSOs from participating in the LDC 
meetings by delaying the sending of the meetings’ invitations to them. (Since most LDCs limit the 
membership of CSOs to the minimum 25% of their total LDCs, it is possible for these LDCs to obtain a 
quorum for meetings without a single CSO present because all that is required to have a quorum is a 
simple majority of the membership, or 50% + 1.) 
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We should also include the Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG) itself among the bodies 
who have not been able to provide adequate support to the participation of the people in local 
negotiations towards rural development.  In the case of the DILG, its lack of support is manifested in its 
failure to effectively monitor how the LCEs are managing the LDCs.  In fact, there have been reported 
cases of field personnel of the DILG, namely, the Local Government Operations Officers (LGOOs), 
covering up for governors or mayors who fail to convene their PDCs or MDCs as specified in the LGC’s 
IRR, by submitting reports that tend to show that the PDCs or MDCs are meeting regularly, even if this is 
not the case. 

  

5. Political interference or inaction  
 

The most obvious “political inaction” that has hindered meaningful people’s participation in local 
negotiations towards rural development is the failure of the Congress of the Philippines, particularly its 
“upper chamber”, the Senate, to pass the enabling legislation that is needed to put into effect the 
constitutional provision (in Article X, Section 9 of the 1987 Constitution) that mandates “legislative bodies 
of local governments (to) have sectoral representation as may be prescribed by law”.  This provision, in 
fact, is repeated in detail in the LGC, particularly in the sections on the composition of the Sangguniang 
Bayan of municipalities and cities, and of the Sangguniang Panlalawigan12, where it is uniformly stated 
that: “In addition (thereto), there shall be three sectoral representatives; one (1) from the women; and as 
shall be determined by the sanggunian concerned within ninety (90) days prior to the holding of local 
elections, one (1) from the agricultural or industrial workers; and one (1) from the other sectors, including 
the urban poor, indigenous cultural communities, or disabled persons”. 
 
These provisions for local sectoral representation (LSR) were put into both the 1987 Constitution and the 
LGC in recognition of the fact that the elite dominates Philippine politics at both the national and local 
levels, and the marginalized sectors of society, such the women, workers, and indigenous peoples, are 
inadequately represented in lawmaking bodies and are, therefore, unable to effectively participate in 
crafting legislation that address their particular needs and situations.  By reserving seats in the local 
legislative bodies for these sectors, the LSR provision in the Constitution and the LGC becomes an 
affirmative action that helps redress the imbalance of power between the “haves” and “have nots” of 
Philippine society. 
 
Since both the Constitution and the LGC say that an enabling law is necessary to put their respective 
provisions on sectoral representation into effect, several bills have been filed in both Houses of Congress 
for this purpose.  In fact, a version of the bill was passed by the Lower House during the 12th Congress, 
but the needed Senate companion bill was not passed during the same Congress.  Hence, it has 
become necessary to re-file the bills in both Houses for passage by the 13th Congress. 
 
It has been 18 years since the 1987 Constitution was ratified and adopted, and 14 years since the LGC 
became law, but their provisions on local sectoral representation remain ineffective, all because of the 
failure of Congress to pass the necessary enabling legislation.  The reasons that have been advanced by 
those who have opposed the passage of this law are rather shallow, i.e., many LGUs cannot afford the 
additional expense that three (3) additional sanggunian members will entail (in terms of their salaries, 
allowances, offices, etc.), and that LSR is “unnecessary” because the existing sanggunian members 
already represent all the voters, regardless of their station in life.  What is a more likely reason is that the 
existing members of the various sanggunians, many of whom come from the ranks of the elite, are 
worried that the entrance of sectoral representatives in their ranks will dilute their authority and power. 

 

                                                 
12  Local Government Code of 1991: Sections 446, 457 and 467   
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6. Negative value system 
 

In the author’s experience, this is not a major impediment to effective people’s participation in local 
negotiations.  While it is true that, initially, the leaders of many POs – especially the smaller ones -- are 
not keen to even apply for accreditation with their LGUs, this is not so much out of a negative value 
system as out of frustration over the difficulty, and the associated expenses, of complying with the 
complex accreditation requirements, as already explained above. 
 
Even among those who were initially disinterested in LDC membership because they did not see any 
benefit of membership, either to their organizations or to themselves personally (since most LDCs do not 
have the resources to provide its members with even small allowances), many were eventually 
convinced to apply for accreditation and vie for a seat in the LDC after the role of the LDC in policy 
formulation and program development was explained to them. 
  
Still, there are a few who remain adamant to the idea of participating in local development negotiations 
through their membership in the LDCs for various, unexplained reasons which, on the surface, may 
easily pass for “negative values”. 

 

7. Adverse external factors affecting local level participation 
   

The author has also seen a number of external factors that have adversely affected local level 
participation. 
 
One of the most common of such external factors – although one can argue that this is really an 
“internal”, rather than an “external” factor -- is the perceived attitude of the Local Chief Executive (LCE) – 
governor or mayor – towards participatory development approaches.  Where the LCE is known, or seen 
to be, averse to sharing authority and power with others through a participatory approach to development 
planning and management, the POs and NGOs tend to shy away from participation or even just passive 
membership in the LDC that this LCE chairs.  And even when these POs and NGOs accept membership 
in the LDC, they do not openly protest the autocratic leadership of the LCE (although they may whisper it 
among themselves), for fear that they may lose his or her favor since, as also explained above, a lot of 
decisions, particularly in terms of allocation of funds, is still left to the discretion of the LCE.  For this 
reason, many PO and NGO leaders have found it “wiser” to lobby for their projects directly with the LCE, 
instead of coursing their requests through the LDC.  They reason out that, after all, it is the LCE who 
actually makes the decisions, and that the LDC, in many, if not in most, instances is really just a “show 
window” that is meant to demonstrate the LCE’s “compliance” with the LGC.    
 
Another external factor that has adversely affected the participation of people in local negotiations is the 
suspicious attitude of the military establishment, particularly its intelligence operatives, who see in every 
active and militant PO or NGO a “communist sympathizer” or, worse, a “communist front”!  This is the 
case with a group of POs and NGOs who have openly opposed the granting of a permit by the DENR to 
a mining company in one of the northern provinces.  Because they dared voice their opposition to the 
mining project in hearings conducted by the Sangguniang Panlalawigan, some of their leaders – 
particularly the more vocal ones -- were branded by the military as “anti-government” and were subjected 
to harassment such as surveillance activities, which the military usually conducts on suspected 
“communists” or their “supporters” and “sympathizers”.  This has, of course, affected some of these 
leaders, forcing them to “lie low” for a while, for fear that the surveillance activities presage a worse fate 
for them, as has befallen other militant PO leaders who have been killed by suspected agents of the 
military establishment. 

 
Finally -- and this one comes from the author’s experience as a former official of the Department of 
Agrarian Reform (DAR), rather than from his experience as an NGO worker -- the perceived collusion 
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between landowners and some field personnel of the DAR has discouraged many farmers from pursuing 
negotiations to obtain their rights as agrarian reform beneficiaries (ARBs).  Were it not for the 
encouragement and support of NGO-advocates of agrarian reform, these farmers would have completely 
given up their claim.  Fortunately, aside from the NGO-advocates, there are also many honest and well-
meaning DAR personnel who have supported the struggle of these farmers to own the land that they 
have tilled or have worked on for years, and so they have continued, or resumed, their participation in 
local negotiations for agrarian reform and rural development. 

   

How can these hindering factors be removed, or at least minimized:  Recommendations to make 
people’s participation in local negotiations towards rural development truly effective and meaningful.   
 
The following recommendations are based on the experiences of various organizations with which the author 
has been associated over the years.  They have been found to work in many cases, but because of the 
differences in circumstances from one case to another, they may not be as effective in other cases.  They are 
nevertheless offered here for consideration by the concerned agency, whether government or NGO, as well 
as the POs themselves, and donor organizations which are interested in promoting and supporting 
meaningful and effective people’s participation in local negotiations towards rural development. 
 

1. On restrictive and/or unclear guidelines for PO/NGO representation in the LDCs and other LSBs 
 

While registration with a government agency is important, and all CSOs should eventually be so 
registered, the LGUs should be willing to waive this requirement in the case of young (i.e., less than 3 
years) CSOs, particularly POs, so that they will not be deprived of the opportunity to participate in local 
negotiations.  After all, the LGC IRR allows the “sanggunians” to recognize CSOs that are not formally 
registered “for purposes only of meeting the minimum requirements for membership of such 
organizations in local special bodies”.13 However, to ensure that the unregistered CSO is not a “fly-by-
night” organization, it should be required to submit other proof that it is, in fact, a legitimate organization.  
This may be in the form of a written endorsement or testimonial by a respected government official or 
civic leader who has first-hand knowledge of the CSOs bona fides.  Such endorsement or testimonial 
could also serve as documentation of the CSOs “track record” by mentioning what it has so far done 
since it was first organized. 
 
The same should be true for the requirement of “financial data”.  This should be interpreted liberally in 
favor of young or small POs.  They need not be asked to present audited financial reports because, as 
we have already stated earlier, small or young POs with such reports are few and far between.  Instead, 
they should just be asked to submit a copy of the annual financial report that they usually render to their 
own members during their annual general assemblies.  

  
Furthermore, CSOs should not be asked to submit more than one (1) copy of the documents required 
for accreditation because, as also pointed out earlier, the cost of photocopying documents could be a 
discouraging factor, particularly for small POs, to apply for accreditation.  Instead, the LGUs should 
include, as part of its regular budget, a fund to assist small POs, and part of the assistance could be the 
photocopying of the POs’ documents that are required for accreditation.14  At the very least, since most 
LGUs have at least one photocopying machine, they should offer to photocopy the POs’ documents at 
cost (of the paper and ink), so the POs need not spend a small fortune on photocopying expenses.  To 
further reduce costs, perhaps the LGUs can use recycled paper (i.e., excess copies of memoranda, 

                                                 
13  LGC IRR, Rule XXIII, Art. 64 (b) (1) 
14  After all, the LGC provides, under its Section 36 (Assistance to People’s and Nongovernmental Organizations) that a 

LGUs may “provide assistance, financial or otherwise, to (such) people’s and nongovernmental organizations for 
economic, socially-oriented, environmental, or cultural projects”, so why not assistance for their accreditation 
requirements? 
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circulars and other government documents that are blank on their reverse side, which almost all 
government agencies generate tons of each year) for this purpose. 
 
Finally, on the part of the LGUs, they should publish the accreditation requirements and process well in 
advance of the deadline for application, and provide copies of this publication to all known CSOs in their 
province, city or town.  It would also be very helpful if they can invite CSO heads or representatives to an 
orientation briefing, to fully explain the accreditation requirement and process.  In this way, any guideline 
that remains unclear could be clarified and, if necessary, amended. 
 
On the part of the CSOs, the bigger and older or more experienced ones can assist the smaller, younger 
NGOs and POs by giving them an orientation on the provisions of the LGC on people’s participation in 
local governance through the LSBs, and by helping them put together the documents that are required 
for their accreditation, as is done by the “Alliance of Community Development Advocates” (ACDA), a 
network of NGOs in Nueva Vizcaya (of which PRRM is a founding member, former chair and now the 
secretariat).  As part of its advocacy of people’s participation in local governance, ACDA has conducted 
a series of orientation seminars for POs and NGOs in Nueva Vizcaya on the pertinent provisions of the 
LGC, and have encouraged and assisted these POs and NGOs to apply for accreditation by the LGU so 
they can vie for representation in the LSBs.  As a result, almost all of the province’s POs and NGOs, 
including the smaller ones which are still not formally registered, are now accredited by the provincial 
and municipal LGUs; the 25% minimum membership of CSOs in the LSBs has been achieved; and the 
CSOs are actively participating in local negotiations for rural development.  One of their most prominent 
participation in recent times is in the debates at the barangay, municipal and provincial levels on whether 
or not a foreign mining company should be allowed to operate in the province.  Unfortunately, while they 
succeeded in obtaining resolutions from both the barangay and municipal LGUs (rejecting the operation 
of the mining company), these resolutions were overturned by the provincial LGU. 

 

2. Inappropriate and/or under-utilization of existing mechanisms for people’s participation in local 
negotiations 

 
Several steps need to be taken by the Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG) to correct 
weaknesses in the implementation of the LGC that has led to this particular problem. 
 
First of all, the DILG has to emphasize that the 25% provision regarding the membership of CSOs in the 
LSBs is a minimum, rather than a maximum15 and that, therefore, the LGUs should endeavor to 
include as many of the CSOs in the province, town or barangay in the LDC as are accredited, even if 
they equal or outnumber the other members.  This will put the CSOs truly in an equal footing with 
the other LDC members, unlike the present situation where, because they are the minority in the LDCs, 
not only can they be easily outvoted on issues where they hold a contrary opinion to that of the 
government members, but they can actually be excluded from the deliberations by the simple expedient 
of inviting them late or not inviting them at all.  After all, the LDCs need only a simply majority of 
members to have a quorum for a meeting (and only a simple majority of the quorum is required to 
approve a resolution), and the government members alone are enough to have a quorum. 

 
Secondly, the DILG must include in the IRR a provision that no decision of the LDC will be considered 
valid without the participation of at least a majority of the CSO representatives, whether their vote is 
affirmative or negative.  This is to ensure that the LDCs do not “railroad” decisions in the absence of the 

                                                 
15  Section 107 of the LGC, on the “Composition of Local Development Councils”, provides that “representatives of 

nongovernmental organizations operating in the barangay/municipality/ province (who) shall constitute not less than ¼ 
of the members of the fully organized council.  This is repeated in Rule XIII, Art. 63 of the LGC’s IRR, which states that 
“the number of NGO representatives in each LDC shall not be less than ¼ of the total membership of the fully 
organized council”. 
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CSO representatives. This is also to encourage the LCEs to actively invite the CSO representatives to 
the LDC meetings. 
 
Thirdly, the DILG should reinstate the system whereby the detailed allocation of the 20% Development 
Fund (DF) is discussed, debated and agreed upon within the LDC, and not left to the decision of the 
LCE, so that the CSO representatives can lobby within the LDC, and not directly with the LCE, for their 
priority projects.  
 
Fourthly, the DILG should have a system of “rewards and punishment” or incentives and sanctions for 
the LCEs to enforce these foregoing rules and systems. 
 
Finally, the DILG should ensure that their field staff closely monitor and report the real situation of the 
LDCs insofar as CSO membership and participation in its deliberations and decision-making are 
concerned, so that the incentives and sanctions can be properly delivered.  Needless to say, the DILG 
should also monitor and have incentives and sanctions for its own field staff, to ensure that they do their 
jobs properly (as some have been found to have covered up for some LGUs which have not been 
implementing the provisions on people’s participation in local governance as mandated by the 
Constitution and the LGC).  

 

3. Limited resources and capabilities of stakeholders 
 

If the DILG is serious in promoting meaningful people’s participation in local governance, then one of its 
priority projects should be capability-building programs for both the LCEs and CSOs on this topic 
inasmuch as the lack of capability in participatory development has been identified as one of the major 
factors that hinder the effective participation of people in local negotiations for rural development. 
 
LCEs should be trained on participatory development approaches so that they can develop an 
understanding of, and appreciation for, the importance of people’s participation in local governance.  This 
training should include a study visit to LGUs where the LCEs are already practicing participatory 
development approaches and can demonstrate to their visiting fellow-LCEs how such approaches have 
resulted in better governance and, by extension, better re-election chances for them.  Of course, even 
this is no guarantee that LCEs who care more for personal gain than for better governance will be 
convinced that participatory development approaches are superior to autocratic governance coupled with 
patronage politics! 
 
CSOs, on the other hand, should be trained on how local development plans and budgets are formulated 
and promulgated, as well as on the skills of planning, monitoring and evaluation so that they can 
effectively participate in the formulation, promulgation, monitoring and evaluation of their provincial, 
municipal or barangay development plans and budgets. These last two functions – monitoring and 
evaluation – are very crucial in ensuring that plans and budgets are implemented properly and 
effectively, with a minimum of wastage, leakage and corruption. 

 
The problem of lack of resources is, in a sense, a more difficult one to solve.  We have made the 
suggestion earlier (in relation to the costs incurred by POs in preparing their accreditation documents) 
that the LGUs should include in their budgets some funds to provide financial assistance to CSOs, 
particularly the small POs.  Perhaps, if part of the Priority Development Assistance Fund (PDAF) or 
Countryside Development Fund (CDF), otherwise known as “Pork Barrel” of the members of Congress 
(both Houses) could be re-aligned for this purpose, LGUs would not find it too difficult to implement this 
suggestion. 
 
The potential contributions of the private sector (other than the CSOs), particularly the business 
community, to the resources that are required to make meaningful and effective people’s participation in 



 Page 12 

local governance a reality, should not be discounted.  More and more businessmen are becoming 
“socially responsible”, and are demonstrating this new-found sense of “corporate social responsibility” 
(CSR) by contributing some of their “3 T’s” (Time, Talent and Treasure) to development programs and 
projects.  For instance, businessmen who are adept at making decisions can share with CSO 
representatives in their Provincial or Municipal Development Council – through a training program that 
they can also sponsor -- some of their experiences and insights on how to arrive at sound decisions, so 
that these CSO representatives can intelligently participate in the decision-making process within the 
Council, and not just be a “rubber stamp-decision-maker”.   Many business firms who have CSR 
initiatives are already undertaking some form of development assistance anyway, so they could be 
encouraged to direct some of this assistance towards enhancing the capability of CSOs at participatory 
decision-making and other aspects of sustainable development. 

 

4. Lack of the needed or envisioned support 
 

The earlier suggestions on capability-building, particularly for the LCEs, and on where one could find 
resources to support the financial requirements of people’s participation in local negotiations (i.e., the 
legislators’ “pork barrel” and contributions from the private sector) are also applicable to this problem. 
 
Insofar as the need for a secretariat is concerned, if the LGU is not in a position to set up its own 
secretariat for the LDCs, it should consider designating one of the larger and more experienced NGOs or 
NGO coalitions operating within its territory to serve as the LDC Secretariat.  The NGO or NGO coalition 
can then put together a budget proposal to finance the secretariat’s operation, and this can be submitted, 
with the endorsement of the LCE, to several funding sources, including the LGU itself, higher LGUs, the 
national government and its funding arms (e.g., PAGCOR, PCSO), local donors (including corporate 
foundations) and international funding agencies, particularly those who believe in the importance of 
effective people’s participation to bring about equitable and sustainable development. 

 

5. Political interference or inaction  
 

The only effective antidote to political interference or inaction is people’s mass action.  The lobbying for 
the passage of the LSR law that is being spearheaded by Task Force Local Sectoral Representation 
(TF-LSR), together with the Local Government Support Program (LGSP), the Barangay-Bayan 
Governance Consortium (BBGC), and the Task Force Participatory Local Governance (TF-PLG), should 
not only continue, but should be intensified and should involve mass organizations of the women, 
industrial and agricultural workers, urban poor, indigenous peoples, disabled persons, and other sectors 
who stand to benefit from the passage of this law.  Their call should also go beyond passage of the law, 
but should include support for the re-election of those legislators who will vote for the law, and rejection 
in the polls of those who will oppose it.     

 
Apart from their impact on the political situation, mass actions also serve to bring about greater social 
cohesion among CSOs, which, in turn, make them more effective in lobbying for social, political or 
economic reforms.  Every small victory that CSOs achieve through mass action builds up their sense of 
confidence in what they can achieve when they act together, rather than separately, which is why more 
and more CSOs bind themselves through networks, alliances and coalitions that address specific issues, 
be they environmentally-destructive “development” projects (e.g., large-scale mining), or women’s 
rights/reproductive health issues, or corruption, or agrarian reform.  Thus CSOs effectively counter 
political interference or inaction on these vital issues. 
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6. Negative value system 
 

As we noted earlier, this does not seem to be a major impediment to people’s participation in local 
negotiations.  Still, it may help to overcome any negative value that people may have regarding their 
participation in local negotiations if it can be shown, through examples that are reported by mass media 
(newspapers, radio and television) of development programs and projects that have resulted in greater 
benefits to people because they participated in choosing, planning, implementing and monitoring those 
programs and projects.  In other words, an information-education-communication (IEC) campaign on the 
value of people’s participation in local negotiations that could be launched by the DILG, with the support 
of the Philippine Information Agency (PIA), government and private mass media, and the NGO 
community (some members of which, after all, like the ACDA of Nueva Vizcaya, are already carrying out 
some of this IEC campaign by themselves). 

 

7. Adverse external factors affecting local level participation 
 

We have already addressed above the problem of LCEs who do not believe in participatory development 
approaches.  We suggested a training program that would include exposure to LCEs who believe in and 
practice participatory development approaches and can demonstrate that such approaches make for 
better governance and better re-election charges.  We have also suggested that the DILG institute a 
system of incentives and sanctions, or rewards and punishment, to encourage LCEs to practice 
participatory development and involve the people in local development negotiations through their CSOs.  
Other than these, we can only hope that LCEs who still think that to share decision-making authority and 
power is to diminish their own authority and power will come around to realizing that this is not 
necessarily bad because it may in fact result to their staying in power longer! 
 
The problem of overzealous military intelligence agents tagging progressive PO and NGO leaders as 
“communists” or “communist sympathizers” is even more difficult to solve.  Here, perhaps, the only 
solution is to put at the helm of the military or the intelligence community a leader who understands that 
militancy is not synonymous with subversion or rebellion, and that not every militant PO or NGO leader 
wants to overthrow the government by force. In the final analysis, of course, the attitude and actions of 
the military/ intelligence community in this regard will be influenced by the attitude and actions on the 
matter by their Commander-in-Chief.  Therefore, one will have to contend with this level of leadership as 
well.  But this is an issue for another paper.            
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Attachment 7b   
Powerpoint Presentation of Mr. Navarro 
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