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What Determines the Policy Impact of Local Negotiations? 

A Comparative Study in the Philippines

[FAO-PPLG Study]

Part 1: BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

1.1
Terms of Reference



Letter of Agreement. This study is conducted in accordance with the Terms of Reference (TOR) as stipulated in the Letter of Agreement signed by the United Nations-Food and Agriculture Organization (UN-FAO) and the Development Research Initiative, Inc. (DRI), under the Participation, Policy and Local Governance (PPLG) sub-programme of the FAO-Livelihood Support Program. It is part of a larger comparative study that looks into the experiences in Brazil and the Philippines to be able to identify the elements that could improve those practices of social dialogue or negotiation with the aim of effectively bringing the practices in the policy cycle. 

The two countries have, several years ago, initiated decentralization processes in the areas of rural development and agrarian reform that could yield useful information to achieve the objective in mind.

Rationale of the study. Negotiations, as defined in the TOR, “are processes of dialogue in which stakeholders in an area (administrative unit or otherwise defined territory) transparently and jointly negotiate the future development of this area.” The importance of negotiation lies in the notion that it is essential to establishing a policy framework conducive to sustainable development, and that it is a potential means for people at the local level to participate in the policy-making processes. 

Such notion relates to the claim that people participation, defined as “a process in which people take initiatives and action that is stimulated by their own thinking and deliberation, and through which they can effectively influence and share control of development initiatives and of decisions that affect them” [FAO, 1991; ADB, 2001], is “absolutely essential to sustainable development” [UNESCAP, 2004]. In this context, people participation is seen to have the following benefits: i) improved effectiveness in project design and implementation; ii) assured commitment of stakeholders; iii) strengthened local ownership; and iv) reduced risk of failure [Yoo, 2004].

Given such importance, the question being raised in the TOR, however, is how to make negotiations work and how is it working in the Philippines, a country that is known to have long experience in people participation.  Accordingly as stipulated in the TOR, the main task is to determine the impact of local negotiation on policy. As used in this study, “policy” refers to general guidelines and/or procedures that are established through enactment of national laws and local ordinances, adoption of resolutions by legally-constituted representative bodies, and issuance of executive and administrative orders and memorandum circulars.  

In order to understand what determines policy impact of local negotiations, therefore, a general assessment is needed to look into the broad trends, key linkages and drivers for participation in the Philippines based on information obtained from secondary sources; and conduct case studies in selected areas to gather and analyze primary data regarding the incentive structures of stakeholders to engage in dialogue and the best possible scale and level to promote multi-stakeholder and negotiation processes. 

Assumptions and hypotheses. It is assumed in the TOR that: Firstly, improved participation in policy making, achieved by supporting people voice their needs, concerns and interests in the structure and process of the policy environment, helps to look at all aspects (holistic) of an issue rather than only at those in which a few actors have an interest in. As such, it provides better information as basis for decision-making. Secondly, that as decisions are made in such a joint manner, the stakeholders own the decision and are thus more committed. Thirdly, that commitment and ownership are a key to success.  

In this study, policy at the local level is viewed in terms of ordinances or resolutions passed by Local Government Units at the barangay, municipal, and provincial levels; or as guidelines that are locally-formulated and adopted to govern the conduct of specific projects or activities. At the national level, this is in terms of guidelines issued through executive orders by the President or administrative orders of line departments; and of laws enacted by Congress, the legislative branch and highest policy-making body of the government. 

There are six (6) hypotheses advanced in the TOR that the study endeavored to validate. These are:   

Hypotheses 1: People’s participation in policy formulation enhances development. Effective participation in decision-making should be accompanied by a minimum level of power to decide and carry out activities at the local level, which could be good inputs for national policies. 

Hypothesis 2: Real decentralization towards the district level involving decentralization of resources and devolution of power does provide real opportunities for locally initiated and self-motivated development. 

Hypothesis 3: Transformation process which impacts the power balance at the various government levels can be facilitated and guided to allow for the inclusion of the principles of good governance: accountability, transparency, and representativity. 

Hypothesis 4: Issue areas can be used as entry point, still allowing a project to work on all the aspects of the problem and solution space.  

Hypothesis 5: Uncovering the real interests and strategies of stakeholders allows identifying the common ground on which change processes can be initiated and sustained. 
Hypothesis 6: To increase participation in policy-making, power equilibrium has to exist which enhances, allows, and forces the exchange of views, their exploration, and iteration. 
1.2
Expected Outputs

The study is expected to come up with the following outputs: 

i. A working paper outlining broad national trends, key linkages, and principal drivers of participation at different territorial (spatial) scales and levels; and 

ii. Case studies presenting the analysis and implications for programme managers and policy makers regarding the incentive structures of stakeholders to engage in dialogue and the best possible scale and level to promote multi-stakeholder and negotiation processes. 

1.3
Objectives and Scope of the Study

The general objective of this study is to identify the factors that determine the impact of local negotiations or social dialogue on development policies in the Philippines. To achieve this objective, the study undertook the following: 

a)
A general assessment of the participatory practices in the country, which focused on rural development and in the sectors of agriculture and fisheries, agrarian reform, and environmental conservation. Specifically, this aims to assess:

· The policy framework and institutional mechanisms for negotiation processes at the national, regional and local (provincial, municipal, and barangay) levels in the Philippines; 

· Who are the stakeholders and what factors motivate them to participate, and by what level of participatory engagement in these processes;

· What are the issues, problems and constraints encountered in encouraging people participation in local negotiations, and how are these addressed; and 

· What measures to recommend or suggest for promoting effective local negotiations and improving participatory policy-making in the country, which might be also useful to other countries abroad.

b)
A comparative case studies aimed specifically to:

· Examine the actual experiences of the multi-stakeholders’ collaboration, participation, and governance of livelihood projects in selected communities;  

· Determine the elements that helped improve the local negotiation processes and effectively fed the policy cycle of livelihood support programs; 

· Identify the factors that facilitated and hindered the stakeholders’ participation in the local negotiation processes;  

· Highlight the key elements useful to the participatory policy making processes; 

· Validate the six (6) hypotheses in the TOR; and

· Recommend measures to improve participatory policy making and local negotiation processes based on the results of the investigation.

1.4
Conduct of the Assessment and the Case Studies

Methodology and approaches. The general assessment was done using both historical and in-depth analysis of information obtained from secondary sources. Most of the data were gathered from the Internet files. On the other hand, the case studies were done by a hired team of researchers from the Aklan State University (ASU). Key Informant (KI) Interviews, Focus Group Discussions (FGD), and direct observation techniques of gathering primary data were employed, complemented by secondary information. Fieldwork was done from March 23 to April 3, 2005.

Case study areas. The case studies were conducted in two selected rural barangays, namely, Sibalew and Badiangan, in the municipality of Banga, province of Aklan, Western Visayas region, located in the central part of the country (see details in Part III). Both barangays have many similaries, but differ in terms of relative level of development. Badiangan is a developing Agrarian Reform Community (ARC) where multi-stakeholder negotiation processes are on-going. In contrast, Sibalew is not an ARC, but it is already progressive, as a result of favorable interventions that were product of multi-sector negotiations and integration of multi-stakeholders’ resources. 

Stakeholders’ validation and external critiquing. In order to ascertain the correctness of the data/information used in the analysis and interpretation of findings, a stakeholders’ validation was conducted attended by KI respondents, FGD participants, and research team members. The draft case studies report was then presented for critiquing by external experts from the academe, Non-Government Organizations (NGOs), government line agencies (DLR and DILG), and media, wherein the discussion was participated by technical staff and consultant from OIDCI in addition to the team members.  The complete list of targeted and actual KI respondents and FGD participants by FGD session and sector is shown from Appendix A to G.

Round table discussion. Prior to finalizing this Final Report, the draft working paper and the case studies report was subjected to a round table discussion with experts and practitioners, in order to get their comments and suggestions to enhance the contents of the report. Out of the 15 invited participants representing the key national line agencies, financial and donor institutions, and NGOs, representatives from the Department of Land Reform (DLR), Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG), Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD), National Anti-Poverty Commission (NAPC), and Land Bank participated in the discussion, together with technical staff and consultants from DRI, OIDCI, and FAO-PATSARRD (Appendix J).  

1.5
Presentation of the Report

The main bulk of this report is divided into three parts: a) Part 1: Background of the Study; b) Part 2: Working Paper; and c) Part 3: Case Studies.   While the Acronyms and the Executive Summary are presented in the first segment of this report, the List of References and the Appendices are shown in the last segment. 

Part 2: WORKING PAPER

2.1
Introduction

This Working Paper is a general assessment of the participatory processes in the Philippines and its impact on policy at the local and national levels. Specifically, it looks into the institutional framework and mechanisms for people participation in the country; the identification of stakeholders, especially the key actors and their linkages and what drives them to engage in participatory processes; the facilitating and constraining factors; and the impact of local negotiation on policy. 

Although people participation is given and considered to be “very much alive and well” in the Philippines [UNESCAP, 1997], it is important to know if the present institutional framework and established mechanisms are adequate or are functioning as envisioned so as to appreciate the basic factors that underlie local negotiation effectiveness. 

2.2
Historical Perspective

Roots of participatory practices. People participation in the Philippines is rooted in the bayanihan, a traditional system of cooperation wherein community members join hands in undertaking an activity that cannot be done by just one or a few individuals, each one contributing labor or materials in accordance with individual capacities and need of the undertaking. This system was first invoked during the Magsaysay administration (1954-57) when the government mobilized people participation to implement a community development program that was, at the same time, aimed to combat the growing communist insurgency in the countryside. 

To spearhead the implementation of the program, Barangay Development Workers (BDW) who were rigorously trained in community mobilization and extension work, were deployed by government to assigned barangays (smallest political subdivisions each roughly equivalent in size to a village) to serve as catalysts and coordinate the delivery of technical services to the community. The program adopted the “self-help” approach wherein projects were identified, planned and implemented by the community members based on their expressed “felt-needs.” During implementation, the members provided the labor while the government contributed the materials, in addition to the technical services provided by the BDW.

The program was successful and contributed to the immense popularity of Pres. Magsaysay. It enabled government to respond properly to the urgent needs of community folk, while the latter began to understand better and have trust in the government. However, viewing the approach from a wider perspective, the extent of people participation was yet limited and targeted mainly to the poor. Consequently, local negotiations that took place during social preparation and problem identification, to project conceptualization, detailed planning, and implementation were limited to this group and confined to the community. 

Encouraging broad-based participation. Establishing the institutional mechanisms to encourage broad-based people participation was initiated during the long Marcos administration (1965-86). At the local level, this was done by means of strengthening the structure of the Barangay Council, the governing arm of the Barangay (the lowest-level local government unit whose territorial jurisdiction covers an area that is also called barangay, a term already referred to earlier). The significant measures included the creation of the Katarungang Pambarangay (Barangay Justice), the Barangay Tanod (Barangay Police), the Kabataang Barangay (Barangay Youth Council), and the political empowerment of the Barangay Assembly.

Maintained and even further strengthened after the downfall of the Marcos administration in 1986, the Barangay Justice is deemed the largest community volunteerism program involving some one million community mediators [UNESCAP, 1997; cf. Flores] of the barangay. The Barangay Police consists of appointed volunteers who served as peace and order officers; the Youth Council, of elected volunteers 15-21 years old; and the Barangay Assembly, of all residents 15 years old and above, which is now vested with powers to actively participate in the legislative processes of the Barangay. 

Emergence and growth of civil society. During the Marcos administration (1965-86), the most part of which was placed under martial law, the country witnessed the emergence and growth of civil society. This refers to People’s Organizations (POs), NGOs, and private sector groups that have served as vehicle for organized people participation in development pursuits of government. POs were organized either under the auspices of the government or through its members’ own initiative, for the benefits of its members, while the NGOs were organized by service-oriented individuals and institutions to pursue humanitarian and developmental concerns for the people’s well-being, parallel to those done by the government but without directly benefiting its members. 

Government-sponsored POs include the Samahang Nayon (a pre-cooperative community association) and full-pledged Cooperatives; Farmers’/Fishermen Associations, the women’s Rural Improvement Clubs (RIC); and the youth’s 4-H Clubs organized through the Department of Agriculture (DA) all over the country. The participatory approach of planning and implementing communal irrigation projects and the practice of handing over management responsibilities over completed facilities to the Irrigators’ Association was started in 1970 (Friesen and Scheuman).   

POs organized at its own members’ initiative include those that become large national farmers’ organizations such as the Federation of Free Farmers (FFF) that actually began during the Magsaysay administration as a movement with strong Jesuit influence to liberate the tenants and landless farm workers from feudal set-up, and has since then been actively collaborating with government in the pursuit of agrarian reform; and the post-martial law era Kilusang Magbubukid sa Pilipinas (Peasant Organization of the Philippines) that maintains an independent, critical and at times confrontational posture to pressure the government into action. Both have active local chapters in various parts of the country. (Huizer, 1971; cf. KMP, n.d) 

The NGOs mostly started with church-based programs, such as the Urban and Rural Missionaries of the Philippines, the People’s Ecumenical Action for Community Empowerment, and later on the Philippine Ecumenical Council for Community Organization inspired by new Christian teachings with mixture of Marxist influences (COM, n.d.). A non-Church NGO worth noting during this period was organized by some 40 leading private business companies of the country. This is the Philippine Business for Social Progress (PBSP), which aims to promote socio-economic development by extending financial and technical assistance to poor rural communities, either directly or through joint project undertakings with other NGOs and POs. 

Many developmental NGOs began to band together in the 70’s and form associations, alliances, networks and coalitions to achieve effective coordination and resource mobilization. These include the Association of Foundations (AF); the Philippine Alliance for Rural and Urban Development (PARUD); the Philippine Partnership for the Development of Human Resources in the Rural Areas (PHILDHRRA); and the Council for People’s Development (CPD). The cooperatives followed the networking trend. Two umbrella organizations were formed and are actively functioning to date. These are the Cooperative Union of the Philippines (CUP) formed by government; and the National Confederation of Cooperatives (NATCCO) composed of independent cooperatives [COM; cf. FAO, 1994]. 

This networking process has continued and, in addition to building-up respective networks, there is recently a forging of overlapping or crisscrossing network lines to form bigger coalition; such as the Caucus of Development NGO Networks (CODE-NGO) that is composed of 7 national and 11 regional networks and some 3,000 NGOs and cooperatives [Philinks, n.d.], and the Coalition for Indigenous Peoples’ Rights and Ancestral Domain (CIPRAD) that advocates for the recognition and protection of Indigenous People’s (IP) rights and ancestral domains [Magno and Lusterio-Rico, n.d.]. 

Other active NGO networks nowadays were organized in much earlier period, such as the National Council of Social Development Foundations of the Philippines (NCSD) organized in 1949, which is now a network of 140 member organizations based in different provinces of the country; and the Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement (PRRM) and its affiliate foreign-assisted training institution, the International Institute for Rural Reconstruction (IIRR) that provided NGO support to Magsaysay’s pro-poor programs. PRRM is composed of development-oriented professionals and concerned citizens, with local chapters based in various rural areas all over the country. 

The institutional framework and mechanisms for people participation that were established during Marcos administration have been maintained after its downfall in 1986. These are further strengthened with the ratification of the new Philippine Constitution in 1987 and the subsequent enactment of laws, such as the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law (CARL) in 1988, the Local Government Code of 1991, the Magna Carta of Small Farmers in 1992; the Social Reform and Poverty Alleviation Act and the Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act of 1997; as well as issuance of Executive Orders (EOs) by the President, and Department Administrative Orders (DAO) and Memorandum Circulars of concerned line agencies. 

When the Marcos administration ended, more foreign aid has been coming into the country, aimed to perk up the sluggish economy and with new policies influenced by the global trend recognizing the vital role of people participation in ensuring sustainable development. These events run parallel with government moves to strengthen the mechanisms for people participation and have placed the civil society in a more challenging position than ever to serve as the people’s own mechanism for an organized way of participating with government in pursuit of common development goals.  

2.3
Policy Framework and Institutional Mechanisms

The Philippine Constitution of 1987. The constitution provides the overall framework for ensuring people participation [cf. UNESCAP, 1997]. It declares that the State “shall encourage non-governmental, community-based, sectoral organizations that promote the welfare of the nation (Art. II Sec. 23);” that the “right of the people and their organizations to effective and reasonable participation at all levels of social, political, and economic decision-making shall not be abridged;” and that the State shall, by law, “facilitate the establishment of consultation mechanisms” to achieve the objective (Art. XIII Sec. 16).

Legislative process of Congress. Pursuant to the constitutional mandate, and as the highest policy-making body of the government, the Congress of the Republic of the Philippines promulgated its own rules and procedures, and enacted laws to ensure that the appropriate mechanisms are established to enable active people participation in the formulation of policies either for enactment into law by Congress, passage of local ordinance or resolution, or adoption of policy guidelines for the planning and implementation of development programs and projects. 

In its rules, the House of Representatives (HR) created the Committee on People Participation as Standing Committee to take charge of people participation in the affairs of government [HR, 1989]. Applicable to all committees, the rules provide for the conduct of committee meetings, conferences, or hearings as a consultation mechanism to enable the people to participate in the preparation of bills that are submitted to the House for possible enactment into law by Congress. The venue of the participatory activities is in any government office during periods of session, or any other place as authorized by the Speaker.   

Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law of 1988 (RA 6657). The CARL is the first law on people participation to be enacted following the ratification of the new Constitution. It declares the recognition of the right of farmers, farm workers and landowners, as well as cooperatives and other independent farmers’ organizations, to participate in the planning, organization, and management of the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP), and the provision of support to agriculture through appropriate technology and research, and adequate financial, production, marketing and other support services. The mechanisms for people participation are established in the following areas of concern pursuant to the provisions of the law [FAO, 1994]:

· Policy-formulation: The Presidential Agrarian Reform Council (PARC) is created, with members that include representatives of farmers and landowners and, together with the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR), has the power to issue rules and regulations, whether substantive or procedural, to carry out the objectives of the law. The PARC decides based on information and recommendation submitted by the Provincial Agrarian Reform Coordinating Committees (PARCCOMs), which, in turn, based its decision on those submitted by the Barangay Agrarian Reform Committees (BARCs).  

· Project implementation: Pursuant to the law, DAR has institutionalized collaboration and partnership with particular NGOs to implement projects through DAO 1-88 and 11-89, such as with PHILDHRRA, NATCCO, Mindanao Alliance of Self-Help Societies – Southern Philippines Educational Center (MASS-SPECC), and Visayas Cooperative Development Center, Inc. (VICTO). Outside of these arrangements, projects jointly undertaken with other agencies, with DAR as lead agency, likewise serve as mechanisms for active people participation, such the foreign-assisted PATSARRD, which is funded by Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID) and managed by a Project Team with long experience in various FAO-executed projects [cf. Seno-Ani, 2005].  Through a series of memorandum circulars (MC), including MC Nos. 05 of 1999 and 01 of 2003, DAR implements a strategy, called ARC Development Strategy, which focuses the delivery of services and treats each ARC as a convergence point for all resources and partnerships in the implementation of programs and projects for the Agrarian Reform Beneficiaries (ARBs) [DAR, 2002]. 

· Project development and human resource development: DAR has likewise an institutionalized collaboration with NGOs, such as the Lingap Para sa Kalusugna ng Sambayanan (LIKAS) and People’s Livelihood Foundation, Inc. for project development; and the PBSP and the Organic, Diversified, Integrated, Scientific Cooperative (ODISCO) for human resource development. 

Local Government Code of 1991 (RA 7160). Considered to be the most far-reaching policy of de-centralizing the system of government in the country (cf. Brillantes, 2002), the Code designed local government units (LGUs), both as government agencies and as venues for people’s participation in governance at the local level. As agencies, they are empowered to carry out mandates previously assigned to national government such as agriculture of Department of Agriculture, environment protection of Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), health of Department of Health (DOH), social welfare of DSWD, and local public works of Department of Public Works and Highways (DPWH).

The Code provides the institutional framework and mechanisms for people participation in local governance in each of the three levels of LGUs: Barangay, Municipality or City, and Province. Three opportunities for people participation in local governance were instituted as follows:

1) The right of the people to directly engage in governance through the legal processes of recall, initiative and referendum. Recall gives the registered voters the right to change an elected official through a legal process. They may also directly propose, enact or amend any ordinance passed by the Sanggunian through the process of local initiative. The referendum, on the other hand, gives them the right to approve or reject any ordinance or resolution enacted or passed by the Sanggunian.

2) The right of the local communities, either directly or through civil organizations, to be consulted on programs and projects of national government, prior to their implementation. Government agencies are required to consult with the communities during the planning phase of the projects.

3) The third declaration enjoins LGUs to allow the participation of the private sector in local governance, particularly in the delivery of basic services, as an alternative strategy for sustainable development.

The Code mandates the creation of Local Special Bodies in each LGU to encourage and enable active people participation through organized representation in local legislation and in the planning, implementation and monitoring/evaluation of programs and projects. It prescribes the number of seats as well as the accreditation and selection of representatives of POs, NGOs, and the private sector in each of these bodies, namely: a) Local Development Council; b) Local Prequalification, Bids and Awards Committee; c) Local Health Board; d) Local School Board; e) Local Peace and Order Council; and f) People’s Law Enforcement Board. 

Additional strengthening measures are provided for the Barangay. Apart from the Special Bodies, the Code has vested the Barangay Assembly with the power to: a) initiate legislative processes by recommending to the Barangay Council the adoption of measures (through ordinance or resolution) for the welfare of the barangay and the municipality as a whole; b) decide on the adoption of local initiative as a legal process whereby the registered voters in the barangay may directly propose, enact or amend any barangay ordinance; and c) hear and pass upon the periodic report of the Barangay Council concerning its activities and finance.  

To enable the Barangay to exercise its new powers and perform multiple functions, the Code empowers the Barangay to levy taxes, fees and charges that shall accrue exclusively to them, and to undertake other revenue-raising measures, to boost its financial resources aside from its share in the Internal Revenue Allocation (IRA) that is distributed regularly to all LGUs by the national government. 

Magna Carta of Small Farmers 1992 (RA 7607). This law addresses the need to bring the informal sector, especially the yet unorganized poor and marginalized groups, to the mainstream of government’s pro-people pursuit of development. It provides for: 

· Assistance of government in establishing self-help organizations for small farmers to enable them to participate in an organized manner;  

· Allocation of seats for national officials of said farmers’ self-help organizations in the Boards of government agencies involved in agriculture and farmers’ welfare; and

· Designation of the DA as the primary and coordinating agency to carry out these provisions of the law. 

Social Reform and Poverty Alleviation Act 1997 (RA 8425). This law institutionalizes the social reform and poverty alleviation program of government and declares it a policy to adopt an area-based, sectoral and focused (otherwise referred to as “strategy of convergence”) intervention to poverty alleviation wherein every poor Filipino family shall be empowered to meet its minimum basic needs that include, among others, participation in governance. The law provides for:

· Enhancement of the Social Reform Agenda (SRA) as national framework that integrates the various structural reforms and anti-poverty alleviation initiatives pursuant to the policy, in equal partnership with the different basic sectors (referring to the disadvantaged sectors of Philippine society) through appropriate and meaningful consultations and participation in governance;

· Designation of the LGUs at all levels (Province, Municipality, and Barangay), through the respective Local Development Councils, to be responsible for the formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the National Anti-Poverty Action Agenda in their respective jurisdiction;

· Creation of the NAPC under the Office of the President as the coordinating and advisory body for the implementation of the SRA, which thus absorbed the powers and functions of the Presidential Commission to Fight Poverty (PCFP), the Social Reform Council (SRC), and the Presidential Council for Countryside Development (PCCD); 

· Membership of 14 sectoral representatives in the NAPC, each respectively representing the same number of basic sectors as enumerated in the Act, and the position of vice-chairperson (to be elected by these representatives) in the NAPC. 

· Institutionalization of the Kapit-Bisig Laban sa Kahirapan (KALAHI) Program for poverty reduction per Memorandum Circular 33 issued by the President in 2002, which establishes three-tiered mechanism for multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder participation in implementing SRA pursuant to the Act, namely: the National KALAHI Convergence Group, the Regional KALAHI Convergence Groups, and the Local Poverty Reduction Action Teams at the provincial and municipal level.      

Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act (AFMA) of 1997 (RA 8435). The AFMA, which is complemented by the Philippine Fisheries Code a year later, declares it as a policy to enable those who belong to the agriculture and fisheries sectors to share in the fruits of development; and to promote people empowerment by enabling them to participate in policy-formulation and decision-making through direct participation or through duly elected, chosen, or designated representatives, and by giving them access to information. Implemented through the DA, two major institutional mechanisms for people participation are established: 

· The National Agriculture and Fisheries Council (NAFC), which serve as DA’s participatory arm for policy-making, planning, and program/project monitoring and evaluation as reiterated in DAO No. 34 series of 2000 and DAO No. 09 series of 2002, with the National Farmers’ Advisory Board as among its members and with component counterparts at the regional, provincial, municipal levels (RAFC, PAFC, and MAFC); and

· Collaboration with POs and NGOs in the implementation of programs/projects, such as conduct of capability building training for project beneficiaries, like the Management Training and Assistance Program in collaboration with the NAFC and the CUP, and the Integrated Rural Financing Program with the PBSP; or in carrying out projects under the various DA programs, like DA’s collaboration with CUP. 

EO No. 15 and EO 370: Philippine Agenda 21.  The executive order (EO) issued by the President (EO 15, series of 1992) defines the action taken by the Philippine government pursuant to its commitment to the Global Agenda 21, an international agreement reached during the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992 (PCSD, 1997). EO 15 created the Philippine Council for Sustainable Development (PCSD), adopting the principles of counter-parting and consensus-building in its organizational structure and institutionalizing the participation of civil society members as counterparts of government representatives. Two mechanisms are adopted to ensure people participation in this pursuit: 

i) The PCSD council, which is chaired and vice-chaired by National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA) and DENR secretaries, respectively, with expanded membership that includes representation of all the stakeholders involved in decision-making and implementation of Sustainable Development (SD) initiatives pursuant to EO 370; and 

ii) Utilization of the Local Development Councils and the other Special Bodies of LGUs wherein SD principles are integrated in local plans and implemented pursuant to a memorandum circular issued by the DILG in September 1996 (DILG Memorandum Order 399). 

Implementation of Philippine Agenda 21 (PA 21) is subsequently strengthened with the issuance of DILG Memorandum Order 47 in 1999 directing all LGUs to formulate and implement their respective Sustainable Integrated Area Development (SIAD) plans building on the existing planning structures and mechanisms. SIAD has become the operational framework for PA 21 localization, the essential element being the development of multi-stakeholder tripartite partnership, giving recognition to the functional differentiation of society in the realm of polity, economy and culture. The key actors in this scheme are government, business and civil society organizations.

DENR DAOs Nos. 120, 24 & 76. Pursuant to the Constitution and the NEDA Board Resolution No. 2 Series of 1989, DENR DAO 120 (1989) outlines the basic policy of promoting NGO participation for the sustainable development of the country’s remaining resources (FAO 1994). It provides the general rules and regulations on the participation of NGOs in DENR programs. Subsequent orders were then issued to implement the policy, particularly: a) Special Order No. 750 (1989) to establish the system for coordinating activities that concern DENR-NGO collaboration; b) DAO 24 (1989) to guide project monitoring and evaluation conducted by NGOs; and c) DAO 76 (1997) to ensure multi-stakeholder participation in the conduct of Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and achieve social acceptability and environmental soundness of proposed projects. 

DENR’s institutional mechanisms for people participation are: 

· An NGO desk, a special unit of DENR, created to coordinate DENR-NGO collaboration;

· A Management Committee created to manage specific program/project, e.g. the  “debt-for-nature swap” program involving the Haribon Foundation for Conservation of Natural Resources (HARIBON) and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF); 

· Collaborative tie-up with the academe, e.g. University of the Philippines at Los Baños – Institute of Environmental Science and Management (UPLB-IESAM) and Ateneo de Manila-Institute of Philippine Culture in the Upland Development Working Group; 

· NGO-managed “clearing house” for NGO Networks that are involved in natural resource management, namely, the DENR-NGO desk managed by PBSP; and 

· Multi-stakeholder consultation through meetings, focus group discussions and public hearings for the EIA. 

2.4
Stakeholders’ Participation in Local Negotiations

Stakeholders’ profile. In the context of development, stakeholders can be defined as any person, individual, groups, or organizations that have interest or concern in something, or are active players in a system [Ramirez]; or who can affect, or can be affected by any initiative undertaken by the project. Stakeholders are classified into two general types: a) Primary stakeholders - those who stand to benefit from the policy, program or project, e.g. farmers, fishermen, forestland dwellers who are the usual beneficiaries of DA, DAR, and DENR programs; or be adversely affected instead, like landowners and absentee forestland claimants; and b) Secondary stakeholders – those who take intermediary role, can influence the primary stakeholders as well as outcomes of policy, program, or project, e.g. government, NGOs, and foreign donors [ADB, 2001]. Any of the secondary stakeholders who can significantly influence the negotiation process or its outcome is a key stakeholder/actor. 

In the Philippines, the different stakeholder groups are further distinguished in six separate categories: i) government agencies, which include national government agencies, the LGUs, and academic institutions like state colleges and universities; ii) representative assemblies, councils and committees, at national, regional, provincial, municipal and barangay levels; iii) organized civil society, NGOs, POs/CBOs, unions; iv) private and business sector, private business, trade and industry organizations at the national and local level; v) individuals with vested interests/concerns at stake (especially landowners and traders); and the vi) informal sector – the unorganized small farmers and fisherfolks; poor and vulnerable groups, including children, women, and IPs [Habito, 1997; cf Macaranas et al].

Two other important groups also have a legitimate stake in the development processes in the country – foreign donor agencies and local philanthropic institutions. Both are likely to have a strong influence in the success of any negotiation effort and development-oriented program.

During the negotiation, the stakeholders come with varied capabilities to assert their views/position or influence the course of the discussion [ADB, 2001], depending on: a) whether they have the social power/influence to exercise, a considerable source of this power, and their ability and readiness to exercise it; b) the specific aim of the negotiation, the issues involved, and its immediate bearing on the interest of the stakeholder; and c) the circumstances surrounding the actual negotiation. 

In Philippine rural setting, for instance, stakeholders sponsoring the negotiations (meaning those who underwrite the cost of venue and logistics, which is usually the implementing agency or the donor institution) have an edge over the others in view of the strong reciprocity values normally observed by Filipinos so long as the sponsor shows sincerity of purpose and in its approach. Large farmer organizations like FFF or the militant KMP have organizational source of social power; their representatives exercise this power especially in dialogues involving agriculture and agrarian reform issues.     

Levels of participation and activity modes. There are five levels and corresponding modes of activities by which stakeholders’ participation in local negotiations in the Philippines could be measured [cf. WB 1994; ADB, 2001]. From the lowest to the highest one, these levels are, as follows: 

· Level 1 – Information sharing, where stakeholders merely provide the information needed in the negotiation, on matters about which they are in the position to provide; such as done during conduct of data-gathering interviews and surveys. 

· Level 2 – Consultations, where stakeholders actively exchange views, ideas, position, and suggestions with each other to improve the basis for making a decision but without involving themselves anymore in actual decision-making; such as done during stakeholders consultation meetings and focus group discussions. 

· Level 3 - Joint assessments and shared decision-making, where stakeholders join hands with the rest in assessing the situation based on gathered information and results of consultation, and then in making the decision; such as done during planning workshops and performance evaluation using participatory techniques. 

· Level 4 – Collaboration, where the stakeholders participate in bringing the decisions reached during negotiation up to policy formulation and adoption, which is usually done by means of creating joint working groups and task forces to undertake sustained advocacy and lobbying among policy-makers; such as in those instances when the farmers groups worked for the passage of CARL and AFMA.

· Level 5 – Empowerment, where the stakeholders participate in the opportunities that are built in as integral part of the negotiation process, such as opportunities to: i) improve their respective technical capabilities to participate in entire process of policy making and implementation; ii) strengthen their financial and organizational status as a legitimate entity; iii) take-over the full responsibility to manage the implementation of programs/projects or maintain project facilities upon project completion; and iv) be assured of support for new initiatives. 

Empowerment, as a participatory process of the highest level, is practiced nowadays in many foreign-assisted rural infrastructure projects, particularly those that have capability-building component and the plan to turnover the management of completed facilities to the beneficiaries at the end of the project. Data are not yet available, however, to be able to find out if the stakeholders in these projects have undergone the lower levels of participation (Levels 1, 2, 3 and 4) in a manner that at every level they are prepared and conditioned to go on to the next higher and more demanding form of involvement until they reach the highest level of empowerment.      

2.5
Negotiation Processes, Results and Impacts

Multi-stakeholder negotiations are here classified into two categories according to the number of sectors involved in the process. These are, namely: a) Single-sector negotiation, which only concerns one sector, such as agriculture and fisheries, agrarian reform, or environmental conservation; and b) Multi-sector negotiation, which involves different sectors in the same area. 

Single-sector negotiations. These processes are taking place at the local level through: a) the institutional mechanisms established by DA and DLR; and b) the GO-NGO-PO collaboration at the local level implementing the programs/projects of the DA, DLR, and DENR. As earlier mentioned, DA’s mechanisms include the NAFC’s local-level counterparts (RAFCs, PAFCs, and MAFCs) each to be composed of 60% - 70% representatives from the farmers’/fishermen’s groups (POs/NGOs) and the private sector. Issues tackled pertain to the implementation of the AFMA, the implementing guidelines issued by DA, and other agriculture-related issues that are subject matters of existing or proposed LGU ordinance or resolution. 

In the case of DLR, the local mechanisms consist of PARC’s provincial-level PARCCOMs and barangay-level BARCs, each composed of representatives of farmer-beneficiary groups, landowners, LGU, and the DLR. The BARC tackles such issues as land compensation, land conversion, DLR support services, and so forth, related to the implementation of agrarian reform at the barangay level. 

Decisions reached at the lower level, such as the MAFC of DA and the BARC of DLR, are acted on immediately at the level of concerned stakeholders, or else submitted to the higher level, which could reach the NAFC or the PARC, for final action. Depending on the gravity of the issue and the appropriate level of authority to act on the recommendation, the policy impact of the negotiation is in terms of adjusting specific implementation approaches and techniques employed by field personnel; changes in implementation policies and guidelines by the NAFC or the PARC; or proposed amendment to certain provisions of law to be submitted to Congress for consideration. 

Recommendations that have to do with existing or proposed local ordinance or resolution are coursed through the regular channels of the LGU, such as the Local Development Council, which is discussed further in the succeeding topic. 

As regards negotiation processes in the GO-NGO-PO collaborative implementation of programs/projects of DA, DLR, and DENR, or in joint projects where these agencies take the lead, stakeholders’ participation in local negotiations tackles the implementing details of specific project components and the obligation of respective stakeholders [cf. FAO, 1994]. The policy impact of these processes, regardless of the level of stakeholders’ participation, is consequently limited to adjustments in the implementation guidelines and not on the governing policies such as those defined in the GO-NGO-PO partnership contract or in the loan agreement in the case of foreign-assisted projects.  

Multi-sector negotiations. These processes are taking place through: a) the mechanisms of the LGUs at the three different levels, with a planning component that has link to the regional planning set-up of the Regional Development Council coordinated by the NEDA; b) the DAR strategy of convergence employed in the ARCs; d) the DENR mechanisms for the conduct of environmental impact assessment; d) the NAPC mechanisms for coordinating the implementation of the KALAHI program; and d) conduct of congressional committee hearings in cities outside Metro Manila and the provinces. 

Pursuant to the Local Government Code, multi-stakeholder participation in local negotiations that address the overall development concerns of the locality is mandated in two major areas of activities: a) participatory formulation of the local development plans, policies, programs and projects and b) participatory monitoring and evaluation. These are done through the respective Local Development Councils (LDC), the largest special body within the LGU in which peoples’ participation is required or mandated upon the LGUs by the Local Government Code. At least a fourth of the LDC composition is to be made up of representatives from NGOs and POs. However, the LDC’s role is essentially recommendatory; it is the Sanggunian that approves or take action on any proposal or plan and report by the LDC. 

The Barangay Development Plan (BDP) describes the development needs of the barangay and the recommended measures to address these needs, and reflects joint assessment of the situation and making decisions necessary to formulate and adopt the plan. The BDP is endorsed by the Barangay Council to the Municipal Council (MC) for incorporation in the Municipal Development Plan (MDP). The latter is, in turn, endorsed by the MC to the Provincial Board for incorporation in the Provincial Development Plan (PDP). 

Both MDP and PDP are prepared observing similar participatory processes as followed in the BDP, except for one major difference. Prior to finalizing and endorsing the BDP, the Barangay Council first seeks the ratification of the yet draft BDP by the Barangay Assembly to ensure participation of various types of stakeholders representing all sectors present in the barangay. As such, the MDP and the PDP already reflect total citizen participation in all the constituent barangays; there is no need to repeat the process at the municipal and provincial levels. However, development concerns that have municipal- or provincial-level significance are addressed through consultations with concerned stakeholders. The BDP, MDP, and PDP have their immediate policy impact on the local ordinances and resolutions passed by the respective LGUs to implement the measures recommended in the adopted plan. 

From the provincial level, the PDP is endorsed for incorporation in the Regional Development Plan (RDP) by the Regional Development Council (RDC) with planning secretariat provided by the NEDA. The RDP defines the policies, strategies and priority programs/projects for the different provinces constituting the whole region; and, in turn, provides the basis for the formulation of the national priorities and strategies of development that are translated either into priority bills for law enactment in Congress or issuance of executive and administrative orders issued respectively by the President and the line agencies such as DA, DLR and DENR. 
The DLR strategy of convergence, which is based on NAPC’s KALAHI approach and employed in ARC areas, has encouraged and enabled the participation of the private and business sectors, in addition to DLR implementers, donor agencies, ARBs and NGOs, in local negotiation processes and implementation of CARP at the field level [DAR, 2002]. 

The DENR’s mechanisms for the conduct of EIA enables the different stakeholders from various sectors to participate in determining the technical soundness and social acceptability of proposed development projects that fall under the category of those that have significant environmental and social impacts. Through the participatory process of EIA, done by means of conducting focus group discussions and public hearings in accordance with the procedures stipulated in the DENR manual [DENR, 1997], the adverse effects are identified and appropriate measures are formulated to mitigate the impacts. These measures are integrated into a management plan that may include farmland protection/restoration or provision of livelihood development component to enhance social acceptability of the project. 

The policy impact of the negotiation process for EIA is seen in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is the basis for the issuance of the Environmental Clearance Certificate (ECC), by DENR. The EIS lists down in detail the conditionality to be complied by the project proponents, and serves as basis for a monitoring team composed of key stakeholders, including DENR, to closely monitor compliance to said conditionality. 

As part of the process of deliberating priority bills for enactment into law by Congress, public hearings are in certain cases conducted at the local level to consult the stakeholders of the concerned sectors at this level. The hearing is done through a formal consultation meeting called by the assigned congressional committee, such as the Committee on Agriculture, Committee Agrarian Reform, and Committee on Environment. The results of the consultation are inputted into the drafting or refinement of the bill for consideration by Congress. 

As regards the NAPC, stakeholders from the different basic sectors are provided with the means and are encouraged to participate in negotiations taking place in the Local Development Council of the three levels of LGUs per DILG Memorandum Circular No. 2002-169; and in the KALAHI convergence groups at the national and regional levels as well as in the local convergence teams at the provincial and municipal levels, such those involved in the implementation of DAR’s ARC and DSWD’s Comprehensive and Integrated Delivery of Social Services (CIDSS) programs. 

Strong advocacy and lobbying by NGOs/POs during public hearings and during deliberation of bills inside the halls of Congress have contributed largely to the enactment of such significant law as the CARL, AFMA, and the Local Government Code. Enactment of the otherwise controversial Indigenous Peoples Rights Act (IPRA) or RA 8371 in 1997 is probably the finest example of how strong advocacy and sustained lobbying by a broad coalition of NGOs/POs and concerned individuals (e.g. CIPRAD) could affect the legislative process in the Philippines.       

Factors motivating stakeholders’ participation. Apart from the institutional mechanisms and organizational efforts that enable people participation, there are other reported factors that drive the stakeholders into participating in local negotiation processes. These are, namely: a) the incentives that attract participation, and b) motivation on the part of the individual, group or organization. 

A major factor considered by stakeholders particularly the local people, in their participation in any development endeavor is they must be convinced that the activity can bring greater benefits relative to costs. (Benefits and costs may not always be monetary). People would prefer to spend the minimum effort needed to be heard and be confident that action will follow. The bottom line is expecting that the activity will result to positive growth and development, either individually, as a group, or community level.

Positive experiences working with partner-agencies also drive local people into participating in local negotiation processes. The process of being heard and understood, of being answered, having equality of power over what is considered important to talk about  - these are important for developing trust and working relationships.

With mutual trust and understanding between local people and other stakeholders, people are more open to discussions, able to explore and solve problems together to attain the desired positive results. Strong family ties and cherished reciprocity values in Philippine rural communities are also factors that drive local people into the negotiation process, and develop in them the trust and confidence with the key actors in the process.  

Experiences gained in the implementation of community-based coastal resources management (CBCRM) projects reveal a number of incentives that encouraged favorable participation of direct resource users and other stakeholders in activities involving local negotiations, such as, joint resource and socio-economic assessments, drafting of the CBCRM management plan, advocacy, and in all aspect of CBCRM management. 

Based on review of case study findings [Juinio-Meñez, 2001], the incentives that attracted multi-stakeholder participation in local negotiations were identified, as follows: 

· Capability-building activities, in term of the new technology and skills improvement that the participants expect to receive in the process; 

· Livelihood development, such as provision of alternative or supplemental livelihood (the latter is more preferable to those with present occupation); 

· Material/credit assistance;

· Entitlements, in terms of access to credit, patronage refund, affordable prices of consumer goods; and 

· Government support, e.g. funds for implementation and granting of use rights. 

These findings are deemed important in this assessment as these signify that, among others, a practice of providing incentives to attract stakeholders to a participatory activity is already introduced in the country, and it certainly is not only in CBCRM projects but also in other foreign-assisted projects as well. But this innovation could run into conflict or even undermine the cultural foundation of the traditional bayanihan system in the Philippines. It is interesting to note that, in the same review, expectation of personal socio-economic gains is found to be the primary motivation for stakeholders to participate.  

Further investigation is needed to find out to what extent other motivating factors (also called “drivers” of participation) have actually influenced multi-stakeholder participation at the local level in various parts of the country. These are: 

· For the Private Sector: i) enhancement of global reputation, ii) increased market penetration, iii) financial savings as a result of operational cost sharing and greater potential for risk management, and iv) access to finance and improved visibility for corporate social responsibility; 

· For the public sector: i) opportunities to attract private investment, and ii) faster delivery of commitments contained in development plans, and potential to market their services; and 

· For the civil society: i) potential to influence government policy, ii) potential of government policy to deliver their strategic objectives; and iii) identification of new resources [Yoo, 2004].

2.6
Problems and Challenges

Review of available information reveals problems that constrain people participation at the local level, indicating challenging areas for improvement in local negotiation processes. These problems are: a) restrictive and/or unclear guidelines on representation; b) inappropriate and under-utilization of existing mechanisms for participation; c) limited stakeholders’ capabilities and resources; d) inadequate support; e) political interference; f) negative Filipino traits; g) adverse external factors discouraging people to participate; and h) political interference  

Restrictive and/or unclear guidelines on representation.  In providing the overall policy framework for people participation, the Philippine Constitution makes explicit reference to free access to public information (Art. III. Sec. 7) and establishment of adequate consultation mechanisms (Art. XIII. Sec. 16). In furtherance to these, the ensuing laws as well as orders of the President and concerned line departments have provided for the establishment of mechanisms that paves the way for enabling higher levels of participation. But the guidelines on representation are not clearly defined considering the numerous and different types of NGOs/POs, and are restrictive in a manner that virtually exclude the poor. 

In the Local Government Code, accreditation of organizations requires formal registration with duly authorized agency (e.g. SEC, CDA, DOLE, etc.) and at least a one-year track record in project development and implementation. These guidelines automatically disqualify the largest bulk of community-based organizations that cannot be registered due to financial constraints. On the other hand, practical guidelines or procedural manuals are still lacking to help in the conduct of effective participation and orderly meetings. DILG guidelines on local planning have yet to be formulated and published in a form that is easily understandable to less technically-minded LDC members.

In the case of the DA, the EO 116 reorganizing its organizational structure does not have clear definition of “people.” As a result, the actual composition of DA’s mechanism for representative participation (NAFC, RAFC, PAPC, and MAFC) is dominated by big business interests and large farmers’ organizations. The majority of small organizations and unorganized groups of small farmers, fisher folk and landless rural workers are often left out [cf. FAO, 1994]).  

Inappropriate and under-utilization of existing mechanisms. There is inappropriate and under-utilization of existing mechanisms. In getting representatives from farmers’ groups, the general practice is to select them from government-sponsored organizations (e.g. Samahang Nayons and Farmers’/Fishermen’s Associations) or from large farmers’ organizations that are collaborating with DA (e.g. FFF and CUP), leaving out the others [cf. FAO, 1994].  

Lack of mutual awareness and understanding of each other’s functions/roles, approaches, principles for effective partnership have reportedly characterized the relationship between NGO, PO and government personnel involved in GO-NGO-PO collaborative implementation of development projects. There are persisting attitudinal problems, particularly mutual suspicion towards each other that is rooted in the historical development of civil society in the country; some NGOs are labeled outright as subversives. In general, NGO/POs are treated as mere implementers of projects instead of partners in the strict sense of the word [cf. FAO, 1994].  

Establishing the institutional mechanism that would have enabled active participation of small farmers in the informal sector pursuant to the governing policies of the Magna Carta of Small Farmers (RA 7607) is half-hearted and inconsistent with the spirit of the law. The self-help organizations of small farmers that are supposed to be organized with DA’s assistance are instead represented by pre-existing large farmers’ organizations (e.g. FFF) in some of the Boards of government agencies involved in farmers’ welfare. On the other hand, there is failure in appointing farmer representatives to the rest of the concerned agencies, namely: NIA, LiveCor, NNC, FIDA, FPA, ACPC, HSDC, and PPI [HR, 2004). 

Under-utilization of existing mechanisms at the local level is revealed in the reported status of the BARCs: i) almost three-fourth of BARCs were improperly organized; ii) about the same number of BARCs have not been functioning; and iii) only a little over one-fourth of the BARCs, and less than half of the BARCs involve their communities in the planning and implementation of BARC activities, respectively. Under-utilization of the LDCs at different LGU levels appears to be also the case.  

Limited stakeholders’ capabilities and resources. Implementation agencies involved in project design were reported to be often unfamiliar with, and had limited capacity in, participatory development approaches. In other instances, involvement of Working Group members during project implementation suffer from recurrent staff changes despite their being representatives of key stakeholders due to limited resources to maintain the staff. This results to distractions if not discontinuities to operation [cf. UNESCAP, 2004; ADB 2001]. 

On the part of primary stakeholders belonging to the category of poor project beneficiaries, active participation especially during the pre-implementation planning stage is reportedly constrained by their being hard-pressed to make both ends meet. They have no time and resources to spare, and much more so if the location of the activity is relatively far to them. This is the reason why in various CBCRM projects, active participation during this stage is limited to village leaders, government officials and staff [cf. Juinio-Meñez].

In the case of the LDCs, which are mandated to perform various development-related functions (plan/program/project preparation, policy formulation, project appraisal, and prioritization, monitoring and evaluation), the technical capabilities and competence of members to represent their respective stakeholder groups are limited. In addition, there is no regular source of funds allotted for carrying out the mandated functions. Thus, in many areas, the LDCs are not performing as effectively as they should.

Inadequate support. DA has failed to organize self-help organizations of small farmers and have them represented by the national officials of these organizations in the identified Boards of concerned government agencies, pursuant to the Magna Carta of Small Farmers, thereby perpetuating the exclusion of poor small farmers from participating in the policy-making processes of agencies vital to their interest. This is primarily due to the failure of government to provide the needed funds to implement the law [HR, 2004]. 

Inadequate or otherwise no budgetary support is also reported for the other laws that would have supported government’s effort to encourage broad-based people participation. These laws are, namely: the Social Reforms and Poverty Alleviation Act (RA 8425) where such support is zero, particularly for the financial requirements of the Peoples’ Development Trust Fund, as of 2003; the Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act (RA 8435); the Philippine Fisheries Code (RA 8550); the Countrywide Industrialization Act (RA 7368); and the Small Business Guaranty and Finance Corporation Act (RA 6977) [HR, 2004).

Adverse external factors affecting the process. There are reported external factors that affect the active stakeholders’ participation. Among beneficiaries of DAR and CBCRM projects, these factors are: i) peace and order problems; ii) landowner interventions; iii)) land conversion and slow land processing process that demoralize the beneficiaries; and iv) fear of threats and confrontations from those who are opposed to the project [Juinio-Menez].

2.7
Proposed Measures

To address the above-enumerated problems, certain measures are proposed as follows [cf. Seño-Ani]:  

1)
 Continuous information dissemination

To encourage full support and cooperation, any new activity must be clearly understood and accepted by the various stakeholders. Good information flows, both upward and downward, is essential for sound policy formulation and implementation. Upward flows are needed to help policy-makers understand better the realities and perspectives of the rural poor. Downward flows are needed to inform people of their rights and let them know what policies are being enacted on their behalf. Only when policies are properly disseminated can they be understood by the people.

2) 
Participation of stakeholders in all phases of development

It is very important to involve all stakeholders (POs, government, LGUs, NGOs, private sector) in all phases of development (planning, implementation, monitoring) since each stakeholder has a share in development. Broad public participation helps raise public awareness and build consensus and it can overcome some of the political constraints that stall policy change. It also creates ownership of the resulting policies and projects, enhances their legitimacy, and facilitates attainment of desired objectives.

3) 
Incorporation of learnings and good practices by policy-makers

If all the practical learnings and recommendations found to be working in the field could be known and considered by government policy-makers, there would be a higher chance of project sustainability. Government instrumentalities and actions are all based on the laws and policies generally emanating from the national government. Thus, all development interventions in the field are required to be in consonance with the government’s thrusts and priorities as spelled out in the various development plans, orders, circulars, memorandums formulated at the central level.

Media can help in calling national attention, which can facilitate consideration of local issues and experiences in policy formulation.

4) 
Strengthen Local Development Councils (LDCs)

The LDC was created by law to ensure participation of various stakeholders in the development process. If a project is clearly understood, acceptable and owned by all concerned parties, there is a higher chance of success. LDCs at all levels (barangay, municipal, and provincial) have to be strengthened to improve participation, relationships and capabilities of development partners.

5) 
Continuous and comprehensive capability-building programs  

The limited capabilities of the various stakeholders in various development works hinder many of them to effectively perform functions mandated to them. Many of the LGUs (at all levels) which have been provided with vast powers and responsibilities are hindered from fully assuming the devolved responsibilities primarily due to limited technical, administrative and financial capabilities. Likewise, the local people are also constrained not only by lack of information of government policies and programs but also of how to perform the vast rights and privileges accorded to them by the various development policies and programs formulated for their own welfare.

Thus, there is a need to provide both the people and partner-agencies especially the LGUs with continuous training programs consisting of awareness, skill, and capability building components in various aspects – positive value formation, organizational, administrative, technical, financial and managerial. 

6) 
Immediate response to negotiation results/agreements

To develop and establish rapport and good relationship with local people, stakeholders should be able to listen and respond to make and keep promises, capable of reciprocity. Rapid action and feedback is of paramount importance. Delivery systems form a crucial connection between the resource holders and the public and must be fast, accurate, and responsive.


7) 
Need for Capable and Credible Facilitators in Negotiations

Negotiation is like a “game” where stakeholders maneuver for advantage, each trying to influence outcomes. Each has its own interest and would like to negotiate terms for the projects, take part in deciding what is needed, how it is to be supported and funded. Thus, it is very important to have neutral, credible and competent facilitators who will look at the bigger picture to be able to find ways to balance and unify the different interests and needs, and to build consent for compromise. The facilitator must also be able to bring the negotiation output and agreements to proper authorities for immediate action.  

2.8
Summary and Concluding Remarks

People participation in the Philippines is culturally-rooted and has been encouraged by the government after gaining independence from colonial rule in 1946. Institutional mechanisms to encourage and enable people participation in policy making and programs/project implementation are now well-established at the national and local levels under the broad policy framework of the 1987 Philippine Constitution. Since the ‘60s, civil society has emerged and grown steadily, to fill the gap in the delivery of basic government services to the people and facilitate representation of various stakeholders in the participatory processes promoted by the government. 

Multi-stakeholders’ participation in local negotiations are thus taking place in the mechanisms established pursuant to the Local Government Code, namely, the Local Development Council and the other Local Special Bodies in all LGU levels, and the Barangay Assembly at the barangay level; and in the mechanisms that are established as part of the strategy of implementing development programs/project by concerned agencies of the government.  

The impact of local negotiation on policy is consequently determined by the nature of the mechanisms in which the process is taking place, the issue involved and their relevance to policy-making at the local and national levels, and the types and categories of stakeholders that are participating in the process. Policy impact of local significance takes the form of new local ordinance or resolution adopted by the LGU to implement the recommended measures agreed during the negotiation, or of amendments to existing ones; or changes in the guidelines and approaches to suit the implementation of development programs/projects to local needs and dynamics. 

The impact on policies of national significance are effected when measures agreed during the negotiation are elevated and favorably considered through the same regular multi-tiered institutional mechanisms that link the participatory process from the barangay to the municipal, provincial and regional levels and on to the national policy-making processes of the executive branch of government; or through the public hearings conducted as part of the legislative processes of Congress.

Despite the mechanisms provided by the government and the complementary facilitations by civil society, however, people participation remains restricted to a few if not select stakeholders’ groups, effectively excluding the poor and unorganized sectors of society. This persisting situation is reportedly due to: i) vagueness in the guidelines for PO, NGO and private sector representation; ii) inappropriate and/or under-utilization of the existing mechanisms for people participation; iii) limited resources of stakeholders; iv) lack of the needed or envisioned support; v) political interference; vi) negative Filipino traits; and vii) external factors adversely affecting local level participation.

To address the problems, certain measures are recommended based on past and current experiences in the country. These are, namely: i) continuous information dissemination; ii) participation of stakeholders in all phases of development; iii) incorporation of lessons learned and good practices in national government policies; iv) strengthening of the LDCs; v) provision of continuous and comprehensive capability-building programs to all stakeholders; vi) immediate response to negotiation results/agreements; and vii) provision of capable and credible facilitators during negotiations.
This general assessment concludes with a suggestion that the focus of external support intervention, if any, should at least be directed at the institutional mechanisms in the three LGU levels and at the five sequential levels of participation in addressing the problems and thus come up with improved and sustainable local negotiation processes. The guidelines on representation in the Local Special Bodies, including the LDCs, should be well defined and should not be restrictive in order to ensure that the composition of these bodies represents the cross-section of stakeholders at each LGU level. Technical assistance should thus be provided to LGUs at all levels to establish an effective system and procedure for accrediting NGOs/POs and the private sector, which would need amendment to certain provisions of the Local Government Code. 

The Barangay Assembly is here seen as the most potent mechanism to ensure broad-based multi-sector participation and active involvement of the poor in multi-stakeholder negotiations. It also appears to be the most logical mechanism with which to pursue the organization of self-help groups pursuant to the Magna Carta of Small Farmers and mainstream these groups through the Local Development Councils of the three hierarchical LGU levels. Towards this end, technical assistance should, likewise, be extended to enable the LGUs to fully appreciate the legitimate but under-utilized functions of the Barangay Assembly, and undertake measures to facilitate the effective performance of these functions.

Alternative strategies to attract multi-stakeholders’ participation in local negotiations have to be explored to complement the existing practices, such as the provision of incentives in many foreign-assisted projects, considering the perennially-limited government resources. One challenging possibility is to harness the positive rural values underlying cherished traditions in Philippine communities, such as done with the bayanihan system during the Magsaysay’s administration in the 50’s. This would need in-depth study to identify these values, which could be done through a collaborative effort of agencies involved in cultural reawakening and promotion programs in the country, like the Department of Education (DepEd) and its attached offices, the Department of Tourism (DOT) and the Academe.  

Part 3:  CASE STUDIES

3.1
Introduction

Purpose of the study. The main purpose of this study is to determine the policy impact of local negotiation processes through the conduct of two case studies. The case studies examined the experiences of the multi-stakeholders’ collaboration, participation, and governance of livelihood projects.  It examined the elements that helped improve the local negotiation processes, which effectively fed the policy cycle of livelihood support programs. It also identified the factors that facilitated and hindered the stakeholders’ participation in the local negotiation processes, and to highlight the key elements useful to the participatory policy making processes.

The study area. The case studies were conducted in Barangays Sibalew and Badiangan located in the municipality of Banga, province of Aklan in Panay Island, and west of the Visayas in the Philippines. Figure 1 shows the location of the case study areas at the provincial level, while Figure 2 illustrates the location of the two focus barangay areas in the municipality of Banga.

Barangays Sibalew and Badiangan have many demographic similarities, but differ in development potentials. Specifically, Barangay Sibalew is a non-ARC that attributes its development to a multi-sectoral policy negotiation process and integration of multi-stakeholder resources. Meanwhile Barangay Badiangan is a developing ARC where a multi-stakeholder negotiation process is ongoing.  

Definition of Terms. The following terms are here defined conceptually and operationally for a better grasp of their use in the foregoing study:

Negotiation – According to the TOR, these are “processes of social dialogue in which stakeholders in an area (administrative unit or otherwise defined territory) transparently and jointly negotiate the future development of this area.” It is “reaching of agreement through discussion and compromise”; or, “one or more meetings at which attempts are made to reach agreement through discussion and compromise” (Microsoft Encarta, 2005).  
Policy – A programme of actions adopted by an individual, group, or government, or the set of principles on which they are based (Microsoft Encarta, 2005).  It refers to a standing plan that establishes general guidelines for decision-making (Stoner, Freeman, and Gilbert Jr., 2002).  It provides a framework within which the objectives can be established (Soriano and Nehrt, 1989).  Policies are also plans in that they are general statements or undertakings which guide or channel thinking in decision -making (Koontz and Weihrich, 1990). In this study, it refers to the local (resolutions, legitimized plans) and national (laws and IRR) policies, which served as framework and/or guide in effecting development at barangays Sibalew and Badiangan.

Policy Making – Having the task of formulating policies, especially in a government (Microsoft Encarta, 2005). 
Figure 1.
Map of the Philippines Showing the Location of the Case Study Areas at the Provincial Level
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       Source: Saladar, 2000

Figure 2.   Map of Banga, Aklan, Philippines Illustrating the Location of the Two Focus Barangay Areas
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Participation – the act of taking part in an activity (Microsoft Encarta, 2005).  It is also defined as a process through which people, especially the marginalized, influence decisions that affect them (World Bank, 1992, p. 177; Mozambique Progress Report, 2005, p.5).  Participation also means being consulted on action affecting the people or being “in on the act” (Koontz and Weihrich, 1990). In this study, it refers to the participation of the barangay people, key actors, sub-actors, and stakeholders in sharing their resources, social dialogues, negotiations, formulation of local policies, and in the implementation of interventions. 

Intervention – An action undertaken in order to change what is happening or might happen in another’s affairs, especially in order to prevent something undesirable (Microsoft Encarta, 2005).  

Social Dialogue – All types of joint and collaborative relationships that include negotiations, consultations and exchanges of information. This happens most often between or among the tripartite and bipartite partners, either by formal or informal means, or through ad hoc or institutionalized frameworks on issues of common interest relating to economic and social policy (Fayoshin, 2001). http://training.itcilo.it/decentwork/staffconf2001 presentations/ KUS4-report.doc (July 12, 2005)

Functional Participation - This kind of participation is seen by external agencies as a means to achieve project goals, especially to reduce costs.  As such, people participate by forming groups to meet predetermined objectives related to the project.  Such involvement is interactive and involves shared decision-making but arise only after external agents have already made major decisions. At worst, local people still co-opt to serve external goals. 

Participation through sharing of resources - In this kind of participation, people participate by contributing resources, such as labor in return for food, cash or other material incentives.  Farmers provide the farm lot and labor, but may either be involved or not in the activities or learning process.  This is commonly called participation yet people have no stake in prolonging technologies or practices when the incentives end.

Interactive Participation - People participate in joint analysis, development of action plans and formation or strengthening of local institutions.  Participation is seen as a right, not just the means to achieve project goals.  The process involves interdisciplinary methodologies that seek multiple perspectives and make use of systematic and structured learning processes.  As groups take control over local decisions and determine how available resources are used, they have a stake in maintaining structures or practices.

Self-Mobilization - People participate by taking initiatives independent of external institutions to effect change. They develop contacts with external institutions for resources and technical advice they need, but retain control over how resources are used.  Self-mobilization can spread if government and NGOs provide an enabling framework of support.  Such self-mobilization may or may not challenge existing distributions of wealth and power.   

Representation – This refers to the act/process of standing in for an institution, community, or organization, and acting with authority in their (key actors) behalf.  It is the act of choosing delegates who have a voice in a legislative body to express the views, needs, opinions, and aspirations of the members (sectoral representatives). A representative serves as an official delegate, agent, or spokesperson to a legislative body.
Key Actor - The person who plays a major role in the initiation and implementation of projects, negotiation processes and other activities that will affect the development interventions. Examples are the Barangay Chairman, Municipal Agrarian Reform Officer, Local Chief Executive, University President, and others.  

Sub-Actor - A person who plays a subsidiary role in the implementation of interventions in local negotiations and in the formulation of local policies.  Examples are the members of the Barangay Council, officers of people’s organizations, sectoral representatives of different sectors in the barangay, and others.

Social Capital – The social resources (networks, membership of groups, relationships of trust, access to wider institutions of society) upon which people draw resources in pursuit of livelihoods. http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file=/DOCREP/003/Y04 22E/ y0422e09.htm (June 29, 2005) 

3.2
Study Design and Approaches 

The case study method. This study employs the case study method, which is useful to investigate a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence are used (Yin, 1984, p. 23). It helps the researchers understand a complex issue or object, and can extend experience or add strength to what is already known through previous research. A case study emphasizes detailed contextual analysis of a limited number of events or conditions and their relationships. 

Many researchers use the case study method to examine contemporary real-life situations and provide the basis for the application of ideas and extension of methods (Soy, 1997). In this study, the Research Team used this approach to determine the policy impact of local negotiation processes, and to account the experiences of multi-stakeholders in collaboration, participation, governance and implementation of intervention projects introduced in the non-agrarian and agrarian communities in the Philippines.

Assumptions of the study. The study is premised on the following assumptions as adopted in the TOR of this Project, namely: a) Improved participation in policy making helps to look at all aspects (holistic) of an issue rather than those in which few actors have an interest in, thereby, providing better information basis for decision-making; b) Participatory Policy-Making (PPM) has built a forum for joint decision-making; hence, stakeholders own the decision and are therefore more committed; and, c) Commitment and ownership, as could be seen in many cases, are key elements to success.

Hypotheses. The study adopts the following hypotheses as likewise suggested in the TOR of this Project:

1)
People’s participation in policy formulation will enhance development. To effect participation, decision-making needs to be accompanied by a minimum level of power. The power to decide and carry out activities at the local levels is necessary to good policy decisions at the national level.


2.
Real decentralization towards the district level (involving decentralization of resources and devolution of power) does provide real opportunities (the drives or forces that connect politicians and people) for locally initiated and self-motivated development.


3.
The transformation process which impacts the power balance at the various government levels can be facilitated and guided to allow for the inclusion of the principles of good governance: accountability, transparency, and representativity.


4.
Issue areas can be used as an entry point, still allowing a project to work on all the aspects of the problem and solution space.


5.
Uncovering the real interests and strategies of stakeholders allows identifying the common ground on which change processes can be initiated and sustained.


6.
To increase participation in policy-making, a power equilibrium has to exist which enhances, allows, and forces the exchange of views, their exploration, and iteration.


Sampling technique and data gathering procedures. Purposive sampling was used for the conduct of KI Interviews and FGDs, in order to gather information on multi-stakeholders’ collaboration, participation, and governance of livelihood projects. Stakeholders coming from different agencies participated in the FGDs. Questionnaire and guide questions were used to facilitate systematic gathering of data from respondents. Direct observations and secondary data were likewise utilized. Fieldwork was conducted from March 23 to April 3, 2005.  Appendix A shows the list of targeted KI and partner agencies respondents. 

Brainstorming sessions and review of literature were first undertaken to come up with procedures and criteria for systematic data gathering. After this, courtesy calls and presentation of the objectives of research to the local officials were conducted.  Based on the selection criteria, the KIs were identified by the barangay officials. The external stakeholders were also named during the meetings. Series of ocular observations on the livelihood of locals and development projects were conducted in the barangays. 

Selection of Key Informants (KIs). There were eight KIs used in the two case studies (Appendix B). The KIs were selected based on the following relevant criteria: a) a resident of the barangay; b) an active player during the implementation of projects in the barangay; c) articulate in communication; d) knowledgeable of the issues and projects in the barangay; and, e) recommended by prominent residents of the barangay. 

· Three KIs were selected in Barangay Sibalew. The first interview was with a successful farmer leader, followed by the interview with an active senior member of the Barangay Council who has prior knowledge of the intervention projects in the barangay. The last interview was with the Assistant Project Implementation Officer of Agricultural Education Outreach Project.  

· In Barangay Badiangan, five KIs were interviewed. The first was with the Chairman of Cooperative who is also a farmer leader. The second was conducted with the farmer who had been member of the Barangay Council, and followed by an interview with the Barangay Chairman who directly administered the implementation of intervention projects in the barangay. Two other interviews were conducted with the Municipal Agrarian Reform Officer and the Municipal Agriculture Officer of Banga, as they are the two most active facilitators among the KFC-TWG members. 

An interview guide, which was translated in the local dialect to fit with the medium of communication of the interviewees, was used during the interviews. Data from informal conversations before, during, and after the formal in-depth interviews were integrated in the analysis. 

Selection of FGD participants. The FGD was used to solicit interactions from participating stakeholders.  The selection of FGD participants was considered from two segments: participants from the barangays and participants from the various external agencies.  The logic for segmenting the FGD volunteers was to create small closely-knit homogenous grouping that would produce strong interaction during the session. There were 13 FGD volunteers from Barangay Sibalew (Appendix C) and 10 FGD volunteers from Barangay Badiangan (Appendix D) who participated in the barangay level multi-sectoral FGDs. The FGDs were conducted on 27 March 2005 for barangays Sibalew and Badiangan.  Two staff assistants provided back-staffing assistance during the FGD sessions, primarily responsible for photo documentation, tape recording the session, and providing other administrative assistance.  

For external stakeholders, a separate FGD was conducted on 12 April 2005 at the ASU Training Center after the two barangay FGDs.  Eighteen (18) stakeholders coming from various line agencies attended the FGD (Appendix E).  A consensus was reached during the session to fuse the stakeholders’ FGD into one session since almost all of the volunteers who responded to the invitation had been with the projects in the two barangays. The discussion with external stakeholders was based on the guide questions provided by DRI. 

FGD participants from Barangay Badiangan for the Stakeholders’ Validation were selected through referrals during the courtesy call with Barangay Officials a week before the scheduled FGD session.  Some of these individuals who could give vital information about issues in the barangay were known to ASU extension workers assigned in the area during the height of the ASU intervention.  These individuals were formally requested to attend through a letter from the ASU President.  To assure their commitment, the Barangay Chairman followed up the request with the participants. The same procedure was observed in Barangay Sibalew.  As some of the research team members had previously conducted some research activities in Sibalew, their experiences were considered very valuable in identifying volunteers to the FGD session.  Appendix F shows the list of stakeholders’ validation FGD participants from line agencies, barangays Sibalew and Badiangan, and the ASU Research Team Members.
The same formal invitation letter was sent to the government and non-government organization volunteers who were involved in the implemented projects in said barangays to serve as External Critiquing participants representing the partner agencies.  Those who attended were either heads of organizations or staff members recommended by the head of offices/agencies that have implemented development projects in either Barangays Sibalew or Badiangan.  The complete list of participants is shown in Appendix G.

On the whole, the study team had organized three (3) FGD sessions and six (6) KI interviews whose members crosscut the relevant sectors of the communities in the study area.  A total of 23 persons from Barangays Sibalew and Badiangan and 11 from NGAs and NGOs were the participants/informants of the study.  

Partner agencies profiling. Survey questionnaires provided by the FAO were sent formally to the heads of partner agencies for them to fill-up.  Not all of them accomplished the questionnaires. The research team used this as basis in identifying the essential stakeholders.  Appendix H shows the set of questionnaire sent to participating/partner organization.

Direct observation and use of secondary data. To a lesser degree, the research team used observation method in data gathering because these two barangays are social laboratories of ASU.  The team was actively involved in actual field research work in these barangays some time before and a number even had stayed for an extended period.  Their previous research outputs were also utilized as secondary data by the research team in this project.

The research team’s involvement in the establishment of demonstration farms and livelihood projects from 1983 to 1998 in Barangays Sibalew and Badiangan provided a clear understanding of the interconnections among the many agencies involved. The team’s involvement in the developmental activities in the two barangays made them participant observers. This helped them easily identify the main actors in the implementation of the livelihood projects and understand the stakeholders’ participation in negotiation and policy-making processes.

Since the team is in a precarious situation being both an ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ during the establishment of livelihood projects in Sibalew and Badiangan, ethical issues were considered. The team observed sensitivity and caution in collecting information.  They took into account that the locals could be hesitant to speak about sensitive issues and problems related to their participation during the initiation and implementation of livelihood projects. Wherefore, this concern was addressed during the interview of KIs and in FGDs with different stakeholders.

Moreover, the team also made use of the documents on file at the ASU Research and Development, and Extension and Community Services offices, which were related to the present investigation.  These secondary data served as additional information, as well as bases in counter-checking all the data gathered by the team.

In the analysis, interpretation, and consolidation of findings, the research team met in a series of brainstorming, conceptualization and formulation of paradigms, drawing of matrices for easy consolidation of data, and write-shops. These activities were done to summarize, categorize and describe the data collected. Likewise, the primary and secondary data were analyzed based on the objectives of the study. Some of the participants’ responses were also quoted in the discussion to “give the real thing, color and life” (David, 2002) to the data presented. 

Interpretation was done by giving the meaning and emphasizing the essence of the information presented. It included the explanation and enlightenment of the framework and hypotheses tested in the study.  

The composition of the ASU research team is shown in Appendix I.

Stakeholders’ Validation.  To validate the data/information presented in the paper, a stakeholders’ validation was conducted with the FGD Volunteers and KIs from NLAs and barangays Sibalew and Badiangan.  

External Critiquing.  To ensure clarity and meaning of the case study, it was presented to external critics composed of experts from the areas along agriculture, business, academe, media, research, project planning and development, and extension and community service. Valid suggestions and recommendations were considered to enhance the presentation of the paper.

3.3
Case Study 1: Barangay Sibalew

The case study in Sibalew looks into the stakeholders’ experiences in policy making and development interventions, particularly on how the stakeholders in the barangay participated in negotiation processes, social dialogues, and sharing of resources that eventually transformed the community to become one of the most progressive barangays in Aklan province. It delves further into the level of stakeholders’ participation; on the reasons why the local people are still limited to consultative participation and why self-mobilization is not yet fully operationalized in the barangay.

A.
Overview 

Under this section, the socio-economic situation, decentralized participatory governance structure and processes in Barangay Sibalew are described. The impact of development interventions and negotiation processes are stated in detail, while the inclusion and exclusion of stakeholders in participatory policy making are also discussed. The power relations and interdependencies, control over resources, and impact of negotiated policies, are further presented in this case study.

Brief history. Sibalew is one of the thirty barangays of the municipality of Banga.  This barangay isolated by rugged terrain is about 3 kilometers away from the provincial road and 21 kilometers from Kalibo, the provincial capital of Aklan. In the early 1980s, it was considered one of the most depressed barangays in Aklan. The local people had limited access to education, health services, road, and electricity. They lived simply and depended on close family ties. Houses were made of local light materials with no sanitary toilets and potable drinking water.  Most of the families raised small farm animals in their backyards.  As to the families’ health status, they frequently experienced outbreaks of influenza, colds, typhoid fever, and dysentery.

Of the 310 hectares total land area, only a small parcel of land was suitable for intensive rice production.  Sibalew people lacked capital or access to bank credit.  There were no farm-to-market roads then. Many locals worked elsewhere, for instance, in neighboring provinces’ as cane cutters in sugar cane plantations. Locals used to walk from home to the highway to take a public transport if they really need to go to the town proper.  In 1980s, the major concerns of the Sibalew folks were poor access to education, new farming technologies, marketing of produce, health services, credit assistance, and other government support. 

Before livelihood projects were taken in Sibalew, agricultural production was meant only for family needs and obligations, and not for monetary exchange or profit.  Farming was a primitive industry. Most of the families cultivated land using slash-and-burn farming methods to grow rice, corn, beans, and other cash crops for their subsistence. Copra, fruits, bananas, and backyard animal raising of cows, pigs and chickens were the major sources of income for the immediate needs of the families. Bayanihan system or exchange of free labor through work in the farm was commonly practiced among families.

Sibalew people enjoyed plenty of time for relaxation and social interaction, but suffered badly during drought and floods. Gender roles were strongly differentiated. The Filipino customs of paggalang or respect for elders, pakikipagkapwa-tao or concern for others and pakikisama or yielding to the will of the majority were rigidly practiced.  Sibalew elders valued these customs, which ensured family stability and survival during disasters.

Today, Sibalew is recognized as one of the ‘well-off’ barangays in the Municipality of Banga, and in the whole Province of Aklan.   Many interest groups and individuals, be they local, regional, and national, had visited this place as evidenced by their names listed in the visitors/guests book of the barangay.

Socio-economic situation 

Accessibility. Barangay Sibalew is located fourteen kilometers south of the town of Banga.  From the ASU in Banga, it is reached by following the main road of about eleven kilometers to Barangay Torralba, after which an arterial road leading to Baragany Sibalew with a distance of three kilometers connects with the main road.  This road traverses through rugged terrain to reach the barangay.  Barangay Sibalew is located in an elevated area with rolling hills, valleys, and small plains surrounding it (Saladar, 2000). 

Population Distribution.  There is a total of 1,060 inhabitants grouped in 200 households. The average household size is 5 to 6 on the average.  Of the total populace, 550 are of voting age.  

Climatic Condition.  Under Philippine weather conditions criteria, Barangay Sibalew belongs to Type III condition, which means that generally from February to April, there is a dry period while the remaining period of the year is wet (Saladar, 2000).

Land Ownership.  The average landholding is 1.50 hectares per household (Saladar, 2000).  While big parcels of land are owned and tilled by landowners themselves, some parcels are taken cared of by tenants.  

Livelihood Enterprises. Livelihood is centered on production of fruits. The major sources of income come from sales of fruits such as rambutan, pummelo, calamansi, czincum, ladu and banana.   Income is also derived from sales of planting materials such as seedlings and vegetatively propagated planting stocks.  Other sources of revenues are generated from copra, rice, vegetable, bananas, pigs and chickens.    

Employment.  About 10% of the work force is employed in regular basis.  Most of them are either in the government service, employees of private offices, and sales clerks/agents of private firms.  Majority of the work force are farm laborers and a few are still unemployed.

Source of Household Income.  Household income is largely from sales of products from their orchard, from services made available for hire by other farmers, and from salaries/ wages of family members employed in government and non-government institutions.  

Infrastructure Facilities. Infrastructure support facilities are being maintained but may need gradual upgrading.  Such are farm-to-market-roads, bridges, electricity, water system, rice mill, barangay hall, nutrition/health center, elementary school, day care center, and two multi-purpose pavements.  Community watershed areas established through the collaborative efforts of the people still exist in the hilly portions.  In addition, a private resort is also situated in the barangay.  This adds to the amenities in the community and serves as a tourist attraction in the barangay.

Production and Marketing. New trends in crop production using natural organic methods and practices are being adapted and sustained through demo farms. Business prospects are observed strongly on bulk buying of fruits by private traders and middlemen from the town.  Previously, the barangay cooperative handled these services but later the middlemen made a strong influence to the farmer producers.  Arrival of guests and visitors to the barangay added impetus to the business.

Social Services Available.  The social services extended to the barangay included early childhood and elementary education, non-formal education as skills training, and health services.  A health worker is regularly stationed at the health center while a midwife from the municipal rural health unit visits the barangay every Wednesday. She conducts consultation, pre-natal, and post-natal check-ups to the mothers.  There are also immunizations provided to the children. The barangay nutrition scholar regularly does “Operation Timbang” (weighing), blood pressure check-up, and nutrition status assessment among the residents.

Support Services.  The most recent support services extended to the farmers of Barangay Sibalew were the Natural Farming System, water impounding system, rice mill, and credit assistance.

Peace and Order Situation.  Although there were few reports on disputes, quarrels, and “cold” wars among the residents, there are no reports of serious crimes in the barangay.

Housing and Electrification. One fourth of the total numbers of households have dwellings that are concrete and semi-concrete.  The rest of the houses are made of wood and light materials. About 70% of the residents avail of the services of Aklan Electric Cooperative (AKELCO) with corresponding cost.  Others are still using oil lamps and/or candles.

Water Source.  There is spring water that supplies more then 100 households and farms in the barangay.  Some uses pumps while others still fetch water from deep wells.

Organizational Affiliation. The Farmers Association and the Sibalew Multi-Purpose Cooperative (MPC) are the active people’s organization in the barangay.  Legion of Mary and the Barangay Sibalew Catholic Association are the religious organizations.

Mode of Transportation.  Barangay Sibalew is accessible by any type of motorized vehicle from motorcycle to jeepneys and trucks.  The public utility vehicle that transports people to and from the area is a single type motorcycle, especially in the far-flung sitios.  Other residents have their own private vehicles like motorcycles, multi-cabs and/or jeepneys.  Others still use bicycles and horses.

Educational Attainment. Knowledge and technical know-how in farming is high among the people because farmers who were trained before are still maintaining their orchards, while others had personally trained their siblings.  Some resident farmers were invited as resource speakers in farmers training.  Those who graduated from formal agriculture courses have their own projects or were employed.  Enrichment of their knowledge is further hastened by Agricultural Technologists, the media (TV, radio, print), other interest groups (like the credit representatives, or traders), and trainings.

Health and Nutrition.   As of this year, there were about twenty-one moderately malnourished children identified by the Barangay Health Workers.

Decentralized and participatory governance structure and processes. The decentralized governance serves as a model of empowerment that gives the local people the power to decide on issues within the bounds and provisions of the Local Government Code (LGC).  There is a highly organized governance structure in the Philippine government both in the national and local levels.  

Barangay Sibalew adheres to this governance structure as stipulated in the LGC.  This barangay is administered by a Barangay Chairman (Punong Barangay) with seven Barangay Kagawads (councilors) all elected for a three years term of office by the electorate with ages 18 years and above.   A Barangay Treasurer and a Barangay Secretary are appointed by the Barangay Chairman with or without consultation with the Barangay Council.  The term of office of these appointees is co-terminus with that of the Barangay Chairman.  The seven councilors have their respective committee assignments, under education and social welfare, sports development, agricultural support services, infrastructure development, health and sanitation, livelihood and job opportunities, environmental management, and peace and order and public safety sectors.  The Barangay Council may create other relevant committees, as they deem necessary.

The barangay council has the legislative power to prepare and approve resolutions, ordinances of local application, and implementation of projects.  Ideally, the councilors represent a territorial area of jurisdiction in the barangay, called sitio. Participation of people in the legislation (policy making process) is through representation of the councilors assigned to their sitios in the barangay.

There is also a Lupong Tagapamayapa (Barangay Justice) composed of the Barangay Chairman as chair and 10 other reputable members, who enforce the barangay justice system.  It has the power to mediate and give decisions on the issues, problems, and/or conflicts that arise between and among the people within the barangay. 

Years of experience in undertaking development interventions and the relationships established among the constituents and external agencies honed the consciousness of the people to participate in planning and implementation of projects. The underlining processes of negotiations have been transparent due to direct consultation with people during general assemblies and public hearings.

Intervention that gets into the barangay inhabitants are initially negotiated through the Barangay Chairman, who, in turn consults his councilors or the assembly depending on the scope of the intervention or projects. However, some accountabilities to livelihood project implementation lie with the farmers themselves. They have to decide day-to-day activities even if the fiscal aspects are governed by national policies.

Development Interventions.  The initiation of livelihood projects in Barangay Sibalew was done by the Aklan State University (formerly, the Aklan Agricultural College which later on became Aklan State College of Agriculture) through a series of implementation of three types of agricultural education programs with local, national, and international agencies support. 

In 1983, the Agricultural Education Outreach Project (AEOP), a foreign-funded project implemented the first agricultural program in Barangay Sibalew. This was the development of demonstration laboratory farms. It aimed to improve the infrastructure, facilities of the barangay, while developing the human resources of the academe (ASU) in strengthening the effectiveness of its extension programs. The intention then was to hasten the transfer of agricultural technology expected to bring economic development and, subsequently, provide a better life in rural areas. Tree planting materials to support the Student Outreach Agents’ (SOA’s) and the farmer co-operators needs were provided. AEOP’s funding was terminated in 1984. Although the AEOP stayed for too short a time in Barangay Sibalew to be fully effective, the SOA’s socio-cultural and technical integration into the local traditional society led to gradual positive economic changes in the local farming economy. Some elements, particularly the Student Internship program of ASU, were continued in other barangays using a different source of funding. 

In 1984, the second program promoted by the college to assist the Sibalew locals was the Foundation for Youth Development in the Philippines (FYDP). Its main objective was to assist out-of-school youths (OSYs), young adults, and rural women to become young “citizen-producers” in society. FYDP was introduced in Barangay Sibalew before the AEOP funding was terminated. The activities of ASU were focused on skills training and on the establishment of income generating projects for these trainees after the program. Just like AEOP, the FYDP provided loan assistance and material support to trainees interested to establish the income generating projects. 

In 1996, another program promoted by then AAC in Barangay Sibalew was the Agricultural Technology Education Program (ATEP), which offered the curriculum of Diploma in Agricultural Technology (DAT) leading to Bachelor in Agricultural Technology (BAT). This program was an innovative curricular approach based on the academe’s previous experiences in the two programs, AEOP and FYDP. The concept of DAT-BAT based in Sibalew was a combination of the academe’s informal and formal education programs. Its main objectives were to provide children of poor farmers with access to education, develop entrepreneurial skills, establish income-generating projects, encourage self-employment through the project, and eventually finish a college degree. The regular classes and laboratories were held in Sibalew. The style was of a “learner-focused philosophy” using the “learning-by-doing approach” with the participation of the students’ family. The students’ family farms served as laboratory areas for extraction of knowledge, application of new technology, and skills training ground for the student and interested family members. 

Choice of Barangay Sibalew as site of the interventions.  Dr. Helmar E. Aguilar, then superintendent of Aklan Agricultural College (now ASU), in consultation and collaboration with Department of Education, Culture and Sports (now DepEd) and LGU officials identified the most depressed barangay in the Municipality of Banga. This barangay was to be used as the laboratory for research and extension development projects through instruction initiatives and technology transfer that resulted to increase local agricultural production. Of the thirty barangays of Banga, Barangay Sibalew met the criteria.

The projects introduced in Barangay Sibalew were based on the perception of the external stakeholders as to the people’s needs, suitability to economic situations and environmental conditions, and the willingness of the people to cooperate. During the implementation period, other emergent needs surfaced that could be met only by additional funding source for extension. So ASU was prompted to link, coordinate, collaborate, and lobby for additional resources from various stakeholders such as JICA and UNDP.  ASU took this initiative in behalf of the barangay because of its perceived role as mediator and key actor in this intervention. 

Negotiation processes.  The implementation of intervention programs in Barangay Sibalew started before the LGC took effect in 1991. Dr. Helmar E. Aguilar, then incumbent Superintendent of AAC, was the key actor to the negotiations initiated in 1980. From then on, formal negotiations transpired between Dr. Aguilar and the funding agencies as well as with the concerned government agencies before the grants/aids were availed by AAC.  A MOA was signed in 1980 between DECS, DA, and USAID granting the seven pilot agricultural schools in the Philippines an AEOP for their capability building.

The FYDP and JICA extended support to the pilot agricultural schools in the Philippines by providing livelihood skills training for OSYs, while ATEP-ADB and DECS provided grants to said pilot agricultural schools in the Philippines for capability building on agricultural technology. 

Volunteers from the JOCV, US Peace Corps, UNDDS-VIDA, and KOICA through NEDA-PNVCA were requested by Dr. Aguilar to provide technical assistance in various projects implemented at Barangay Sibalew as a support to the interventions. Barangay Sibalew served as the AAC’s barangay laboratory for its various livelihood projects, which was sustained for 18 years.   

When the interventions were introduced to Barangay Sibalew, no formal negotiations transpired between Dr. Aguilar, barangay leaders, and other stakeholders.  Only social dialogues and informal negotiations took place until interventions had taken off in the barangay.   

Project plans and policies have been conceptualized both in the academe (ASU) and in the national level after careful considerations of the conditions prevailing in the barangay. The participation of the local people was only limited to consultation and participation for material incentive or through sharing of resources. This fact establishes that PPM was very limited before the implementation of LGC.

In 2003, the DAP sa Visayas coordinated with ASU to introduce the natural farming system in Barangay Sibalew through the LGU. Various orientation meetings were held in the barangay to level off expectations to guide the funding agency and other stakeholders in deciding policies to adopt in project implementation.  Some changes were made after the “leveling off” process. These changes were more on local applications only. For instance, at the farmer level, they decided on appropriate farming methods and practices. In the process of implementation, an aspect of PPM was observed.

Inclusion and exclusion of stakeholders.  The KIs and FGD participants mentioned that the present livelihood projects in Sibalew were the results of 18 long years of exposure to highly financed interventions - the AEOP, FYDP, and ATEP.  All these interventions were facilitated by the ASU. The project initiated by the AAC before especially orchard project are still sustainable as a source of income. 

As previously mentioned, ASU basically did all the negotiation processes from conceptualization to implementation of project policies. For this, it took all the decisions to choose its partners for the development of the barangay. For instance, identification of specific project stakeholders was given to ASU after site evaluation and dialogues with the Barangay Council. 

· Included Stakeholders. The major stakeholders of this intervention were the ASU, farmer-cooperators, barangay officials, and people’s organizations. Their capability was enhanced through a series of formal and non-formal education. For instance, advanced training for BDL instructors, ATC and DAT-BAT students, farmer cooperators, as well as their sons and daughters. This process could be characterized as “nurturing” them and which instilled deep-seated manifestations in their culture.

Some external stakeholders participated only upon request of ASU. In this case, they were not involved in project planning because they only provided pockets of deliverables which are limited, for example the electrification by AKELCO was established only when the economic activity of the people enabled them to pay for electric bills.

· Excluded Stakeholders. A significant stakeholder who came later was the traders. They were not directly involved in formal negotiations; however they had a strong influence in the marketing of products of the farmers that affected their income.  They were neither involved in the establishment of livelihood projects but they facilitated marketing of products, which is supposed to be the function of the cooperative. However, these traders were able to exert some control over the farmers by providing services, which many farmers patronize. For instance, a trader could provide in advance the fertilizers needed by the farmers and payments to be collected after the harvest. The farmers have no choice but to agree to the terms and conditions set by the traders. The role of the cooperative to handle marketing failed in many ways. 

Livelihood projects as results of interventions.  In 1983, livelihood projects introduced in Sibalew went through testing and verification with farmers’ participation and multi-stakeholders intervention in technology transfer. The processes included an infusion of resources from various agencies led by ASU. As a result of this, various livelihood projects were established. These included fruit tree production and agro-forestry demonstration farms for Sloping Agricultural Land Technology, livestock and poultry, horticultural nursery, inland fish culture, apiculture, rice mill, and piña fiber production. During this extensive process of implementation, the most successful projects were fruit tree production, rice mill and horticultural nursery while the least were the inland fish culture and the apiculture project. 

· Impact of the intervention. Interviews with key informants indicated that development projects improved their income, fitted with local cultural practices and suited to the bio-physical and climatic conditions of the barangay. After 18 years of intervention facilitated by ASU, the outputs had ripple effects on the economic, social, and infrastructure development felt until today within and outside the barangay. Through these years, the livelihood projects sustained by the people are large plantation of citrus, rambutan, pummelo, ladu, and the like. These projects generated employment and income among the people as stated by a key informant. It has put the barangay in the pedestal of credibility for having highly skilled manpower on orchard management.  It is also regarded as a model of development initiatives in the province, and in the neighboring provinces and regions.  

· Other impact of interventions.  As a result of the successful implementation of intervention, other utilities were also constructed in Sibalew through people’s negotiation with the national line agencies as coordinated by the ASU.  These included the barangay resource center, the gravity water system, electrification and upland access or farm-to-market roads. These amenities are presently maintained by the Barangay Officials and the locals. 

Power relations and interdependencies 

The pattern of power relations could be viewed in three categories. One is between barangay constituents and their elected officials, the relationship of barangay officials, especially the late barangay captain with ASU, and the relationship of ASU established with funding agencies. 

The relationship among barangay constituents was built in the traditional way. Culture in the barangay demands respect to the officials of the barangay who are not only political leaders but their own relatives. In traditional Filipino politics, the voice of the barangay officials is the voice of the people, too. Relationship between ASU and officials of the barangay resulted from the 18 years of partnership, especially between Dr. Aguilar and the late Barangay Captain Jose Ingalla. Their relationship was mutual such that some KIs had said, “ASU needs Sibalew and Sibalew needs ASU”.

With regards to the relationship of ASU with funding agencies, many in the academic community said that it is to the credit of Dr. Aguilar’s negotiating abilities. Through the linkages established by the former president, resources were generated for ASU, some of which were used in the extension programs, which benefited Sibalew. In this context, Barangay Sibalew was able to link with external stakeholders through Dr. Aguilar and it did its best to make the most of the relationship. In fact one barangay official commented that this barangay is a “good catcher” referring to its ability to deliver the result expected of them by the funding agency. 

Lately, Sibalew has been establishing relations with the Banga municipal LGU. Under the LGC the functions that ASU have been doing in Sibalew are now within the responsibility of the LGU. For instance, the NFS project has demanded the personal accountability of the Municipal Agriculture Office (MAO). Before, ASU has done a lot of things in this regard. Gradually, Sibalew is evolving mutual relationships with LGUs because it is provided for in the law.

Control over resources 

Land Resources. With respect to land resources, these are evenly distributed to farmer-landowners although some areas are tenanted covered by verbal or written agreement with landowners. Livelihood interventions were therefore less affected by agrarian problems.  Mang Amboy, for instance, is a tenant with a large orchard.  The landowners’ control was only on the ownership of land but not on farming practices. Mang Amboy said that he “knows better” so that the management and control of these resources is delegated to him. 

Farm Products. Farmers of Sibalew boast of their abundant production of rambutan and citrus.  They also produce commercial planting materials.  All these resources are under the control of the farmer-owner. Sense of ownership of technical knowledge and skills were already developed in them because they were trained during the height of the intervention. Likewise, farmers teach fellow farmers and their family members while agriculture technologists and extension personnel from the academe conduct seminars for “updates” on new technology. 

Intervention Projects. As regards the control of resources for intervention project; the funding agencies through the ASU control the use of resources because financial accountability rests on ASU. In some instances, farmers are consulted as to what fertilizers they apply in their farms before because project management decides to purchase the fertilizers for them. Further, resources that pass through ASU are released quarterly, but sometimes ASU has to borrow resources from its regular allotments due to some delays in order that projects in the barangay will not be hampered. This was confirmed by two informants that it was necessary that “one person should lead to guide us because it is easy and helpful to follow a guide that favors us.” This statement emphasized the leadership of Dr. Aguilar in the implementation of intervention projects. 

The acceptance or rejection of interventions in the barangay is dependent on the Barangay Chairman and the Council’s decision; hence, negotiations are within their role.  However, the barangay assembly has to be consulted if these negotiations require general consensus.  The decision of the Council however, does not have subsequent impact to the farmer-beneficiaries when trade offs for their inclusion in the project is great. For example, the   Barangay Chairman has control over resources being shared thus the donor is assured that the resources reach the intended beneficiaries. 

Present arrangements show that with the advent of the LGC, control of resources is under the MAO. For instance, livestock improvement and dispersal program are still under the supervision of the Municipal LGU, although the scale of the animal production scheme is at the backyard level. 

Marketing and Credit. Informants from the barangay revealed that as per the plan the cooperative is to market or sell the farm products. It will also provide credit assistance to the members.  This went on with such function for some time but later it failed. The failure was attributed to the fact that the management was not able to collect payments because most borrowers were also relatives and friends of the coop officers. Mang Amboy added, “I cannot give sanctions to a member for not following the policies of the cooperative because I will be reprimanding my first cousins”.  

The lending function of the cooperative was further weakened by the entry of the Cooperative Rural Bank of Aklan in the barangay, which extended similar services.  The role of the local cooperative was also downplayed when a private trader came in to buy the products. Interviews likewise revealed that farmers had not experienced any problem regarding the private traders’ buying price for the products. Credit assistance was also extended without hassle by this private trader.  The link between the private trader and the farmers was strengthened that supply of products at specific quotas was assured by the farmers as demanded by the trader.   Currently, the government does not have control over prices of farm products; more so, price fluctuates in relation to supply and demand. 

Electricity and Water. Electricity is provided by AKELCO. Potable water supply is maintained by the Barangay Council after the project was turned-over to them by the JICA. Some households generate water from pumps and deep wells, which they privately own.  Impounded spring water is also tapped by the farmers to irrigate their farms. 

With the foregoing, it can now be deduced that control of resources attributed to the intervention is related to certain levels of power. The power given by the local cooperative members on the control of the sale of their products was effective only at the initial stage but eventually declined as the members themselves failed to patronize its services. The weaknesses of the cooperative structure became an opportunity for the private trader to buy the products and control its sale.  The trader became powerful because of his/her financial capability and social relations with the farmers.  

A successful farm with large production and income can be an instrument for loan assistance negotiation, as in the case of Mang Amboy. Similar situation was observed among farmer-cooperators of the NFS project whose orchards were included in the new MAO supervised project.  The expertise developed by a farmer can also be an important factor, as expressed by an FGD volunteer

Incentive structures that encourage local negotiations 

Counter-parting Scheme. After several MAO meetings about the NFS project in Sibalew, initial cooperators were identified.  Out of the forty-six participants, twenty-six were trained and assisted in the project. Under the partnership scheme, they were required to share their counterpart which strengthened people’s participation, as they are co-owners of the project. This intervention scheme was entirely different from previous interventions, which were regarded as grants.  

The implementation of the ECD project had similar arrangement. A resident of the barangay voluntarily donated a lot as a counterpart for the construction of a building intended for a Day Care Center. The ECD project was funded by the World Bank and implemented by the DepEd, MHO, and the DSWD.

Previous local experiences indicate that people interpret interventions as dole-outs, which also dictate their motivation.  In the new scheme, not all resources are free because of the counter-parting scheme devised by the external stakeholders.

Capability Enhancement.  For the people of Barangay Sibalew, ASU’s presence was very crucial to the success of the intervention. The institution has continuously upgraded their capability based on “learning by doing” principle. The extent of ASU’s training was so intensive that one KI said, “Indi ako magpati kon sa istorya eang. . . indi ako magpati ko nagakatabo sa ASCA kon indi kami hiadto” (I will not believe in stories … I will not believe of what is happening in ASCA unless we go there). This statement served as a challenge to ASU extension personnel to use new approaches in technology transfer to the barangay. Similarly, ASU put up livelihood model farms for the people to observe and imitate. It also mobilized human and material resources to sustain the university’s extension function.

Commitment of Key Actors.  The local people participated in the intervention because of the trust and commitment shown by the key actors and their representatives (BDL instructors, SOA) through prompt fulfillment of pledges of resources and services. The visibility and immediate response by the key actors served as an assurance for them to participate in the projects. They reciprocate the persistence of the key actors’ representative. 

Income from Livelihood Projects.  As a result of the interventions two farmers left their previous occupation (one a carpenter; another tailor) in favor of farming as they can earn more from this new livelihood project. A KI claimed that this trade-off for participation is an assurance that “masaligang paéangitan-an” (stable livelihood) and “produkto” (product) can get them out of “kapobrehan” (poverty).

Financial Support. The expectation of having financial support from the project that can “better” their lives has been mentioned by a KI as one of the factors that encouraged their participation.  The trade-off for the barangay officials was that while they are spending their time looking into the affairs of the barangay, they also receive allowances from the IRA funds to support their personal and family needs.  

Personal Behavior and Interest. After considering the positive effects brought about by the intervention, those people who have a pessimistic attitude, “hay medyo nahikaw” (seemed jealous), to those who already were reaping the fruits of their labor became available for participation.  

Kinship and Other Social Relations. This involves internal stakeholders support to projects implemented by their relatives. In this barangay, the extended family ties are very strong that even the kumpadre, kumadre, ninong, ninang (kumpadrazgo system) became integrated into the family’s sphere of influence.  This minimized red tapes, sped up delivery of services and had direct influence and consequence on “good” or “bad” decisions in the negotiation.  However, kinship system also carried negative connotations as the Barangay Chairman mentioned that some processes and some individuals were haéakaran (by-passed) due to the “short cut” method of policy implementation.  

Ascribed Role of Key Officials.  The locals respect their elected political leaders who they also consider as their elders in the community. The power ascribed to their leaders’ position is a motivating factor for them to participate and support projects for their general welfare.

Education and Training.  Technical know-how of the locals strongly influenced their participation. Those who were interested to learn participated in the training. This developed their technical confidence that some became resource speakers and agents for technology dissemination. Today, a new dimension in development is experienced in the barangay that they request for more training to increase their production, improve marketing strategies and enhance post harvest practices. 

Impact of negotiated policies

Direct Beneficiaries. The most outstanding policy impact of the interventions was the “empowerment” of people. The KIs and FGD volunteers from Barangay Sibalew mentioned that they “hay namukéat sa kamatuoran” (became aware of realities). Their massive participation in the establishment and management of projects led to sustain production in orchards. This “opened doors” to new participants and “closed doors” to those who failed to meet the requirements for the projects. For instance, when the private traders came in they competed with the local cooperative’s services. The traders offered inputs as loan to sustain the farmers’ needs especially during the peak production period of “calamansi” where prices dropped that they uprooted the plants and replaced these with lanzones and rambutan. This situation further weakened the patronage of farmers to their cooperative. 

In 2002, ASU conducted training on fruit processing, specifically calamansi concentrate making, vinegar making from rambutan and polvoron from rambutan seeds. However, after the training the farmers saw the need for intervention but the targets stakeholders were financially constrained. There was even a plan to establish a technology promotion center at ASU to answer the particular problems not only of Barangay Sibalew but also of other fruit producing barangays. Again, this was shelved due to financial constraints. This resulted to decrease in price of fruits and less income but higher production cost. Consequently, this affected the motivation and caused discouragement among farmers.

There was an instance that tenant-landlord relation improved. In the case of Mang Amboy, his ability to manage the farm generated income not for himself but also to his landlord. 

It was also observed that later intervention such as NFS was accepted by the people since they recognized that previous interventions, which required commercial inputs, had depleted the natural condition of the soil and other biotic factors.  

The Barangay. The Barangay Council was so inspired to sustain the development of their community. They have been recognized as a model barangay for rural development.  The spirit of volunteerism heightened as evidenced by the donation of a lot for the ECD project by a barangay citizen. Likewise, many individuals followed suit by readily providing “right of way” for feeder roads, water system and water impounding project. 

The LGUs. Support to Barangay Sibalew was facilitated through the office of the mayor in consonance with the LGC. The Provincial Government never hesitated to assist new projects because of the legitimacy of the governance and constituency support to the programs. The Barangay Council always has delivered good outputs for what has been given to them. They had used financial resources efficiently. An example is, for farm-to-market road maintenance, the 10,000 pesos, which could only pay for 10 to 15 trucks gravel, and sand through bidding became 45 truckloads through negotiations. This resulted to the constituency’s strong political support to the barangay, municipal and provincial governance.

Other Considerations. The lineage system practiced in the barangay created close family relationships and political influence.  It was noted that such kind of social relation has been a factor to negotiation. This was evident in the identification of ECD project beneficiaries and selection of site for water impounding project. Based on the criteria, Barangay Sibalew did not qualify but because of the immediate response from a lot donor, it was considered.  It was a plus factor for the municipal government as it was able to implement the project on time. 

B.  Links Between Policy and Governance

The Key Actors 

ASU Leadership. The ASU leadership under Dr. Helmar E. Aguilar facilitated the interventions in Barangay Sibalew with multi-stakeholders of the barangay and the various key actors from the LGUs, POs and linkages with the DepEd, CHED, DA, DPWH, including representatives from the JICA and USAID.

The role of Dr. Aguilar in the negotiation process, especially in sourcing funds from different agencies for Barangay Sibalew, was complex. He has to gain mutual trust and confidence among the people of Barangay Sibalew and various agencies.  He built social, cultural and political connections in the barangay and external stakeholders that established beneficial relationship. He went out of his way to get support from national and international benefactors. These initiatives had gained for him positive as well as challenging results.

Barangay Leadership. The former Barangay Chairman, Jose B. Ingalla, motivated the barangay people to participate in the intervention presented to him by Dr. Aguilar. He acted as a liaison officer of Dr. Aguilar in following up requests for resources from the municipal and provincial government. In fact, his requests for support from national leaders were submitted through Dr. Aguilar instead of the local and provincial officials. He attended ASU activities without neglecting his duties in the barangay. 

Results of KI interviews and FGDs indicated that only the barangay officials were involved in policy-making even if many participated in the identification of local problems and needs during assembly meetings. However, most barangay officials remained as observers. 

Incentives and motivations. Generally, people were motivated to participate because they understand that the intervention was from ASU.  Aside from this, people felt the need for the project which would be beneficial for them and the whole community.  

The participation of the barangay people was influenced by their political affiliation.  They would participate in development activities only if they belong to the same political party with officials implementing the project. They perceived that project support would be availed of easily especially that Barangay Sibalew belonged to the ruling party.

On the contrary, people’s participation was hampered by lack of proper consultation for project implementation.  Sometimes, other projects were not culturally acceptable.  

It was revealed during the FGDs that some intended to participate but perceived that the cost of participation was heavy.  They thought that they should have available cash to support the project. They usually viewed that effective local participation could be achieved only through the availability of cash and continuous funding support when in fact they too were short of cash.

At the household level, the cost of participation also influenced their motivation. Mang Amboy explained that one of his children had to stop school because he invested his money for the expansion of his orchard instead of paying the tuition fees. He thought that investing in farming and keeping his children to work in the farms would provide them income within the next four years.  He argued that if he will invest his money to the education of his children it would take a number of years to get back his investments. He further explained that education is a waste of money if his children would not land a job or get married. The money set aside assured him of immediate cash for incidental expenses or maintenance of his project. 

Type and level of intervention towards effective social dialogue. The social dialogue observed in Barangay Sibalew was brought about by the following elements:

· Financial Support. Specifically, the amount of money spent for the various projects in Barangay Sibalew can be dichotomized as “low financed” and “highly financed”.  “Low financed” if the appropriation was P100, 000.00 and below, and “highly financed” if the appropriation was more than P 100, 000.00. Generally, the level of intervention in terms of money invested in the different projects in Barangay Sibalew was considered as “highly financed” because of the amount of money spent for the past 18 years. These included the barangay horticultural nursery and orchard, Barangay Resource Center, gravity water system, upland access roads and rural electrification.

The highly financed projects enabled to accommodate many participants from the community, which facilitated smooth social dialogues and acceptable local policies.  For example, the development of the gravity water system resulted to the organization of a water works association. The members formulated policies on water distribution, billing and maintenance.  

On the other hand, the “low financed” projects supplemented the social and economic activities but did not significantly trigger people’s participation in social dialogues and policy formulation. The projects were livestock and poultry, in-land fish culture, apiculture, native pineapple, vegetable production and water impounding.

· Number of Years of Assistance. As to the number of years of assistance, the intervention was classified either as “short term” (less than 5 years) or “long term” (five years and above). The low financed projects were given short-term assistance, while the highly financed projects had long-term assistance.  

The longer the time spent in assisting projects the stronger the social relations established the more intensive the negotiation processes for reasons that policy changes were observable on the impact of the project.  

· Agencies Involved. There were six government agencies, four non-government entities, and two foreign funding sources that actively and generously provided financial and technical support to the interventions.  

The active participation of these various agencies had encouraged people’s participation and social interactions, which redounded to some locally-initiated and self-motivated development. Other agencies involved had passive participation because they only got involved as the need arose.  

· Type of Projects Implemented. There were two types of projects implemented.  The livelihood projects included orchard (rambutan, ladu, czincum, pummelo, etc.), livestock and poultry, vegetable production, in-land fish culture, apiculture, and native pineapple for fiber production.  The livelihood-support projects included the Day Care Center, rural electrification, upland access roads, gravity water system, education, health, and recreation center. 

· Application of Technology. The farmers’ aspiration for improved farming technologies sustained their motivation to acquire more knowledge and skills. This was done through social dialogues, field visits, and sale of planting materials. The knowledge gained was applied in their farms and shared with other farmers. Their application of technologies was influenced by their indigenous knowledge, interest, capabilities, resources, learning from the ASU extension staff, students, local and foreign volunteers, and observations from demonstration farms.  Currently, the MAO personnel do the extension work for said services.

In technology application, the credibility of the change agents enhanced the level of participation in the intervention, which led to more social dialogues and negotiations about product quality control, credits, farm inputs, farming practices, market opportunities and marketing strategies.

Factors for effective multi-stakeholder and negotiation processes. The factors for effective multi-stakeholders participation in the negotiation processes vary depending on the nature of activities, position in social structure, political patronage and extent of social network (Stiles, 1991). Likewise, level of power in decision-making and in carrying out activities; legitimacy of the intervention’s governance; entry issue areas; social capital or credibility, leadership, charisma, values, kinship and padrino system and principles of good governance and reward power had also influenced the negotiation processes. The matrix of factors for effective multi-stakeholders and their territorial levels of negotiation processes are presented below.

Table 1.  Factors for Effective Stakeholders and the Territorial Level of Negotiation
	Factors
	Territorial Levels 

	
	Barangay
	Municipal
	Provincial
	Regional/

National

	Level of power in decision- making and in carrying out activities
	· Controls over community- generated resources

· Identifies needs and persons to be given assistance

· Formulates barangay development plan for integration to the municipal development plan

· Negotiates/ lobbies on the implementation of the BDC’s identified intervention

· Negotiates through channel (municipal, provincial, to national)
	· Controls the allocation and distribution of financial and technical support to different barangays

· Submits intervention plans through the municipal development plan to provincial policy making body

· Negotiation can be at all levels 
	· Controls the allocation and distribution of financial and technical support to the different municipalities

· Supports endorsement of project to the national level
	· National Policy formulation 

· Monitors and evaluates project implementation

· Gathers feedback for policy change 

	Legitimacy of the intervention’s governance
	· Conducts barangay assembly meeting

· Prepares and pass resolutions/ ordinances to the municipal government

· Mobilizes the rural folks to participate in the intervention  
	· Conducts public hearing

· Approves and endorses resolutions/ ordinances to the SP and to any agency

· Forges agreements with other agencies for the implementation of the intervention
	· Confirms resolutions/ ordinances/ policies
	· National Policy formulation 

· Monitors and evaluates project implementation

· Gathers feedback for policy change

	Entry issue areas
	· Identifies and prioritizes the issues 

· Translates the issues into resolutions and endorses the same to the municipal level
	· Mobilizes concerned stakeholders

· Implements the recommendations of concerned stakeholders


	· Supports the implementation when necessary as recommended by LCE
	· National Policy formulation 

· Monitors and evaluates project implementation

· Gathers feedback for policy change

	Social capital (credibility, leadership, charisma, values, padrino system, kinship)
	· Strong leadership and kinship system

· Family influence

· Family-oriented values

· Ascribed status/power
	· Personal charisma of the LCE

· Political party affiliation

· Padrino system
	· Unified leadership

· Padrino system


	· Political affiliation 



	Principles of good governance 
	· Consultative process observed

· Cross-sectional representation

· Taking risks in the implementation
	· Consultative process observed

· Financial risks


	· Consultative process observed

· Expert consultation

· Financial risks 


	· Monitoring of the implementation of the LGC

· Accepting feedback for policy change 

	Reward power
	· Need to maintain the prestige of the barangay as a model community
	· Recognition received from other LGUs for proper implementation of the interventions
	· Promotion of the development process


	· National awards for local key actors


C.
Findings

This case study reveals how the level of interventions and transformation processes, decentralized system of local governance and grounds of entry for negotiation had enhanced local people’s participation in policy making.

Level of intervention and transformation process. The impact of local policy negotiation in the transformation of Barangay Sibalew from a depressed to progressive barangay shifted the development approach of the stakeholders from consultative to participatory policy wherein more people get involved in social dialogues. This current level of local people’s participation is described as Level 2 (consultation level) (World Bank, 1994; ADB, 2001).  People viewed participation as a privilege rather than a constitutional right under the decentralized system.

For over 18 years that ASU had implemented various livelihood projects in Barangay Sibalew, which then was continued by the Banga LGU, the people were provided by the key actors with experiences that developed their attitude in participation and social capital. ASU introduced a consultative policy in its interventions that spelled out integrative functional participation. However, this was strengthened by the implementation of the LGC in 1991.   This created a climate where local people get involved in policy formulation. The different interventions that addressed the various needs of the local people intensified the effects of livelihood intervention approach. 

In said barangay, the transformation process was spearheaded by ASU in coordination with the various stakeholders. But the level of intervention and incentive structure, including the cost attached to it was high. Consequently, its benefits were great and its sustainability was assured. The level of intervention required was described as highly financed, long-term, people-intensive, and very frequent. The participation of stakeholders was two-pronged: active, if they were present all through the intervention, and passive, if the participation was intermittent. All the processes were facilitated by the key actor that exercised political neutrality at various government levels. The key actor was motivated by the promise of capability building -- it would be provided by experts in technological skills, facilities, financial capital and other resources. 

However, institutionalization of program policy had never influenced barangay governance. Accountabilities of projects were distributed to individual beneficiaries.  This affected the degeneration of barangay structures. Local governance felt that the changes as a result of the intervention were not theirs but that of the beneficiaries themselves. This disheartened the barangay chairman who was responsible for the general economic development of the area. It is therefore suggested that active sectoral representation be practiced to oversee policy implementation for the different sectors. 

Decentralized local governance. It is said that people’s participation in policy formulation enhances development. However, there are trade-offs in the process -- power and resources.

Based on the local governance theory, the barangay is a policy implementing unit.  In Barangay Sibalew, the democratic process of consultation through Barangay Assemblies and other official gatherings is upheld.  Ideas, opinions, and suggestions from the locals are considered during policy formulation by the Barangay Council. Upon approval of the policy, the Barangay Chairman discharges his executive function prescribed to his position. 

Negotiations at the provincial, regional, national or line agency levels are entrusted to the Mayor by the Barangay Chairman. The efficacy of the negotiations by the Barangay Chairman depends on his relationship with the Mayor and other agency heads (external actors). This reflects political arrangements in the communities where favors are dispensed with by local leaders. 

The participation of farmer-stakeholders is anchored on human and material resources they have availed of from intervention sponsors. Thus they are inclined to participate in project implementation than in policy formulation. However, there are cases where they negotiate with external traders using the result of intervention to obtain benefits. For example, a 4-hectare fruit-bearing orchard was used to negotiate credit and other farm inputs.

In this community, the immediate consequences of real decentralization are not felt. The power to manage resources rests in the hands of local officials. However, the local people have to enhance their policy formulation skills for the utilization of resources. The capability of barangay governance to initiate programs is, in fact lacking and therefore, they depend on other agencies to make plans for them. This decentralization concept should consider the political practices in relation to development.

In the holistic view of development under decentralized policies, integrating resources is necessary for development (e.g. production technologies at production time, marketing assistance, processing technology when there is production surplus that cannot be marketed).  However, a mechanism that links the process of negotiation should be considered by all stakeholders to complete the chain of development.

Entry point and negotiation ground. The negotiation for intervention projects required entry points and understanding of the ground for negotiation to facilitate local participation. The following are thus highlighted: 

The key issue used as entry point then for Barangay Sibalew to enter into negotiation for project intervention was kapobrehan (being poor). Today, the entry point of the barangay and the people to negotiate is “what can be spared and shared”. The idea that barangay Sibalew is ‘well-off’ in terms of development may be superficial. However, this condition should not deter support agencies to extend poverty alleviation strategies to the barangay because deteriorating farm income due to low farm price versus high production cost hurts the farmers. A highly segmented structure between the “haves” and the “have-nots” remains. This can be a new negotiation ground for another round of interventions.  KIs solution formula:  “Let the impact of the previous intervention to the ‘well-off’ be sustained while in some way do away with the negative impact or using the same for further negotiations”. Let the “have-nots” be catered by interventions for the “poorest” and strategies for bigay (dole-outs) be another issue.

The common ground for negotiation in Barangay Sibalew can be categorized in relation to the different territorial or spatial scales. The farmer-stakeholders negotiate directly with external stakeholders within their level of expectation. The actors from the levels of governance have identified a common agenda in terms of political, social and economic relations. Evidence showed that these could create sustained change processes vulnerable to “who” controls governance in “time and space”. Kinship and social relations have become elements in Sibalew for development programs to go unabated.

It can be construed, therefore, that the common ground is real and territorial where program support is poured in and focused. Resources are unevenly distributed and fragmented. However, when stakeholders are aware of or have recognized their potential for negotiation, and the common ground by which this operates, there will be no vacuum and interruptions. The intervention program could continue in time and space that the resulting institutionalized policy is enhanced.

Failure to adhere to the policy is most likely an inevitable result when policies are very rigid and had become irrelevant.  Stakeholders cannot readily negotiate for its change. The dynamic nature of policy change has to be placed in proper perspective (e.g. members of the cooperative failed to comply with the agreement that their products should only be sold through the cooperative). An irrelevant policy is a motivating factor to stakeholders to come into the negotiating table to demand for its immediate change. The threshold level tolerable to mobilize people to change should be known at such a situation.

3.4
Case Study 2: Barangay Badiangan

The Barangay Badiangan case study looked into how the negotiation processes allowed local actors to impact on policy context. It identified the key actors and the critical roles they performed in social dialogues and multi-stakeholders’ negotiation processes. The new insights gained from those actors were useful in promoting local negotiations and improving participatory policy-making in the barangay.

A.
Overview 

This section presents the socio-economic situation, governance structure and processes of Barangay Badiangan. The impact of development interventions and negotiation processes are described. The stakeholders of the interventions projects, the power relations and interdependencies, control over resources and the impact of negotiated policies are likewise presented in this case study.

Brief History. The name Badiangan came from the name of a plant, which is abundant in the area, Badyang (Colocasia spp.), whose leaves are similar but larger than the Toro leaves, and also bigger than that of Biga.  The badyang sap irritates the skin, which then produces blisters when dripped with it.  

Barangay Badiangan was founded in December 25, 1865. The first families that inhabited the place were the Fulgencios and the Teodosios.  The following served as lieutenants of the barangay:  Policarpio Teodosio, Martin Teodosio, Bernabe Robela, Fermin Teodosio, Estefano Teodosio, Alejandro Roselo, Evangelista Roselo, Lorenzo Resolo, Santiago Rebana, Vicente Remla, Ignacio Roce, Atanacio Ibañez, Francisco Rebano, Marcelino Remula, Bernabe Rebala, Andres Teodosio, Nazario Zabal, Telesforo Rasgo, Gregorio Recoter, Juan Martin, Pelagio Napal, Manuel Rufin, and Nazatio Napal. 

When the Spanish-American Revolution broke out in 1900, the Filipino revolutionists chose this barrio as the base for their operation where they constructed their trenches (Barrio of Badyangan, Municipality of Calivo, Province of Capiz, P.J. on June 25, 1911). Presently, the barangay is composed of seven sitios namely: Poblacion 1, Poblacion 2, Bali-awot, Agpalina, Landing, Indaga-an, and Yangwan.

Socio-economic situation

Accessibility. Badiangan is an upland barangay and is the most accessible among the four upland ARCs of the municipality because of a provincial road that traverses through the barangay towards the municipalities of Libacao and Madalag. It is approximately 9 kilometers away from the town center of Banga, and 18 kilometers away from the capital town of Kalibo.  

Population Distribution.  As of 2003, Barangay Badiangan has a population of 2,051 distributed into 386 households, with an average household size of five. The structure of the population is such that the sex ratio is 10:1, which means that more males opt to stay in the barangay. More than one-third of the population is 14 years and younger, and the dependency ratio is about one while the labor force potential is 56% of the able-bodied population.

Climatic Condition.  The climate is Type III, which spells dry season from November to April and wet or rainy season to be expected for the rest of the year. 

Land Ownership.  Land ownership is relatively well-distributed with most landowners cultivating their own. About 25% of farmlands are tenanted where farmers practice 50-50 sharing of produce with a few agree on 2/3-1/3 sharing arrangements to the tenants’ favor. The DLR (formerly DAR) reported that 21 individuals have availed of the voluntary land transfer program, with a total of 10.5319 hectares while 94 individuals with an aggregate area of 45.7355 hectares received leasehold assistance. 

Employment. Of the total working group in the barangay, only one-fourth of them are employed on a regular basis as teachers, government employees, sales clerks and the like.  Half of the labor force is working as farm laborers in the barangay and others as sacadas (sugarcane plantation workers) in neighboring provinces. The rest of them are still unemployed (BCDP, 2003).

Livelihood Enterprises. Most households depend on farming for livelihood. The products are rice, coconut, banana, rambutan, lanzones and citrus. Rice, being the staple produce always suffers low production of 30 to 40 cavans per hectare, which is really very low, compared to the municipal average of 60 to 65 cavans per hectare.  This is due to the practice of traditional methods under rain-fed condition. There is no irrigation structure of any kind in this barangay.

Most households raise native chickens for consumption. Swine raising is very common. Households along the creeks raise ducks in addition to chickens and swine. Turkey raising exists but in very minimal number. Large cattle raised are for draft purposes only, mostly used during land preparation and crop cultivation, since these cows and carabaos are of traditional breed. Also four horses are tended in Barangay Badiangan.

Non-Agricultural Enterprises. These are extraction, knotting and weaving of piña fiber, and candy making out of coconut meat, peanuts, and bananas. Few individuals operate small sari-sari (variety) stores, and transport vehicles (jeepney and tricycles, single motorcycle, multi-cabs, minibus, trucking, and banca), engage in carpentry, gravel and sand delivery and black smith industry. There are licensed chainsaw operators who offer timber-cutting services, entrepreneurs who buy and sell rice and copra, and a private individual operating a furniture shop. 

Support Services.  Interested locals avail production loans offered by the Barangay Badiangan MPC for its members and Grameen loan for non-members. Private individuals also offer lending services in small amount yet with high interest rates. The existing project in Barangay Badiangan is a factor why the MAO personnel visit the farmers more often for informal consultation and get feedbacks from the farmers. Veterinary services are also rendered in the community.  There are commercially operated hand tractors accessible to farmers at a cost for land preparation and threshing of rice.

In 1987, the barangay also became a social laboratory of the AAC’s AEOP program for its two batches of SOAs. In 2003, the barangay has sponsored a training in dressmaking and tailoring for OSYs with 25 participants. 

Annual Household Income.  The average household income per annum from farming is about P8, 750.00, off-farm income is estimated at P3, 700.00 and income from non-farm is about 14,300.00, with a total of P 26,750.00. 

Infrastructure Facilities.  Aside from the existing health center located in Sitio Poblacion 1, Barangay Badiangan has a complete elementary school and a national high school with a combined population of 310 pupils and students. It has a Day Care Center serving 20-day care pupils and 32 preschoolers. Its barangay multi-purpose pavement has a covered basketball court and the barangay hall occupies the second floor of the stage. Sitio Agpalina has its own pavement with basketball court and grandstand.  The ARC Training Center, which is under construction, is also situated at Sitio Agpalina.

The barangay has existing farm-to-market roads, which are still rough and need major repairs/maintenance to help households of the more remote sitios access to the national road.  

Mode of Transportation.  At present, the residents of the interior sitios use the single type motorcycles as a form of public utility transport.  There are jeepneys, tricycles, multi-cabs and other types of motorized vehicles both private and public that traverse the national road.

Production and Marketing. Barangay Badiangan has a total land area of 447.777 hectares. The broad types of land use patterns are aggregated and categorized into arable lands (313.444 ha), forest (34.7475 ha) residential (4.7464 ha), non-agricultural (3.0450 ha), water areas (6.2689 ha) and idle lands (85.5255 ha). The land topography ranges from 0% to 8% slope. The type of soil in the upland portion is Sigcay clay, which is well suited to all kinds of fruit trees like rambutan, lanzones, citrus, banana, jackfruit, marang and durian. In the low or plain portion, rice, corn and vegetables are the natural crops that grow. 

Social Services Available.  A midwife from the rural health unit visits the barangay every Friday to conduct consultation, pre-natal, and post-natal check-ups with the mothers.  The midwife is assisted by a barangay nutrition scholar and barangay health workers appointed by the Barangay Chairman.  The barangay nutrition scholar also conducts “Operation Timbang” (weighing), blood pressure check-up, and nutrition status assessment among the residents. Immunizations (Vitamin A, measles, and toxoid) are also provided to the children. Those who need the services of a physician, dentist, and nurse would go to the town proper. NGOs extend medical services for the handicaps, at least once a year.

Peace and Order Situation. There are reports on feuds and conflicts among the residents causing minor physical injuries. No serious crimes were reported in the barangay.

Housing and Electrification. Majority of the families live in houses made of light materials while a few are of concrete and semi-concrete materials. Of the total number of households, 59% uses the services of AKELCO. 

Water Supply. Water sources of the barangay are from the small creeks and the Aklan River. These sources also provide the residents with vast supply of gravel and sand to quarry for house construction and other commercial purposes. The Barangay Badiangan creek has a potential for small-scale irrigation or for small water impounding system. Land and residential houses near the bank of the Aklan River are environmentally critical to flood and erosion during rainy season as the river usually changes its course.

Potable drinking water is very limited for only 64 households who have constructed their own water pumps. Majority (322 households) has to fetch water from open wells.

Organizational Affiliation.  The two prominent POs in the barangay are the cooperative and the farmers’ association.  Existing religious organizations are the Legion of Mary, Catholic Women’s League, and Daughters of Mary Immaculate.  

Education. Majority of the populace are literate. Most of those who finished high school proceeded to college and finished baccalaureate degrees and vocational/technical courses. 

Health and Nutrition. There is an insignificant incidence of malnutrition among the children in the barangay. Lately, only two were reported as malnourished having weights below normal based on age and height.  The common diseases experienced by the residents are colds, influenza, and fever. 

Governance structure and processes. Under the provisions of the 1991 Local Government Code, the national government redirected the country’s development thrusts and shifted developmental strategies from nationally-driven to locally-driven development. This has resulted to the climate, which allowed LGUs (provinces, municipalities, and barangays) become more autonomous in their governance in the development of their jurisdiction. They receive substantial powers, functions, and responsibilities from the national government, one of which is charting its own priorities. Under the Code, the LGUs have become planning and implementing units of government programs, projects, and activities in the community. There six major functions that the LGUs are mandated to perform are as follows: 

Development Planning. A multi-sectoral plan initiated by the Barangay Development Council (BDC) must be approved by the Sangguniang Barangay (Barangay Council). The BC helps the BDC determine the development projects for the barangay. Considering that Badiangan is part of the Upland Banga ARC, which also includes three other barangays in the municipality of Banga, the concerns of the people are captured and considered in the ARC Development Plan, the preparation of which utilized the Participatory Area Planning (PAP) approach technically supported by FAO-PATSARRD.

The PAP is a total development approach that aims to improve the productivity, income and welfare of the community residents. It is highly participatory that requires the conduct of an in-depth assessment of problems that hamper the improvement of the socio-economic conditions of the people in the community. Barangay residents are encouraged to actively participate in all phases of the development process with the support of other stakeholders who are also members of the PAP team. Thus, the community residents are very much part of the planning process, from identifying and prioritizing development problems done during barangay consultation workshops, to the subsequent implementation of proposed solutions. The ARC Development Plan is more extensive than the existing Barangay Development Plan that was prepared without the participation of the multi-stakeholders.  

In Barangay Badiangan, a multi-sectoral plan was facilitated by the TWG of the KALAHI Farmers’ Center (KFC) that prepared the ARC Development Plan. Prior to the preparation of the ARC Development Plan, a BDP was already prepared by the BC thus it was used as source of secondary data/information in the formulation of the ARC Development Plan.  As the ARC Development Plan includes all the Banga Upland Agrarian Reform Communities, the BC lifted the development plan portion for Badiangan and made the Barangay Comprehensive Development Plan (BCDP).

Local Legislation. The BC, headed by the Barangay Chairman, has the power to locally legislate. The local legislations are in the form of ordinances and resolutions requesting for services and material resources needed by the barangay.   In Barangay Badiangan, the BC drafted some resolutions as the product of consultations and/or general assemblies based on the BCDP. These are officially forwarded to higher governance units and personally followed-up by the Barangay Chairman. 

Financial Administration. The barangay gets most of its revenues or income from the IRA (20% share). It expends its income by allocating funds to pay services and finance projects or cost-share the activities of people organizations’ activities in the barangay.

Project Management. Whatever projects established through the help and participation of the people are managed and monitored by the BC. The experience and capability to monitor the progress of projects implemented in Barangay Badiangan are enhanced by the assistance of the local DLR personnel. 

Community Mobilization. The barangay organizes issue-specific forum where the collective views of the people are crystallized, expressed, and considered and/or where disputes are settled.  It is also in these forums that the people become aware of their duties/responsibilities to the community. In Barangay Badiangan, barangay workshop consultations and focus group dialogues are modes of community mobilization. 

Barangay Government Administration. As a basic political unit, the functions of the BC are primarily a planning and implementing unit of the government’s programs, projects and activities for the community. This demands listening and respecting the views, various ideologies, and philosophies of the people to ensure the maintenance of peace and order. Each of the members of the BC is assigned a sitio to gather the views of the people and to inform them of the programs and projects implemented.

Like other barangays in the Philippines, the BC is composed of the Barangay Chairman, seven kagawads (councilors), a Sangguniang Kabataan (youth council) representative, and two appointed officials: the Barangay Treasurer and the Barangay Secretary.  They may appoint other personnel to perform specific services, such as barangay tanods (barangay police) to monitor the peace and order situation. 

The Barangay Chairman is the key actor in the barangay.  He/She is the chief negotiator of the people to external agencies and other governmental units. He/She is tasked to enforce policies in the barangay, negotiate with various groups within and outside the barangay, appoint individuals who will assist them do their jobs well (such as barangay secretary, treasurer, BHW, BNS), and controls barangay finance. He/She is the executive officer of the barangay and his council members are head information officers of the different thrusts of his governance. 

Participation of the different sitios in the preparation of the BDP and other policies is through the representation of the kagawad (councilor) assigned in each sitio. Each one is expected to bring out the needs, problems, and aspirations of the people in the sitios during barangay council meetings. 

The BDC is manned by the BC headed by the Barangay Chairman, together with the representatives of the different sectors, such youth, women, senior citizens, POs, and a CDO representative. 

Development Interventions and Negotiation Processes. The development programs introduced in Barangay Badiangan are the results of the current national policy on poverty alleviation.  Of the four barangays covered by Banga Upland ARC, Badiangan became the focus of initial activities because it has an existing people’s organization – the Barangay Badiangan MPC. This made Barangay Badiangan the “mother barangay” among the ARC-covered barangays in Banga. However, considering that the ARC was newly declared, the impact of development is not yet felt here compared to Barangay Sibalew but the activities of lead actors of the different stakeholders is showing a promise of making it as the next “tiger barangay” in the municipality of Banga.

There are many barangay-desired interventions but only a few are currently implemented. Most of these interventions identified were codified in the ARC Development Plan. It was collaboratively realized in 2003 through the technical assistance of PATSARRD channeled to the DLR-led KFC of Aklan. 

Prior to the establishment of Banga Upland ARC, the DLR office in Banga was already implementing programs in the barangay which are in line with its own major thrusts. With the coming of KFC, through participatory planning approach, the list of interventions identified expanded. The MLRO of Banga was persistent and patient in making follows-up and coordination with barangay-based stakeholders, external stakeholders and private donors. He thus earned the title as “the development manager” of Banga Upland ARC. 

As stated, the establishment of KFC in Aklan was based on Memorandum Circular issued by the DAR Secretary in 2002. Consistent with these directives, the Aklan KFC was organized with 33 members. The center formalized the linkage as a result of the negotiations facilitated by DLR. The convergence of the LGUs, NGAs, POs, NGOs, and the academe’s (ASU) thrust to fight poverty was formalized in a MOA signed in 2002.  It was reviewed and superseded by a new MOA in 2004. In this latest MOA, each agency agreed to cost-share the implementation of interventions in the ARC barangays.

At the municipal level, social dialogue is facilitated by the MLRO being the key actor. Specifically, the MLRO is active in sustaining the dialogue with partner agencies and private donors. The series of meetings of the group became a regular activity that held the commitment of the TWG members and discussed new issues and concerns that arose. At present, most of the interventions identified are not yet funded so more dialogues and negotiations are expected to happen not only in the municipal but also in the provincial, regional, and national levels. 

The most significant event that had taken place in Barangay Badiangan was the preparation of the ARC Development Plan where the development map of the barangay was drawn. Local residents participated in a series of barangay orientation meetings, consultation workshops, dialogues, and primary data collection.  But after the policy document was printed, only the fruit tree production training of the many interventions identified was realized due to scarcity of funds. This training was made possible by the P60,000.00 support of PATSARRD.

This fruit-tree production training was partially implemented because farmers have to wait for years and to continuously apply recommended cultural management practices before these trees bear fruits. During the training, each participant received a budding knife at no cost because it was the counterpart of the OPG to the KFC. 

One DLR staff personally assessed that the impact of the intervention in Barangay Badiangan is just entering “Stage 1”. The employee’s perception is valid because tangible evidence cannot yet be counted or measured. He stated that the farmers who were just trained, and given tools and planting materials are still nurturing the plants. 

To source out funds to implement the list of interventions, social dialogues or negotiations based on the ARC Development Plan must be refined. So far, the fruit-tree production training is small in category both in funding and content.  On-going negotiations are being made by MLRO with Banga LGU and a private donor. The DLR officer expects that for high cost interventions as farm-to-market roads, the regional and national officials with PATSARRD will do the negotiations. 

The limiting factor is lack of funding. The latest KFC Technical Working Group meeting assessed the meager progress of the ARCDP. In said meeting, problems and issues coming from the beneficiaries were stated, solutions recommended, and lessons learned noted. Complementation of personnel expertise without cost to the requesting agency came out as the most logical and cost efficient solution to one of the problems raised during the meeting. 

Some of the solutions made for the problems of the beneficiaries as a result of dialogues and social negotiations among KFC members are the following:

· Construction of a training center for Banga Upland ARC in sitio Agpalina in a lot donated by a private individual. This new facility will become the regular venue of all ARC trainings to enhance the capability of the beneficiaries in the short and long runs. If development interventions are to be sustained, trainings have to be conducted in this venue from time to time.

· Provision of dump trucks by the LGU of Banga to haul hollow blocks, lumber, gravel and sand, and other construction materials. 

· Supervision of some of the carpenters and other construction workers put under TESDA-Aklan as part of its technical training program. After completing this building, the workers will receive proficiency certificates in carpentry and building construction, which will qualify them as skilled workers. 

· Use of lumber from DPWH-owned trees in Barangay Badiangan. The permit to cut the mahogany trees was issued by DENR. The community provided the labor counterpart.

· Conduct of IPM training for rice farmers with counterpart funds from the ATI by the MAO of Banga. 

· Provision of tools for each participant in the fruit tree production training by the OPG.

· Expansion of AKELCO services to the barangay by increasing the power supply of the households, especially in the more remote sitios. It has responded in such a way that services reached sitio Manga of Barangay Torralba. 

· Pledge of a private individual, who donated the lot for the training center, to provide modern training equipment upon completion of the building. 

· Conduct of a Christian values formation program to develop their moral values by active laymen of the Barangay Torralba Parish. It was hoped that such would foster successful implementation of the interventions.

· MLRO focused negotiation activities with KFC-TWG and on establishing social capital with the ARC households. He also is maintaining and further developing his social relations with private donors/individuals.

· Complementary negotiation activities of the Barangay Chairman. As a result of his social dialogues, the following were materialized:

· The people gave counterparts in the construction of the ARC training center in forms of food, free labor, and some cash. 

· The AKELCO readily responded to the request of sitio Agpalina households to extend electric power. They hospitably accommodated the field electricians so that the latter chose the sitio as their base camp while doing expansion work in Libacao, a neighboring municipality.

As previously mentioned, the MLRO’s social dialogue with KFC partners was facilitated by the signed MOA. In effect, the MLRO emphasized that all members follow the agreements stipulated in the MOA. The MOA bound the stakeholders together to facilitate dialogue that led to sharing of financial resources, personnel expertise, and equipments. During this dialogue, they also received capability enhancement courses.  Regular meetings were held to integrate the views and opinions of each stakeholder. They also monitored the progress of the project and conducted cross-visits to gain more insights.  In the process, problems were properly addressed and costs were minimized. On this form of social interaction, the MLRO said, “It created feelings of closeness that facilitated the commitments of each member of the TWG due to our close, elbow-to-elbow contact”.

Stakeholders of the development interventions. The stakeholders in Barangay Badiangan could be roughly divided into two teams. The first team is composed of crosscutting social groups in the barangay.  This is the barangay-based team, which includes the Barangay Badiangan MPC, the SK, senior citizens, women, farmers, and religious groups, among others. DepEd Aklan is with this team.  As individuals, they elect the members of the BC but as to whether they also elect or choose someone for the BDC, one DLR personnel said, “He does not know, maybe not functional, for the activities of the Barangay Chairman today is based on the ARCDP”.  The BDC is supposed to be composed of all the BC members, representative of each unit sector, PO/NGO representative, and a CDO representative, and is headed by the Barangay Chairman. The usual modes of social dialogue are general assemblies, orientation meetings, dialogues, and consultations.  

The other team is DLR-led, and is composed of the KFC representatives. The members of the TWG present during meetings manifested the hierarchy of this externally-based group.  KFC Aklan is specifically composed of municipal LGUs of Altavas, Banga, Balete, Madalag, New Washington, Makato, Malinao, Ibajay, Tangalan, Buruanga, Libacao and Malay, and a provincial LGU – the PGO of Aklan.  The GOs/NGAs members are the: Departments of Land Reform, Agriculture, Environment and Natural Resources, Social Welfare and Development, Trade and Industry, Science and Technology, the Agricultural Training Institute-Region 6, Technical Education and Skills Development Authority, Fiber Industry Development Authority, Cooperative Development Authority, National Food Authority, Philippine Coconut Authority, National Irrigation Administration, and the Land Bank of the Philippines.

The sole academic institution involved is the ASU. But previous to KFC approach, the barangay was one of the recipients of the AEOP, US Peace Corps Volunteers and the FYDP, which developed Barangay Sibalew.  

FAO, through PATSARRD, provides technical and financial assistance to make the KFC an innovative stakeholder.

The NGO involved in KFC is Taytay sa Kauswagan, Inc. (TSKI). Previously, the Archbishop Gabriel M. Reyes Foundation provided some institutional enhancement trainings. The list of KFC member institutions and their effective roles are shown in Appendix J.

The delineation of being an essential stakeholder or not cannot be a practical criterion to tell the degree of participation of the stakeholders in the barangay. Their influence/participation in the developmental efforts brought in the barangay depends on the level of development or relevance of the project implemented. For instance, CDA was involved during the strengthening of Barangay Badiangan MPC, afterwards they left the when the Cooperative has stood to manage its own affairs, and new stakeholders came in. 

Power Relations and Interdependencies among Stakeholders. The power relations and interdependencies of the stakeholders in Barangay Badiangan can be structured roughly into two teams, namely: the barangay-based team, and KFC team.

The barangay-based team was led by the Barangay Chairman who had close contact with the social hierarchies of the barangay development stakeholders. As the chair of the Badiangan MPC said:

 “Our Barangay Chairman always asks me to follow up certain requests in the town of Banga or in Kalibo even if I have to borrow money from my cousin who owns a sari-sari store for my fare”. 

These barangay-based stakeholders were connected with the BC for social dialogue and negotiations. That is why; during the collection of primary data for the ARC Development Plan most of the important leaders were asked by the Barangay Chairman to participate. They were consulted also during focus group dialogues for they are the sources of primary data in determining the kind of interventions for the ARC area. The Barangay Chairman had developed dynamic social relations with the MLRO, who, as the development manager of the ARC, always consults the Barangay Chairman. The Barangay Chairman’s problems and needs such as delivery of materials to the barangay, the favorable response of the Mayor, Governor or Congressman to their barangay resolutions, or the permission of the DENR of to cut trees along the provincial road were known to the MLRO. 

On the other hand, the Banga MLRO conferred with the KFC members during its regular monthly meetings.  The issues and problems affecting the intervention were taken up and given recommendations by the TWG members.  Specific problems were referred to the concerned agencies, which could solve the problem.  In the process, best practices and lessons learnt from implementing the intervention were shared among the TWG members.  This resulted to policy redirection and policy change.  This also included fund sourcing and resource mobilization –- be it cash, inputs, expertise, facilities and others -- from different development partner agencies. 

As a summary, there were certain patterns of power relations among the stakeholders for being not a scattered group. The barangay-based team’s social negotiations occurred in the local community sphere while the KFC-TWG negotiated outside the community. These barangay-based and externally-based stakeholder groups found common ground through the facilitation and coordination of the MLRO as the development manager.  The MLRO’s efforts were also supported by the Barangay Chairman, particularly on issues from the barangay populace. The Mayor of Banga, likewise, provided support to this development intervention.

Control over resources. Resources needed in the intervention were both internally and externally generated. The internally generated resources from the barangay-based stakeholders were free labor, food support, and funds from social activities and solicitations. The resources were expended to support the implementation of projects based on the BCDP lifted from the ARC Development Plan so that the problems of control, if there was any, were within the powers of the Barangay Chairman. But the barangay-generated resources did not support only the interventions. For example, the resources generated by the religious sector went to the improvement of the barangay chapel.

Resources generated through KFC negotiations were used in implementing the interventions by the TWG as agreed. For example, in fruit-tree production and nursery management training, the farmer-participants each received free budding knife from the OPG while the ASU provided technical resource persons for free, and PATSARRD provided financial assistance as starter inputs.  In constructing the ARC training center in Sitio Agpalina, dump trucks of Banga LGU hauled gravel and sand for free and DENR approved the permit to cut the DPWH-owned mahogany trees along the provincial road. In fact, the establishment of the ARC training center was the solution to the conflict of schedules between the groups conducting ARC meetings and those holding religious activities in the barangay chapel.

The construction of the ARC training center was designed as a carpentry-training program of the TESDA. More of this kind of partnership practice was conceived by the planners. 

A private donor promised to donate training facilities for future use.  Through the initiative of the MLRO, a private individual donated the lot where the training center stands. 

Incentive Structures. What may explain the behavior of the two stakeholder teams for doing negotiations to implement collectively defined interventions? The MLRO, as a key actor who links both stakeholder groups and private donors in the development of Barangay Badiangan said: 

“My personal value system rooted in Christian teaching of loving thy neighbors, close personal relations with the KFC-TWG and the existence of a MOA among the stakeholders increased my commitment to implement the identified intervention.“

The key actor from ATI claimed that requests from individual residents in the barangay compelled her to organize training. Another stated that a PO in the barangay requested her assistance in facilitating their project feasibility studies. However, a staff from NGA said that a lot of the impact-generating interventions could not take off for lack of fund support. One KI had neglected his farm activities because of the request for his participation in the PO. Similarly, the Barangay Chairman said that it was his promise to serve the community. 

The incentive pattern, which was behavioral, could be broadly categorized as service to people and fulfillment of personal values. Expression of personal values was through giving services to the people, which were made possible through intervention projects. In implementing intervention projects legitimate expressions of selves could be concretized. 

Impact of negotiated policies. Interventions sought by internal stakeholders are still in the process of being implemented. The implementation of the ARC Development Plan, which outlined the intervention, had just started. The two stakeholder groups are optimistic that the intervention policies could address the aspirations of the people. The incentives to participate in social negotiations were demonstrated by both stakeholder groups. In fact, without them the ARC Development Plan would not be possible.

However, some members of the barangay-based stakeholders did not appreciate the value of the ARC. What they wanted were tangible outcomes like those they had observed in Barangay Sibalew. A KI from Sitio Agpalina saw the ARC as the mirror image of ASU’s intervention of Sibalew. However, KFC is still evolving as a development strategy for poverty alleviation.

B.  Links between Policy and Governance 

The key actors. The various key actors in Badiangan are the NLAs, LGUs, POs, NGOs, private donors and the whole barangay.  These actors are divided into the KFC-TWG and barangay-based groups. This category differentiates actors from and outside of the barangay. However, these actors are open to dialogues with each other.

The key actor in the barangay is the Barangay Chairman. He is assisted by sub-actors, particularly, the BC. Other sub-actors represent a cross-section of the population based on gender, occupation, age, religion, and livelihood. These sub-actors influence the policies in the barangay.

The sub-actors express opinion, suggestions, criticisms, and other feedbacks during barangay assembly meetings held twice a year. Based on the LGC, the views of the different groups in the community are primary data for the BDC. The BDC prepares a plan, known as BDP. This plan integrates the needs, problems, and conditions of the community to be submitted to various external development council levels. These key actors encourage participation in formulating barangay policies, which serves as inputs for higher policy levels. 

Other than the BDP, the BC passes resolutions of specific nature endorsed to the LCE or Municipal LGU. The Barangay Chairman or his representative follows up, lobbies, and negotiates for its approval. KI interview revealed that more negotiations and dialogues were spent in following up these resolutions. 

When KFC Aklan entered the barangay in 2002, it broadened community participation in policy formulation. With the assistance of KFC, the barangay produced its own BCDP. PAP approach, which included collection of primary information and conduct of focus group dialogues, was used.   Hence, all relevant sectors in the barangay became aware of their needs and aspirations, which eventually identified interventions as solutions to problems.   As a result, some projects were implemented.  The implementation of interventions was designed for people’s participation in resourcing, monitoring and evaluation, thus, giving them more power to decide and carry out appropriate activities. In support, the KFC helped them monitor their progress and provided the push in all phases of project implementation. 

Incentives and Motivations. The motivating factors among the stakeholders to participate in the development processes, involved a series of activities. KIs indicated that preliminary activities conducted in the barangay were general assemblies and regular meetings led by the barangay officials and DLR representatives. As a follow up to what had been agreed upon during meetings and to monitor the progress of projects, house-to-house visits were undertaken by the BDC Chairman and the MLRO. These activities enhanced the motivation of these two key actors.

The participation of POs, LGUs, NLAs, NGOs, and ASU in the implementation of projects differed in time and activities depending on the specified role and function stated in the MOA or ARCDP. For instance, the Chairperson of the Badiangan Pastoral Council was asked about the contribution of their religious sector in the development of the barangay. She stated that they had solicited donations and financial support from political leaders and relatives’ abroad that could finance the construction of the chapel and fiesta celebration. Furthermore, some stakeholders expressed that they did not participate actively because they were not aware of their role in the new development project introduced in the barangay. What the key actor did not realize, however, was that she failed to recognize that religious and spiritual dimensions nurtured through the years enhance greater motivation of people participation. 

A new and emerging concept of holistic development approach of convergence was introduced by DLR in Barangay Badiangan. KI interviews and FGDs revealed that the Kapit-Bisig Laban sa Kahirapan (Linking Arms Against Poverty) or KALAHI Approach could be instrumental in integrating resources for the development of projects in the barangay. This approach works as follows: 

· Organization of a TWG of committed actors formalized in a MOA;

· Good experience provided to the Barangay Council and their constituents, specifically: 

· Provision of basic hand tools for asexual plant propagation provided by the PGO,

· Distribution of certificates of training by TESDA,

· Counter-parting resources within the means of the locals,

· Conduct of frequent meetings, which triggered the desire of people to construct a permanent venue for their meetings,

· Transfer of technologies on natural farming system, off-season vegetable production, seed production and certification to new recipients, and

· Development of a sense of ownership of the project by their participation during planning and decision-making stages. 

The incentives perceived by the different stakeholders that enhanced their participation to local negotiations as indicated by the stakeholders from the KFC-TWG were:

· Intensive trainings conducted in attractive venues -- regional trainings in Cebu, Iloilo, Bacolod; and local trainings in Sampaguita Gardens, and ASU Training Center. It afforded them new environment out of their burnout feelings over the years of implementing traditional programs. 

· Outputs during trainings, such as strategic development plans and resource mobilization plans, that spurred new strength, which had dissipated during years of program implementation under austerity measures.

· Sense of camaraderie among training participants that enhanced coordination especially during deliberations. 

· Counter-parting or pledges of resources however small or meager, and linkaging practice heightened the commitment. Partnership encouraged social capital among the local actors.

Views from the stakeholders in Banga Upland ARC indicated that personal value system rooted in Christian teaching of loving thy neighbors, close personal relations with the support agencies, existence of MOA among KFC partner agencies provided them encouragement for strong support. 

A KI from the education sector claimed that having a close relative in the SP of Aklan; desire to acquire a permanent high school site; and constant prodding from the DepEd-Division Office inspired her to facilitate construction of a building for the national high school in the barangay.

From the LGU stakeholders’ point of view, they were motivated to participate because of close personal relationship with Banga MLRO and open access to the office of the municipal mayor and provincial governor.  They also perceived that better services and economic conditions of the barangay could lead to prompt action on the requests of local people to the LCE.

Stakeholders from the agricultural sector mentioned that formal requests from untargeted clienteles, available funds generated by cost-cutting measures in the implementation of previous training activities, and the practice of financial counter-parting among training stakeholders facilitated immediate action of the request. 

From the cooperative sector, strong comments and observations on CDA‘s policies from specific clientele and immediate response to feedbacks and requests of the people to the regional and national offices prompted them to support the projects in the barangay.

In summary, the motivations that developed in the process of participatory policy formulation are the following: (a) the KFC-TWG has in its mandate the alleviation of poverty in rural communities; and (b) the community has resources under control and their decision in allocating these resources is influenced by the interventions identified by the people. On the individual level, personal values of the actors are linked to their commitment to engage in dialogues and negotiations with TWG members and with the key and sub-actors in the barangay. The most responsible actor for Barangay Badiangan is the MLRO who engages in bonding social relations with other key actors, sub-actors, individual citizens and donors.

The Barangay Chairman is under oath to serve the barangay to the best he could. He has pledged to deliver community services and conduct good governance. The sub-actors, who represent the cross-section and interests in the barangay, were compelled to help the officials.  Direct beneficiaries were motivated by the possible increase in income and access to improved services.

Type and level of intervention toward effective social dialogue. The KFC Program. Stakeholders’ participation in the social dialogue had some bearing on the phase of the development process. The KFC program was initiated at the national level after gathering of baseline information from the localities. The provincial and municipal LGUs were involved when the program was introduced at the local level. Activities included awareness building, orientation and advocacy. At the Banga Upland ARC, the MLRO has played a key role in negotiation with the people in the barangay, the provincial LGU and other NLAs. Basically, the social dialogues that took place among the stakeholders were based on the functions stipulated in the MOA. 

In Barangay Badiangan, the MLRO was uncertain whether it has a BDP. Incidentally, the entry of the KFC had opened possibilities to involve the barangay to participate in policy making. It taught the barangay with initial lessons in policy making through data gathering. With the KFC’s capability enhancement support, a more legitimate policy instrument, the BCDP was adopted. Prior to this experience, the barangay officials were also trained by the DILG in local governance and development planning. 

The support and its degree that the barangay received in the formulation of BCDP, including an intervention that is currently implemented, are perceived to be the following:

· Training.  Training support is intensive and is conducted in phases. In the five-phase ARC Development Program training for the whole province, the representative of Barangay Badiangan participated because of the attractive venue, well-organized activities, encouragement from the DLR actors, and the requirements that link sub-actors in the barangay tasked to gather the necessary primary information.

· Cost or Financing. Financial support to the training is generous as compared with other trainings conducted in and out of the barangay. But financial support to intervention implementation was what the people waited for. If capability training formed part of the strategic interventions, it was within the means of the partner agency to conduct.

· Local Community’s Support. The sub-actors in the barangay social system actively provided primary data because they were given sufficient time to collect. Complimenting level of negotiations was done by the sub-actors through household visits in the sitios of the barangay. They mobilized resources and the traditional bayanihan, mutual help system, to collect primary data on time, and to construct the training center.

· NLAs Support. The motivations that prevailed among the facilitators that come from partner agencies were high. These were listed in detail in the ARC Development Plan printout. They orchestrated their individual technical expertise in such a way that produced a training environment where participants could freely participate.  

· Leadership Support. The KFC leaders’ improved commitment was facilitated by their MOA. The barangay leaders’ support was secured by the MLRO. 

· Facilitators Support. The professional, highly trained facilitators integrated the ideas, needs, problems and solutions offered by the beneficiaries into a structure where they could see the whole course of their development. 

· POs Support. The Badiangan MPC assured its firm support and commitment to the KFC program of activities. Instead of competition, both benefited in capability enhancement and capital increase.

· LGU Support. Support of LCEs was personal and professional. The mayor was a ready contributor of any resources to mobilize decisions in the barangay.

· Values system Support. The ARC development program applied the ideal Filipino moral and spiritual values, which is “Love thy neighbor”. This personal value transcended their tendency of discomfort during tight schedules. 

· Monitoring and Assessment. The MLRO opined that strict monitoring support and lessons learned by the KFC-TWG were required at the start of the KFC program. 

· Methodology. Appropriate methodology to uncover the deep sentiments of people was used. This was the Total Family Approach -- a procedure where all members of the households are present and participate in the interview; and Focused Targeting Approach -- a procedure where farmers of similar agricultural enterprise are grouped together, produce primary data of their enterprise and subject this for analysis. With the use of these procedures “nakae-kae ro mga sentimiento it mga pomuéoyo” (uncovered the deep sentiments of the residents).

Activities that promoted effective participation.  The activities that promoted effective participation mentioned in the interviews are listed below. These activities enhanced the negotiation process for either status quo or change in policies and programs.

· Community organizing strengthened the cooperative as a PO. The officers of the cooperative became the key actors in the barangay.

· Establishment of close relationship (social capital) through:

· Frequent home visitation for fellowship with and information dissemination to the farmers. 

· Extension of DLR services in land surveying and distribution at no cost to heirs, which was reciprocated with favorable attitudes towards the agency.

· Conduct of spiritual values formation (Christian Life Program) that stressed on service to God and neighbors. 

· Pre-membership education seminar provided to new cooperative members.

· Provision of scholarships to deserving children of beneficiaries.

· Sustained monitoring by local actors in the barangay with constant follow-up by MLRO, thereby enhancing attendance to meetings and CBU formation in the cooperative

· Assumption by the Banga MLRO as coordinator, catalyst, values educator, leader and TWG facilitator. (The counterpart of Dr. Aguilar, in the case of Barangay Sibalew)

· Integration of barangay parochial concerns to the activities of the local parish church in Barangay Torralba. 

· Benefit from the political support and personal commitment of local politicians through “Adopt an SB” strategy before the May 2004 election.

· Utilization of collective action in putting up the Cooperative’s satellite office.

Based on the foregoing, the range of efforts convinced the people of the barangay of the sincerity and “pagpalangga” (concern/love) of the external stakeholders to them. In return, they made frequent informal visits to the MLRO stakeholder who provided strong support to their project. The most appropriate level of support to the negotiation processes that facilitated social dialogues depended on the significance of the project, activities undertaken, and the trustworthiness of the stakeholders directly involved in initiation and implementation of projects. 

Trade-Offs to Participation.  There were trade-offs to participation of stakeholders in the levels of intervention. According to the DLR, he has to do the following during the planning and implementation of the project:

· Contribute personal money for emergency concerns of the poor clientele, like unpaid tuition of children, medicines for illnesses, counterpart food during training.

· Set aside kapritso (whims) and vices because ARC work demanded much time.

· Sacrifice quality time with the family.

· Oblige to deliver “privilege speeches or moral values exhortations” during meetings.

· Make personal compromises to assist the local philanthropist’s future needs for assistance in return for donations to ARC projects. 

Also, the Chairman of Badiangan MPC mentioned that the trade-offs for his strong participation were as follows: personal financial sacrifices, neglect of important economic activities in the farm and in the home, and unaccounted time spent in household visits in the barangay at night and on weekends. In almost the same way, the Barangay Captain claimed that he personally had expended and incurred financial deficits in the family during follows-up of resolutions and requests for favor by the people of the barangay. 

Factors for effective multi-stakeholder and negotiation processes. At the barangay level, the existence of the BCDP has been the basis of effective formulation of barangay resolutions. It also opened many opportunities to request for various services that addressed the real needs of the community. It allowed the BC to pass resolutions and requests for services and resources direct to the provincial and national offices.  The latter then issued validation orders. 

At the municipal level, the personal commitment of MLRO remedied some of the shortcomings in resources of the TWG. 

At the provincial level, the DLR gave support services to the community in terms of its major programs (land tenure improvement, legal services, and beneficiaries’ development services). It gradually enhanced the people’s faith in the land reform law. The KFC and its TWG that was organized and formalized through a MOA, and the entry of PATSARRD in the scene improved the prospects for Banga Upland ARC. The DLR local actor believed that it integrated the meager resources of TWG members earmarked for poverty alleviation, livelihood support, and social services to the poor communities.

The negative factors in the implementation of interventions affecting participatory policymaking and governance of project implementation were:

· Partner Agency’s Culture. In the cost-sharing arrangements, partner agencies were still burdened to contribute financial resources. The habit of kanya-kanya (to each his own) still pervaded. DLR’s project was an aphorism. This prevented the release of funds for timely project intervention.

· Difficulty Met in the Practice of Technology. One issue that arose was on mango flower inducement. Mango trees grew well in ARC barangays and these were considered as a multi-crop. Farmers could not afford the cost of fertilizer to be applied prior flower inducement. For such, they did not continue the practice. Hence, the technical knowledge available to increase production vis-à-vis their source of income was not used. 

· Politics. Political interest still pervaded in the decisions to allocate limited resources. This was because of kanya-kanya value system.

· Infrastructure. The serviceability of farm-to-market roads limited the distribution of input resources to the beneficiaries. Some residents were reluctant to donate right of way because of political biases. 

· Financial Constraints of Some Partner Agencies. Pledges from other partners failed to serve. Some were in tight financial condition that prevented them to release their pledges to the TWG.

· Beneficiaries’ Attitudes. Some individuals demonstrated lukewarm attitude to participate when the funding for the intervention was delayed. This was so because people were particular with concrete projects than non-physical activities such as capability building seminars. They easily succumbed to the balewala (take things for granted) mentality.

· Timing of Implementation. This was critical for prolonging the participation of beneficiaries. In a culture with politician-promised-but-failed-to-deliver norm, the timing of implementation was a critical factor to sustain participation.

Table 2.  Factors for Effective Stakeholders and the Territorial Level of Negotiation
	Factors
	Territorial Levels 

	
	Barangay
	Municipal
	Provincial
	Regional/

National

	Level of power in decision- making and in carrying out activities
	· Controls over community- generated resources

· Identifies needs and persons to be given assistance

· Formulates barangay development plan for integration to the municipal development plan

· Negotiates/ lobbies within the Banga Upland ARCDP Framework and BCDP

· Negotiates with other private donors and civic/ religious organizations 
	· Controls the allocation and distribution of financial and technical support to different barangays

· Identify interventions through the Banga Upland ARC Development Plan

· Negotiation can be at all levels 
	· Controls the allocation and distribution of financial and technical support to the different municipalities

· Supports endorsement of project to the national level
	· National Policy formulation 

· Monitors and evaluates project implementation

· Gathers feedback for policy change 

	Legitimacy of the intervention’s governance
	· Implement interventions based on the Banga Upland ARCDP/ BCDP 

· Conducts barangay assembly meeting

· Prepares and pass resolutions/ ordinances to the municipal government for livelihood support projects

· Mobilizes the rural folks to participate in the intervention
	· Enforces interventions based on the Banga Upland ARCDP

· Conducts public hearing

· Approves and endorses resolutions/ ordinances to the SP and to any agency

· Forges agreements with other agencies for the implementation of the intervention
	· Supports the interventions as stipulated in the ARCDP 

· Confirms resolutions/ ordinances/ policies
	· National Policy formulation 

· Monitors and evaluates project implementation

· Gathers feedback for policy change

	Entry issue areas
	· Identifies and prioritizes the issues 

· Translates the issues into resolutions and endorses the same to the municipal level 
	· Mobilizes concerned stakeholders

· Implements the recommendations of concerned stakeholders


	· Supports the implementation when necessary as recommended by LCE
	· National Policy formulation 

· Monitors and evaluates project implementation

· Gathers feedback for policy change

	Social capital 
	· Strong networks with NLAs, NGOs, and other 

· Membership of groups to civic/religious organizations

· Relationships of trust among the people, barangay leaders, and external stakeholders

· Access to wider institutions of society through the ARCDP/ BCDP
	· Personal charisma of the LCE

· Networks through the ARCDP Framework

· Political party affiliation

· Padrino system
	· Unified leadership 

· Networks through the ARCDP Framework

· Padrino system


	· Networks through the ARCDP Framework

· Political affiliation 



	Principles of good governance 
	· Transparency in all barangay activities, interventions, and finances

· Consultative process observed

· Cross-sectional representation

· Taking risks in the implementation
	· Consultative process observed

· Financial risks


	· Consultative process observed

· Expert consultation

· Financial risks 


	· Monitoring of the implementation of the LGC

· Accepting feedback for policy change 

	Reward power
	· Chosen as one of the Upland Agrarian Reform Community Beneficiary 
	· Recognition received from other LGUs for proper implementation of the interventions
	· Promotion of the development process


	· National awards for local key actors


C.
Findings 

The findings of the case study describe how the negotiation processes can allow local actors to impact on policy context. It identified the essential actors who decided upon and continuously implement the agreement, the dialogue, and the insights gained from actors (costs and benefits, actor’s incentive structures) that determined their interest to participate in negotiations. 

Multi-stakeholders Negotiation Processes. The case study of Barangay Badiangan revealed that local people negotiated with external stakeholders and with each other when livelihood and social interventions are planned and implemented in their barangay.  The external stakeholders’ encouraged interactive participation of the people as evidenced from the following project activities:

Formulation of Development Plan. The key actors and sub-actors in the barangay were provided with opportunities to dialogue with external actors during study and formulation of ARCDP, which the BDP served as the source of secondary data/information. The well-trained multi-sectoral external actors facilitated the activities that enabled them to become more aware of the problems and intervention in terms of livelihood that addressed their needs. The external stakeholders control the bulk of resources that supported the implementation of interventions.

Specifically, the multi-sectoral external actors generated interactive participation from the barangay-based actors. Their methodology allowed the local sub-actors to be mobilized during collection of data from households and institutions in the barangay. The participation of the locals was limited but it was within their level of competence. During the analysis of the data to the printing of the ARC Development Plan, the experts of the external agencies did more of the job.  Upon completion, BCDP was made based on the ARC Development Plan. 

Farm-to-Market Road Repair. It was revealed that in many instances negotiations with LCEs occurred when resources availed by the barangay from the national government were not enough. The Barangay Chairman told that he had negotiated with the LCE to avail the facilities of the municipal LGU to increase the gravel and sand that his barangay needed. He mobilized the available free labor of the local people in the repair of FMRs. 

The ARC Training Center. The development manager of ARC was very active in the negotiation to start the construction. He used tact in dealing with a private philanthropist who ultimately donated a lot for the training center and promised further to provide the needed training equipments. The manpower that constructs the building is composed of students who were enrolled in a TESDA-sponsored carpentry-training course. They will receive proficiency certificate after the construction. The barangay council complimented the efforts by sponsoring social activities that generated financial contributions from the local people. 

The KFC Approach. As the multi-sectoral external stakeholders help in the development of the ARC areas in Aklan, the TWG actors organized frequent dialogues to discuss issues emanating from the barangay.  Counterparting of resources and technical expertise generated best practices in the implementation of interventions. It was revealed by a member that requests from clients in the barangay made her to organize additional trainings using savings of the agency, or choose agency partners from interested stakeholders to conduct the same.

The essential actors in social dialogue. Together with actors that have resources under their control, the Barangay Chairman and Kagawads could carry negotiations indefinitely for the benefit of development. These actors are the following:

External Actors. In the case of Barangay Badiangan the essential key actors that implemented the intervention were the TWG of the KFC and the Barangay Chairman. The former, led by the MLRO, has the strategic plan and controlled resources that the interventions need. The MLRO, who is also designated as the development officer of Banga Upland ARC sustained the follow-up of requests and coordination with other KFC members. The manager does things beyond the level of his salary. His motivation was anchored on his inherent moral and spiritual values. He shared his personal value system most profoundly to the barangay-based stakeholders. He linked the values orientation of beneficiaries with the parochial activities of Barangay Torralba Parish, a neighboring barangay.

Actors in the Community. The Barangay Chairman is also a skilled electrician aside from being very committed to develop the barangay.  His motivation lies in the mandate of the people and from the close relations established with the MLRO. All his negotiation plans were known to the latter that resulted to mutual understanding of each other’s strengths and weaknesses. For instance, given his electrician’s skills, he had connected most of the household in the remote sitios to AKELCO, including Sitio Manga, which was not part of the barangay. For him, it is not a shame to present himself to the provincial LCE and the congressman. He is young and so are his children who are only in the elementary.

Other insights gained from the actors. The actors in development enjoyed a list of incentives but some were paying more cost than others. The following are the specific insights:

Positive Incentives. The actors from the TWG pursued negotiations with each member and with the barangay-based stakeholders because of their official mandate. In the case of LGU members, the LGC autonomously empowered them to implement intervention projects for their constituents. Both the NLAs and LGU were affected by the national financial condition. Counterparting of resources was a strategic scheme that motivated them to pursue implementing programs and projects for development. In the case of KFC, best practices were identified during frequent dialogues and negotiations in every meeting. Efficient use of resources was highlighted but the beneficiaries with best practices contributed more input to policy making. 

Incentives, as some KIs revealed, were mystical. The MLRO attributed his incentives more on the supernatural than on the material. The Barangay Chairman worked hard because of his political promise to barangay constituent. The PO Chairman derived his satisfaction from the member’s recognition of his indispensability. The beneficiaries were waiting for the funds that will implement the programs listed in the ARCDP.

Cost to Negotiations.  In Barangay Badiangan, the MLRO paid financial and psychic cost in terms of personal contribution to poor households in the barangay. He lacked time to pursue his recreation and used his quality time for his family instead to respond to the concerns of local people that visited him after office hours. The same also happened to the PO leader in the barangay as he had already neglected the farm, which was his main source of livelihood. He has even borrowed money from other persons to follow up requests and resolutions of the Barangay Chairman. The Barangay Chairman himself had the same financial woes. The local key actor has elementary age children to finance for, a house to repair but used his personal money for barangay concerns. In fact, the MLRO sometimes paid for his travel expenses. 

3.5
Implication of Findings:  Validity of the Six Hypotheses   

The findings of the case studies have, to a certain extent, confirm the validity of the six hypotheses as presented in the Background of the Study at the introductory portion of this Report. These are discussed below together with the instances of non-confirmation or gaps in which corresponding hypotheses are not supported by the findings.

Hypotheses 1: People’s participation in policy formulation enhances development. Effective participation in decision-making should be accompanied by a minimum level of power to decide and carry out activities at the local level, which could be good inputs for national policies. 

Confirmation.  The case studies revealed that the Barangay Chairmen and Barangay Councils have the power to decide on the utilization of their own resources and on the activities to undertake. They effectively participate in policy-making at minimum level of power. At the MLGU, the SB approves the allocation and distribution of financial and technical resources based on the needs of the barangay. Likewise, the SP approves the allocation and distribution of the same resources to the different municipalities, and endorses projects to the national level. National policies are formulated through multi-stakeholders participation, as in the case of KFC and other ARC interventions. The Barangay Council facilitates monitoring and evaluation of the intervention projects for policy modifications by the external stakeholders.

Non-Confirmation.  The minimum level of power is also construed to be a requirement for people to negotiate changes in policy that are within the scope of that power.  Any inconsistencies with barangay people’s decision as against the next territorial scale (e.g. municipal) may elicit marginalization.  It can be shown that another stratum of “minimum” power should be given to a “people’s representative” in the next level of negotiation so that the policy, which emanated from the barangay be considered for dialogues.  These processes create certain barriers for policies carried out from the local level to the next level.

Gaps.  The barriers that deter the process for local policies to be considered in the national level are not known and clear.  These barriers, if identified, must be counteracted.  The minimum level of power needed for participation in the negotiation beyond the barangay level --be it inherent or ascribed -- has also to be known.  This (un)identified power has to be “greater” than the potential “power” of the barrier.  At the barangay level, the factors that deter people to open up their views and contribute to discussion during policy making must be known.  

Hypothesis 2: Real decentralization towards the district level involving decentralization of resources and devolution of power does provide real opportunities for locally initiated and self-motivated development. 

Confirmation.  This was observed when the LGC enforced decentralization of resources and power in the LGUs. As provided in the LGC, the BDC should conduct assembly meetings so that people’s concerns, issues, and problems will be heard. Meetings and consultations build mutual trust and commitment among the government officials and external stakeholders with the local people. These results to drafting of resolutions and ordinances, which undergo public hearings conducted by the SB prior to its approval and endorsement to the SP and other concerned agencies. The municipal government forges agreements with other agencies for the implementation of an intervention. The Barangay Council mobilizes the locals to participate in the intervention.  

Non-Confirmation.  People who attained the level by which they are already “empowered” to initiate local development are only few.  These are the people who benefit most from the opportunities provided by decentralization.  In this regard, other barangay people did not reap the opportunities of decentralization because they are not empowered.   These are the people who only listen during discussions in barangay assemblies; they are those who may not even attend assembly meetings or who give their opinion in a declarative statement without being assertive at a dialogue.

Gaps.  If the problem of empowerment looms within the people, the immediate impression is to pave the way towards empowerment.  A mechanism to empower many people must be exhausted with depth and breadth (scope).  It means allowing the depth of their human capacity (commitment and technical know-how) and the breadth by which they can be of influence to others (multiplicity, support, agreements, legitimacy of power/influence).  Furthermore, it means prioritizing capability-building strategies for people empowerment after which, these people can also influence others to become empowered individuals.   

Hypothesis 3: Transformation process which impacts the power balance at the various government levels can be facilitated and guided to allow for the inclusion of the principles of good governance: accountability, transparency, and representativity. 

Confirmation.  The Barangay Officials and Barangay Committee Leaders who claimed the practice of the principles of good governance confirmed this. They have considered their positions as elected and others as appointed officials; as accountable to anything that happens in the barangay. They understand their roles and functions, thus, making them responsible and accountable for any action they undertake, especially if it affects the whole community.  

Moreover, the Barangay Chairman represents the whole community especially in passing of resolutions to the municipal and provincial levels.  Each member of the Barangay Council chairs a committee --in livelihood and development, education and social services, peace and order and public safety-- which implies the distribution of power in the local governance structure of the barangay. There are also farmers’ associations, which represent the agricultural sector.

The barangay leaders adopted three principles of good governance --accountability, transparency, and representativity-- that generated change in their respective community. The LGU officials in the municipal and provincial levels have also their powers as stated in the LGC.  The SB and SP observe consultative processes, especially in deliberating resolutions and ordinances.  

Non-Confirmation.  After many years that decentralization process had made its way in the barangay, it cannot be denied that the shift from the “old school” created anxiety and displaced some rural values.  The social capital was considered a deterent in some way and facilitative in another.  The advantage of representativity concept to deal with sectoral interests alienates some people because they still consider the Barangay Chairman as the “one and all power that be”.  In some way, being accountable to what has been decided by the council/ assembly still rests heavily with the Barangay Chairman, which he also assumes gladly.  Transparency in governance is most acceptable to people but not to leaders.  

Gaps.  The practice of representativity must be inculcated to people as being “legitimate” to represent their interest, so that barangay committees/ sectoral groups should be made functional as the case of BDC representatives.  The role of these bodies must be made clear.

Transparency had built mutual trust and confidence to leaders in power but these leaders has to yield to the power of the many especially when people do not know governance processes.  Processes such as delivery of services, access to services/resources should have a known protocol.

Accountability threatens position of people at various governance levels.  At the barangay level, it is still very difficult for people to claim accountability to policies, which they have made (e.g., finger pointing due to problems caused by lapses in policy).      

Hypothesis 4: Issue areas can be used as entry point, still allowing a project to work on all the aspects of the problem and solution space.  

Confirmation.  Confirmation of this hypothesis is very evident in Barangay Sibalew. It was revealed that when ASU introduced the intervention, there were issues and problems as lack of potable water supply, poor living conditions and absence of electricity. The Barangay Chairman and local leaders promptly addressed these by referring to Dr. Aguilar who was the key actor of the major interventions in said barangay.   The latter negotiated for the access of resources and services from external stakeholders to address these issues and problems. The reforestation of watershed area, construction of water system, upland access road, and rural electrification in Barangay Sibalew were the illustrated examples.

Further, filling the gaps in the issue areas was done through the preparation of resolutions endorsed to the municipal level to mobilize concerned stakeholders with the support of the provincial government. As regards this, the issue areas served as entry points in bringing more projects and changes in the community, which eventually made the implementation of the major projects progressive, as noted in Barangay Sibalew.   However, some issue areas, especially in Barangay Badiangan were not addressed due to limited funds from the external stakeholders and private donors.  

Non-Confirmation.  Making issue areas as entry points to transformation processes in the barangay was observed of value also to specific problem areas.  Bits and fragments of solutions (e.g. livelihood projects, capability building, and others) were introduced as the need arose.  It may have worked in Barangay Sibalew due to a unifying role of the key actor.  But this strategy can marginalize other issues.  For instance, Barangay Sibalew’s entry focus was setting up livelihood for production but mechanism for marketing and other forward technology were not initially considered.

A holistic, convergent approach to development is more compelling if this has been legitimized in the plan and its implementation prioritized.  A follow through in the chain of development assures that if one problem is solved, it redounds to the solutions of other problems.

Gap.   Stability in program implementation can be insured when the plan is institutionalized that is, its content is transparent and the vision for barangay development is clear. Unspecified projects should not be implemented surreptitiously.

Hypothesis 5: Uncovering the real interests and strategies of stakeholders allows identifying the common ground on which change processes can be initiated and sustained. 
Confirmation.  This was confirmed in Barangay Sibalew where the apiculture, native pineapple fiber production and the inland fish culture were not successful because these were far from the interests and needs of the internal stakeholders.  The orchard project was sustained and strengthened because locals were interested and were able adopt the technologies. In the case of Barangay Badiangan, real interests and strategies of the internal stakeholders were identified through a series of consultations with the external stakeholders. The formulation of the barangay comprehensive development plan was a product of these consultations.

Non-Confirmation.  The real interest and strategies of stakeholders are difficult to put into true perspective and verbalize in the plan because of the problem on how to maximize participation of stakeholders (e.g. attendance to consultations, meetings, and negotiations/dialogues).  Some do not even give their views during assemblies.

Gaps.    A social technology to elicit and even to observe the real interests of stakeholders is not installed in the barangay level.  Leaders’ trust on the barangay-initiated plan is low and that many still follow their self-vested interest and whims in what to implement.

Hypothesis 6: To increase participation in policy-making, a power equilibrium has to exist which enhances, allows, and forces the exchange of views, their exploration, and iteration. 
Confirmation.  The Barangay Chairman of Barangays Sibalew and Badiangan confirmed this hypothesis during the FGD describing that ‘camaraderie and personal commitment’ were the key elements to put their ascribed power on equilibrium level especially in policy-making as well as during barangay assemblies and committee meetings. But when the Barangay Chairman performs social dialogue, exchange views, and explore venues of negotiation at higher territorial levels such as the municipal and provincial officials, strong leadership, kinship and political affiliation were the key elements for him to have an equilibrium level of power.
Non-Confirmation.  Without social capital and other socio-cultural support (comradeship, padrino system, kinship, etc) to participation and negotiation, power equilibrium is weak.  With the present low capability of people along rational dialogue and intellectual exchange of views, it cannot hasten decision-making.

Gaps.  When the social dimensions to participation and negotiation in the two barangays are in place, this condition has to be upgraded to a level of a capacitated, rational, and thinking people.  “Think tank” groups or capable professionals need to be enticed and their services utilized.   

Table 3.  Summary of Hypotheses’ Confirmation, Non-Confirmation, and Gaps 
	Hypothesis
	Confirmation
	Non-Confirmation
	Gaps

	1.
 People’s participation in policy formulation enhances development
	Effective participation in decision-making should be accompanied by a minimum level of power to decide and carry out activities at the local level, which could be good inputs for national policies. 

The case studies revealed that the Barangay Chairmen and Barangay Councils have the power to decide on the utilization of their own resources and on the activities to undertake. They effectively participate in policy-making at minimum level of power. At the MLGU, the SB approves the allocation and distribution of financial and technical resources based on the needs of the barangay. Likewise, the SP approves the allocation and distribution of the same resources to the different municipalities, and endorses projects to the national level. National policies are formulated through multi-stakeholders participation, as in the case of KFC and other ARC interventions. The Barangay Council facilitates monitoring and evaluation of the intervention projects for policy modifications by the external stakeholders.
	The minimum level of power is also construed to be a requirement for people to negotiate changes in policy that are within the scope of that power.  Any inconsistencies with barangay people’s decision as against the next territorial scale (e.g. municipal) may elicit marginalization.  It can be shown that another stratum of “minimum” power should be given to a “people’s representative” in the next level of negotiation so that the policy, which emanated from the barangay be considered for dialogues.  These processes create certain barriers for policies carried out from the local level to the next level.


	The barriers that deter the process for local policies to be considered in the national level are not known and clear.  These barriers, if identified, must be counteracted.  The minimum level of power needed for participation in the negotiation beyond the barangay level --be it inherent or ascribed -- has also to be known.  This (un)identified power has to be “greater” that the potential “power” of the barrier.  At the barangay level, the factors that deter people to open up their views and contribute to discussion during policy making must be known.  

	2.
The real decentralization towards the district level involving decentralization of resources and devolution of power does provide real opportunities for locally initiated and self-motivated development
	This was observed when the LGC enforced decentralization of resources and power in the LGUs. As provided in the LGC, the BDC should conduct assembly meetings so that people’s concerns, issues, and problems will be heard. Meetings and consultations build mutual trust and commitment among the government officials and external stakeholders with the local people. These results to drafting of resolutions and ordinances, which undergo public hearings conducted by the SB prior to its approval and endorsement to the SP and other concerned agencies. The municipal government forges agreements with other agencies for the implementation of an intervention. The Barangay Council mobilizes the locals to participate in the intervention.  
	People who attained the level by which they are already “empowered” to initiate local development are only few.  These are the people who benefit most from the opportunities provided by decentralization.  In this regard, other barangay people did not reap the opportunities of decentralization because they are not empowered.   These are the people who only listen during discussions in barangay assemblies; they are those who may not even attend assembly meetings or who give their opinion in a declarative statement without being assertive at a dialogue
	If the problem of empowerment looms within the people, the immediate impression is to pave the way towards empowerment.  A mechanism to empower many people must be exhausted with depth and breadth (scope).  It means allowing the depth of their human capacity (commitment and technical know-how) and the breadth by which they can be of influence to others (multiplicity, support, agreements, legitimacy of power/influence).  Furthermore, it means prioritizing capability-building strategies for people empowerment after which, these people can also influence others to become empowered individuals.   

	3.
Transformation process which impacts the power balance at the various government levels can be facilitated and guided to allow for the inclusion of the principles of good governance: accountability, transparency, and representativity
	The Barangay Officials and Barangay Committee Leaders who claimed the practice of the principles of good governance confirmed this. They have considered their positions as elected and others as appointed officials; as accountable to anything that happens in the barangay. They understand their roles and functions, thus, making them responsible and accountable for any action they undertake, especially if it affects the whole community.  

Moreover, the Barangay Chairman represents the whole community especially in passing of resolutions to the municipal and provincial levels.  Each member of the Barangay Council chairs a committee --in livelihood and development, education and social services, peace and order and public safety-- which implies the distribution of power in the local governance structure of the barangay. There are also farmers’ associations, which represent the agricultural sector.

The barangay leaders adopted three principles of good governance --accountability, transparency, and representativity-- that generated change in their respective community. The LGU officials in the municipal and provincial levels have also their powers as stated in the LGC.  The SB and SP observe consultative processes, especially in deliberating resolutions and ordinances.  
	After many years that decentralization process had made its way in the barangay, it cannot be denied that the shift from the “old school” created anxiety and displaced some rural values.  The social capital was considered a deterent in some way and facilitative in another.  The advantage of representativity concept to deal with sectoral interests alienates some people because they still consider the Barangay Chairman as the “one and all power that be”.  In some way, being accountable to what has been decided by the council/ assembly still rests heavily with the Barangay Chairman, which he also assumes gladly.  Transparency in governance is most acceptable to people but not to leaders.  


	The practice of representativity must be inculcated to people as being “legitimate” to represent their interest, so that barangay committees/ sectoral groups should be made functional as the case of BDC representatives.  The role of these bodies must be made clear.

Transparency had built mutual trust and confidence to leaders in power but these leaders has to yield to the power of the many especially when people do not know governance processes.  Processes such as delivery of services, access to services/resources should have a known protocol.

Accountability threatens position of people at various governance levels.  At the barangay level, it is still very difficult for people to claim accountability to policies, which they have made (e.g., finger pointing due to problems caused by lapses in policy).      

	4.  Issue areas can be used as entry point, still allowing a project to work on all the aspects of the problem and solution space
	It was revealed that when ASU introduced the intervention, there were issues and problems as lack of potable water supply, poor living conditions and absence of electricity. The Barangay Chairman and local leaders promptly addressed these by referring to Dr. Aguilar who was the key actor of the major interventions in said barangay.   The latter negotiated for the access of resources and services from external stakeholders to address these issues and problems. The reforestation of watershed area, construction of water system, upland access road, and rural electrification in Barangay Sibalew were the illustrated examples.

Further, filling the gaps in the issue areas was done through the preparation of resolutions endorsed to the municipal level to mobilize concerned stakeholders with the support of the provincial government. As regards this, the issue areas served as entry points in bringing more projects and changes in the community, which eventually made the implementation of the major projects progressive, as noted in Barangay Sibalew.   However, some issue areas, especially in Barangay Badiangan were not addressed due to limited funds from the external stakeholders and private donors.  
	Making issue areas as entry points to transformation processes in the barangay was observed of value also to specific problem areas.  Bits and fragments of solutions (e.g. livelihood projects, capability building, and others) were introduced as the need arose.  It may have worked in Barangay Sibalew due to a unifying role of the key actor.  But this strategy can marginalize other issues.  For instance, Barangay Sibalew’s entry focus was setting up livelihood for production but mechanism for marketing and other forward technology were not initially considered.

A holistic, convergent approach to development is more compelling if this has been legitimized in the plan and its implementation prioritized.  A follow through in the chain of development assures that if one problem is solved, it redounds to the solutions of other problems.


	Stability in program implementation can be insured when the plan is institutionalized that is, its content is transparent and the vision for barangay development is clear. Unspecified projects should not be implemented surreptitiously.

	5.
Uncovering the real interests and strategies of stakeholders allows identifying the common ground on which change processes can be initiated and sustained
	This was confirmed in Barangay Sibalew where the apiculture, native pineapple fiber production and the inland fish culture were not successful because these were far from the interests and needs of the internal stakeholders.  The orchard project was sustained and strengthened because locals were interested and were able adopt the technologies. In the case of Barangay Badiangan, real interests and strategies of the internal stakeholders were identified through a series of consultations with the external stakeholders. The formulation of the barangay comprehensive development plan was a product of these consultations.
	The real interest and strategies of stakeholders are difficult to put into true perspective and verbalize in the plan because of the problem on how to maximize participation of stakeholders (e.g. attendance to consultations, meetings, and negotiations/dialogues).  Some do not even give their views during assemblies.
	A social technology to elicit and even to observe the real interests of stakeholders is not installed in the barangay level.  Leaders’ trust on the barangay-initiated plan is low and that many still follow their self-vested interest and whims in what to implement.

	6.
To increase participation in policy-making, a power equilibrium has to exist which enhances, allows, and forces the exchange of views, their exploration, and iteration
	The Barangay Chairman of Barangays Sibalew and Badiangan confirmed this hypothesis during the FGD describing that ‘camaraderie and personal commitment’ were the key elements to put their ascribed power on equilibrium level especially in policy-making as well as during barangay assemblies and committee meetings. But when the Barangay Chairman performs social dialogue, exchange views, and explore venues of negotiation at higher territorial levels such as the municipal and provincial officials, strong leadership, kinship and political affiliation were the key elements for him to have an equilibrium level of power.
	Without social capital and other socio-cultural support (comradeship, padrino system, kinship, etc) to participation and negotiation, power equilibrium is weak.  With the present low capability of people along rational dialogue and intellectual exchange of views, it cannot hasten decision-making.
	When the social dimensions to participation and negotiation in the two barangays are in place, this condition has to be upgraded to a level of a capacitated, rational, and thinking people.  “Think tank” groups or capable professionals need to be enticed and their services utilized.   




3.6
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

These two case studies present historical accounts of the stakeholders’ experiences on how local negotiation processes were done in non-agrarian and agrarian reform communities. The extent of local participation in policy-making takes place and identifies the motivating and hindering elements of people participation in a participatory policy-making. It also identifies the key actors and stakeholders’ relationships and motivation to participate. Specifically, it looks into: 

· The policy framework and institutional mechanisms for local negotiation processes in the Philippines 

· Who are the stakeholders and what factors motivate them to participate in these processes?

· What are the issues, problems and constraints encountered, and how these are addressed?

· What are the lessons learnt from Philippine experiences that might be useful to promote local negotiations and improve participatory policy-making in the country and abroad?

Since the different interventions were the results of integrating various resources from stakeholders and pooled them for the sake of development, it is recommended that a “facilitating” task force, like the Technical Working Group, which bridges multi-stakeholders resources to priority interventions be organized or institutionalized not within the minimum level of power inherent in the barangay offices but much higher or beyond, such as the municipal and provincial level.

Decentralization is alien to the “old school” in the present barangay governance system.  Yet, it is still worthwhile to recommend continued upgrading of the present resources, although the “burden of history” lurks into their mind.  It is further recommended that mechanisms (e.g. “good salary and other benefits for barangay officials) be put in place to entice professionals to enter the corps of local governance.

Moreover, it is recommended that interventions be identified based on territorial implementation in one holistic area because fragmentation may distribute resources thinly without tangible impact.

Design a segmented scheme for development that defines the support for the “poorest of the poor” and those with “sustained livelihood” but has to be supported somewhere in the “chain” of development.  

Institutionalizing the development plans for the barangay by way of policy so that whoever mans the structure; the interests of the people are protected. 

Encourage private sector-led local farmer stakeholder processes to negotiate policies pivotal to livelihood development, but install safety nets to the network that may be established.  For instance, a network for marketing which is private sector-led (private trader) must have a mechanism for transparency (of price update) and legitimacy (recognized by legal authority).  In such a condition, the farmers are not in the losing side but move along price negotiation, quality control and benefits to their advantage.

Institutionalize monitoring of the development processes so that certain outcomes and impact are considered as references for immediate proposals for policy change. 

It is further recommended that the legal framework of the LGC where the “voice of the people” (comments, suggestions, problems, concerns) aired during barangay assemblies/meetings and social dialogues be taken as priorities in making local policies such as resolutions and ordinances, be followed.  

Finally, studies on gaps and barriers, which hinder the full decentralization of power and control of resources by the local governance, are recommended.
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
Barangay Council

BDP
-
Barangay Development Plan
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-
Barangay Development Workers
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-
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-
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-
Community-Based Coastal Resources Management

CBOs
-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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-
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DA
-
Department of Agriculture

DAO
-
Department Administrative Orders

DAR
-
Department of Agrarian Reform

DAT
-
Diploma in Agricultural Technology

DECS

Department of Education Culture and Sports

DENR
-
Department of Environment and Natural Resources

DepEd
-
Department of Education

DILG
-
Department of Interior and Local Government

DLR
-
Department of Land Reform

DOH
-
Department of Health

DOLE
-
Department of Labor and Employment

DOT
-
Department of Tourism

DPWH
-
Department of Public Works and Highways

DRI
-
Development Research Initiative, Inc.

DSWD
-
Department of Social Welfare and Development 

ECC
-
Environmental Clearance Certificate

ECD
-
Early Childhood Development

EIA
-
Environmental Impact Assessment

EIS
-
Environmental Impact Statement

EO
-
Executive Order

FAO
-
Food and Agriculture Organization

FFF
-
Federation of Free Farmers

FGD
-
Focus Group Discussion

FIDA
-
Fiber Industry Development Authority

FPA
-
Fertilizer and Pesticide Authority

FYDP
-
Foundation for Youth Development in the Philippines

GO
-
Government Organization 

HARIBON
-
Haribon Foundation for Conservation of Natural Resources

HR
-
House of Representatives

HSDC
-
Human Settlements Development Corporation

IIRR
-
International Institute for Rural Reconstruction

IP
-
Indigenous Peoples

IPC
-
Institute of Philippine Culture

IPRA
-
Indigenous Peoples Rights Act

IRA
-
Internal Revenue Allotment

IRR
-
Implementing Rules and Regulations

JICA
-
Japan International Cooperation Agency

JOCV
-
Japan Overseas Cooperation Volunteers

KALAHI
-
Kapit Bisig Laban sa Kahirapan

KFC
-
KALAHI Farmers’ Center

KI
-
Key Informant

KMP
-
Kilusang Magbubukid sa Pilipinas

KOICA
-
Korea International Cooperation Agency

LDC
-
Local Development Councils

LGC
-
Local Government Code

LGU
-
Local Government Units

LIKAS
-
Lingap Para sa Kalusugan ng Sambayanan

LiveCor
-
Livelihood Corporation

MAFC
-
Municipal Agriculture and Fisheries Council

MAO
-
Municipal Agriculture Office

MASS-SPECC
-
Mindanao Alliance of Self-Help Societies – Southern Philippines Educational Center

MC
-
Municipal Councils


MCs
-
Memorandum Circulars

MDP
-
Municipal Development Plan

MLRO
-
Municipal Land Reform Officer

MOA
-
Memorandum of Agreement

MPC
-
Multi-Purpose Cooperative

NAFC
-
National Agriculture and Fisheries Council

NAPC
-
National Anti-Poverty Commission

NATCCO
-
National Confederation of Cooperatives

NCSD
-
National Council of Social Development Foundations of the Philippines

NEDA
-
National Economic and Development Authority

NGOs
-
Non-Government Organizations

NIA
-
National Irrigation Authority

NLAs
-
National Line Agencies

NNC
-
National Nutrition Council

ODISCO
-
Organic, Diversified, Integrated, Scientific Cooperative

OIDCI
-
Orient Integrated Development Consultants, Inc.

OSYs
-
Out-of-School Youths

PA 21
-
Philippine Agenda 21

PAFC
-
Provincial Agriculture and Fisheries Council

PAP
-
Participatory Area Planning

PARC
-
Presidential Agrarian Reform Council

PARCCOMs
-
Provincial Agrarian Reform Coordinating Committees

PARUD
-
Philippine Alliance for Rural and Urban Development

PATSARRD
-
Philippine-Australia Technical Support for Agrarian Reform and
Rural Development

PBSP
-
Philippine Business for Social Progress

PCCD
-
Presidential Council for Countryside Development

PCFP
-
Presidential Commission to Fight Poverty

PCSD
-
Philippine Council for Sustainable Development

PDP
-
Provincial Development Plan

PHILDHRRA
-
Philippine Partnership for the Development of Human Resources in the Rural Areas

POs
-
People’s Organizations

PPLG
-
Participation, Policy and Local Governance 

PPM
-
Participator Policy-Making

PRRM
-
Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement

RA
-
Republic Act

RAFC
-
Regional Agriculture and Fisheries Council

RDC
-
Regional Development Council

RDP
-
Regional Development Plan

RIC
-
Rural Improvement Clubs

SD
-
Sustainable Development

SEC
-
Securities and Exchange Commission

SIAD
-
Sustainable Integrated Area Development 

SOA
-
Student Outreach Agents

SRA
-
Social Reform Agenda

SRC
-
Social Reform Council

TOR
-
Terms of Reference

TWG
-
Technical Working Group

UN
-
United Nations

UNDDS
-
United Nations Department of Safety and Security

UNDP
-
United Nations Development Programme

UNESCAP
-
United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific

UPLB-IESAM
-
University of the Philippines at Los Baños – Institute of Environmental Science and Management

US
-
United States

USAID
-
United States Agency for International Development

VICTO
-
Visayas Cooperative Development Center 

WB
-
World Bank

WWF
-
World Wildlife Fund
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Power to Decide and Carry Out Activities
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Good Policy Decisions at the National Level











People’s Participation in Policy Formulation at the Local Levels 
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Stakeholders’ Interests and Strategies





Initiated and Sustained Change Processes
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Increased Participation in Policy Making
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