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FOREWORD

In 2009-2010, the Caucus of Development NGO Net&/f®ODE-NGO) undertook the
Philippine Civil Society Index (CSI) project in @dto better understand the nature and
function of civil society in the Philippines. We meeglad to have organised the project, as it
helped to deepen our understanding of the natureivilf society in the Philippines and
allowed us to collaborate with many individuals amdanisations.

When CODE-NGO applied to CIVICUS to be the nationabrdinating organisation and
carry out the CSI project in the Philippines, wereveery interested in understanding how
Philippine civil society fares in relation to nelghuring countries in South East Asia and to
other countries around the world. Even if Philigpuivil society has often been characterised
as one of the “most dynamic” in the region, it vl@emed important to find out its strengths
and weaknesses compared to other countries, adétésmine priority areas that CODE-
NGO and other civil society organisations (CSOsjusth pay attention to in terms of their
policy advocacy and programme development.

It is hoped that the report will further enrich tbaderstanding of civil society, not only
among those who comprise the sector itself, bt aleong its partners - national and local
governments, business, academia and others - iRingotowards the important goal of
Philippine development and democratisation.

Anna Marie Karaos
Chairperson

Sixto Donato Macasaet
Executive Director

Caucus of Development NGO Networks
Quezon City, 31 January 2011
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the key findings and recommgmigs made in terms of “measuring”
civil society in the Philippines through the Ci#lociety Index (CSI), undertaken by the
Caucus of Development NGO Networks over the coafsamost two years (April 2009 to
December 2010). The CSI framework and measuremets were developed by CIVICUS:
World Alliance for Citizen Participation, which hagsen implementing the CSI in more than
fifty countries for the past ten years.

Several tools were used to gauge the effectivemnadsimpact of civil society. First, an
organisational survey was carried out with 120l@aciety organisations (CSOs) across the
Philippines to measure the extent of their res@jrtfee impact of these organisations, and
their practice of corporate governance and ethiafles. Second, an external perceptions
survey was undertaken with approximately 60 inftis@nindividuals in government,
business, religious, academia, the media and therdmmmunity to assess their views on
CSOs. Third, a population survey was conductedoordination with the Social Weather
Stations to measure the extent of participatioRilgbinos in civil society groups. Lastly, case
studies were commissioned to qualitatively anatiigassues that CSOs are currently facing.

FiIcure 1. Civil Society Index Diamond for the Philippines

100

80 +

Civic Engagement

Practice of Values

100 &80 60

60 80 100

Level of
Organisation

Perception o 80 7
Impact
P 199 -

The study gives the Philippines a respectable sidiety rating. The CSI provides a measure
between 0 and 100 for each of the dimensions af sdciety. Three of the five dimensions
along which civil society was measured receivethgatabove 60. However, for the Practice
of Values dimension, the Philippine rating is qudte (a little over 40).

With regards to civic engagement, participatio€BOs with social concerns is high. Indeed,

more than 75% of the population participate in C&@d almost 50% are actively involved
in CSOs. This figure is comparable to that of As@untries with a high level of civic
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participation such as Indonesia and South Korealiiln, 2006: 10; Joo, et. al., 2006: 29).
Membership in CSOs is diverse, with a significaattigipation from marginalised ethno-
linguistic groups and from Mindanao. However, papation in CSOs with political or
advocacy concerns is lower, although still quitesspeetable: about 25% of Filipinos
participate in these types of organisations.

The second dimension is the Level of Organisatio@$0s. Almost all the CSOs that took
part in the study have formal boards of directarsimilar bodies. However, only a small
proportion of the boards in the sample meet refyylarhile an even smaller percentage of
the respondents choose their board members thrugiection. There are associated issues
in terms of board accountability and preparednessdertaking their tasks. Many CSOs are
part of coalitions and networks and most of thetateewith other similar groups. Financial
resources for CSOs are quite limited and many efréspondents rely on membership dues
and service fees, given the limited grants and eupfpom other sectors. Technological
resources are more adequate.

Conversely, concerning the Practice of Values, @80 sector in the Philippines did not
score as high as in the other dimensions. A mynofitNGOs provide labour rights trainings
and have publicly available labour and environmlestindards; less than 10% of the sample
organisations have staff that are members of laboiwns. However, CSOs rank high in
terms of perceived practice of non-violence, irgiemocracy, tolerance and promotion of
peace. But only around 30% believe that the frequen corruption within CSOs is rare.

The Perception of Impact of CSOs is quite high.pharticular, the internal and external
perceptions of the impact of CSO work in the amfagoverty reduction and environmental
protection are quite high; internal and externaicgeption of general social impact is also
quite high. However, the perception of impact odu@ng corruption is not as high as the
perception of impact on poverty reduction and emvinental protection. The impact of
participation in CSOs on attitudes is very low;réhes very little difference in the attittude of
CSO members and non-members in terms of trustatote and public spiritedness.

The external environment for the conduct of CSCOaciseptable. The socio-political context
mark is highest at 62.0, comprising the levels alftical and social rights and government
effectiveness. The socio-economic context markoveel at 53.5, reflecting poor corruption
perception levels. However, the socio-cultural eghimark is lowest at 43.7, reflecting very
low trust rating of Filipinos of their compatriots.

Overall, the level of civic engagement can be resd adequate given the external
environment (i.e., the ranking for civic engagemenslightly above the ranking for the
external environment), while the level of organisatand perception of impact ratings are
higher than that of the environment rating.

In light of this, some of the recommendations tpriave the civil society are the following:
a. strengthen governance mechanisms within CSOs,
b. develop standards for good governance acrossCSO
c. strengthen networking efforts,
d. improve the financial and human resource capa¢iCSOs, and
e. develop consensus on labour and environmeantadiatds for CSOs.
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INTRODUCTION

This document presents the results of the Civili&gcindex (CSI) for the Philippines,
carried out from February 2009 to December 2010pas of the second phase in the
implementation of the international CSI project boated by CIVICUS: World Alliance for
Citizen Participation. The CSI is a comprehensiadipipatory needs assessment and action-
planning tool for civil society actors at countrgvél, which, in its current phase, was
implemented in 41 countries.

The CSl is an international comparative projectosived with two specific objectives: (1) to
provide useful knowledge on civil society and @)ricrease the commitment of stakeholders
in strengthening civil society. The first objectii® achieved through the measurement of
specific country indicators that can be comparewssccountries. The second objective is
implemented through a series of workshops amonigsoeiety groups and their partners to
strengthen their commitment to advocate for refoimite civil society policy environment.

The report is divided into the following three sens:

» The first section provides a more specific overvigiithe CSI project, the details of
its conceptual framework and methodology, and asroew of the history of civil
society in the Philippines.

* The second section provides an analysis of ciwlietp in terms of the different
dimensions of the CSI, including Civic Engagemerit Kilipinos, Level of
Organisation and Practice of Values within civitity, Perception of Impact and the
External Environment in which CSOs exist.

* The third and concluding section provides a sumnadryhe findings and overall
trends from the CSI study, and recommendations ¢hait society can follow to
improve performance.

The results of this research were reviewed by tB¢ Advisory Committee composed of
leaders from civil society, media, government, tedigious church and academia, and
presented to several assemblies of non-governmenganisations (NGOs) and people’s
organisations (POs) in the Philippines.

It is hoped that this document will provide CSGaseaarchers and other interested persons
and groups with useful information on civil soci@tythe Philippines.

|. THE CIVIL SOCIETY INDEX PROJECT AND APPROACH

Civil society is playing an increasingly importaote in governance and development around
the world. In most countries, however, knowledgeutlthe state and shape of civil society is
limited. Moreover, opportunities for civil societgtakeholders to come together to
collectively discuss, reflect and act on the sttesg weaknesses, challenges and
opportunities also remain limited.

The Civil Society Index (CSl), a participatory actiresearch project assessing the state of

civil society in countries around the world, cobtries to redressing these limitations. It aims
at creating a knowledge base and momentum for smliety strengthening. The CSI is

CIVICUS Civil Society Index Analytical Report foné Philippines
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initiated and implemented by, and for, CSOs at ¢bentry level, in partnership with
CIVICUS: World Alliance for Citizen ParticipationC{VICUS). The CSI implementation
actively involves and disseminates its findingsattroad range of stakeholders including
civil society, government, the media, donors, an@ds, and the public at large.

The Caucus of Development NGO Networks (CODE-NG&),alliance of national and

regional (sub-national) NGO alliances, was seletbedecome the implementing partner in
the Philippines for this project. CODE-NGO startéde research project in June 2009.
Funding support was provided by the United Natibevelopment Programme Philippine
Country Office, through the Fostering Democraticv€@mance portfolio implemented by the
Commission on Human Rights, and by The Asia Fouodat

The following key steps in CSI implementation tghkace at the country level:

1. Assessment. CSI uses an innovative mix of ppatiory research methods, data
sources, and case studies to comprehensively absessate of civil society using five

dimensions: Civic Engagement, Level of OrganisatPractice of Values, Perception of
Impact and the External Environment.

2. Collective Reflection: implementation involvasustured dialogue among diverse civil
society stakeholders that enables the identificadifocivil society’s specific strengths and
weaknesses.

3. Joint Action: the actors involved use a paratgpy and consultative process to
develop and implement a concrete action agendaengthen civil society in a country.

The following sections provide a background of @&, its key principles and approaches, as
well as a snapshot of the methodology used in #meigtion of this report in the Philippines
and its limitations.

1. PROJECT BACKGROUND

The CSI first emerged as a concept over a decanl@a®g@ follow-up to the 1997 New Civic
Atlas publication by CIVICUS, which contained pte§ of civil society in 60 countries
around the world (Heinrich and Naidoo, 2001: 3-@he first version of the CSI
methodology, developed by CIVICUS with the helpHéImut Anheier, was unveiled in
1999. An initial pilot of the tool was carried oirt 2000 in 13 countrie5.The pilot
implementation process and results were evaludteid. evaluation informed a revision of
the methodology. Subsequently, CIVICUS successiallyiemented the first complete phase
of the CSI between 2003 and 2006 in 53 countrieddwide. This implementation directly
involved more than 7,000 civil society stakeholdgtsinrich, 2007:2-8).

Intent on continuing to improve the research-actiaentation of the tool, CIVICUS worked
with the Centre for Social Investment at the Ursitgrof Heidelberg, as well as with partners
and other stakeholders, to rigorously evaluaterante the CSI methodology for a second
time before the start of this current phase of @@&th this new and streamlined methodology
in place, CIVICUS launched the new phase of the DS2008 and selected its country
partners, including both previous and new implemexntfrom all over the globe to
participate in the project. Table 1.1.1 below ird#g a list of implementing countries in the
current phase of the CSI.

! The pilot countries were Belarus, Canada, Cro&s#onia, Indonesia, Mexico, New Zealand, Pakistan,
Romania, South Africa, Ukraine, Uruguay, and Wales.
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TABLE 1.1.1 List of CSI implementing countries 2008-2610

Albania Ghana Niger
Argentina Italy Philippines
Armenia Japan Russia
Bahrain Jordan Serbia
Belarus Kazakhstan Slovenia
Bulgaria Kosovo South Korea
Burkina Faso Lebanon Sudan
Chile Liberia Togo
Croatia Macedonia Turkey
Cyprus Madagascar Uganda
Djibouti Mali Ukraine
Democratic Republic of Congg Malta Uruguay
Georgia Mexico Venezuela
Nicaragua Zambia

2. Project Approach

The current CSI project approach continues to masgessment and evidence with
reflections and action. This approach provides raportant reference point for all work
carried out within the framework of the CSI. As BUESI does not produce knowledge for
its own sake but instead seeks to directly apply khowledge generated to stimulate
strategies that enhance the effectiveness anafaieil society. With this in mind, the CSI's
fundamental methodological bedrocks which havetty@afluenced the implementation that
this report is based upon include the followfhg:

Inclusiveness. The CSI framework strives to incorporate a varigityheoretical viewpoints,
as well as being inclusive in terms of civil sogiegtdicators, actors and processes included in
the project.

Universality: Since the CSI is a global project, its methodpl@egeks to accommodate
national variations in context and concepts wiitsrframework.

Comparability: The CSI aims not to rank, but instead to comjpat measure different
aspects of civil society worldwide. The possibiliigr comparisons exists both between
different countries or regions within one phas€81 implementation and between phases.

Versatility: The CSI is specifically designed to achieve aprapriate balance between
international comparability and national flexibjliin the implementation of the project.

Dialogue: One of the key elements of the CSl is its pgrtitory approach, involving a wide
range of stakeholders who collectively own andthenproject in their respective countries.

% Note that this list was accurate as of the pubticeof this Analytical Country Report, but may leashanged
slightly since the publication, due to countriegngeadded or dropped during the implementationeycl

3 For in-depth explanations of these principles, gdeaee Mati, Silva and Anderson (2018)sessing and
Strengthening Civil Society Worldwide: An updatecbgramme description of the CIVICUS Civil Society
Index Phase 2008-2010. CIVICUS, Johannesburg.
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Capacity Development: Country partners are first trained on the CSlhodblogy during a
three-day regional workshop. After the training,rtpars are supported through the
implementation cycle by the CSI team at CIVICUSitiers participating in the project also
gain substantial skills in research, training aadilitation in implementing the CSI in-
country.

Networking: The participatory and inclusive nature of thefetént CSI tools (e.g. focus
groups, the Advisory Committee, the National Works$) should create new spaces where
very diverse actors can discover synergies andefogw alliances, including at a cross-
sectoral level. Some countries in the last phase h&so participated in regional conferences
to discuss the CSI findings as well as cross-natioivil society issues.

Change: The principal aim of the CSI is to generate infation that is of practical use to
civil society practitioners and other primary staédelers. Therefore, the CSI framework
seeks to identify aspects of civil society that banchanged and to generate information and
knowledge relevant to action-oriented goals.

With the above mentioned foundations, the CSI nulogy uses a combination of
participatory and scientific research methods toegate an assessment of the state of civil
society at the national level. The CSI measure$ath®@ving core dimensions:

1. Civic Engagement
2. Level of Organisation
3. Practice of Values
4. Perceived Impact
5. External Environment

These dimensions are illustrated visually throdghQivil Society Diamond (see Figure 1.2.1
for a sample Civil Society Diamond), which is onketlee most essential and well-known
components of the CSI project. To form the Civilclety Diamond, 67 quantitative
indicators are aggregated into 28 sub-dimensioh&hare then assembled into the five final
dimensions along a 0-100 scale. The Diamond’s se&ks to portray an empirical picture of
the state of civil society, the conditions that o or inhibit civil society's development,
and the consequences of civil society's activifies society at large. The context or
environment is represented visually by a circlauatbthe axes of the Civil Society Diamond,
and is not regarded as part of the state of cogiety but rather as something external that
still remains a crucial element for its wellbeing.

FIGURE I.2.1 The Civil Society Index Diamond (sample)

Civic
Engagement
100

Level of
Organisation

Practice of
Values

Perceived
Impact
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3. CSI Implementation

There are several key CSI programme implementaitivities as well as several structures
involved, as summarised by the figure befbw:

FIGURE 1.3.1 CSI Implementation Process

The Philippines CSI project started in February 20@0th the convening of an advisory
group which undertook preparations for the stathefproject, including the mapping of civil
society groups in the Philippines. The broader E8tisory Committee (AC) was formally
convened on 11 June 2009, and it included repratess from different sectors such as
faith-based groups, peasants, labour, women andhysectors, advocacy and research
NGOs, economic interest and environmental civilietyc groups, and members of the
executive and legislative branches of governmentirig the meeting, members of the AC
were briefed on the process of implementing the @8I, in turn, the members provided
suggestions on carrying out the research procéms AT also identified several items in the
surveys, including the identification of major smicand political concerns of the country.

Three surveys were undertaken for the project. filskwas an external perception survey.
The survey had a purposive sample composed of expeposed to work done by Philippine
civil society. The respondents included represesmsatfrom national and local government,
academia, media, religious leaders and foreign doaod multilateral institutions working in
the Philippines. This survey was used to form tleasnres of the perceived impact of civil
society from an external perspective. A total ofrédpondents were interviewed or provided
with questionnaires for the survey; 44 respondemte interviewed face-to-face, eight sent
their answers via e-mail, one by fax and one viarieo. One response was discarded due to
problems in encoding. The interviews were condufri@h July to September 20009.

The second was an organisational survey. The safopkbe study was identified by using
the registration data of four government agendiée. Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC) registration database was used to identify-profit organisations, which includes
NGOs, non-profit schools, professional associataoms people’s organisations. Cooperatives
were identified through the database of the Codper®evelopment Agency (CDA), labour
unions through the database of the Department bblaand Employment (DOLE), and
homeowners’ associations through the databaseeoHthusing and Land Use Regulatory
Board (HLURB). These government agencies were ifilethitas the main sources of civil
society databases since, in the Philippines, C3©kgally classified within four types (non-
stock organisations, cooperatives, labour uniond Bomeowners associations) that are
regulated by these respective agencies.

Random sampling stratified by regions was usedéierchine the sample. However, the

sample was limited to only include organisatioret thad a phone line or mobile number in
their records. This was done for practical reasimse the researchers could only confirm the
existence of an organisation by calling them, givesource and time constraints in

conducting the survey. The survey was undertakan #ugust to October 2009.

* For a detailed discussion on each of these stefpeiprocess, please see Mati et al (cited imfuiet3).
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The final survey conducted was a population sumkyich the Social Weather Stations, a
Philippine survey institute, was commissioned toycaut, as a rider to its regular quarterly
survey. A total of 1,200 persons were interview8dD each from the National Capital

Region and the three main island-regions of thentguthe rest of Luzon, Visayas and

Mindanao. This sample is representative of theectuntry, and the survey has a margin of
error of +3% at the country level and +6% at thiand-region level. The survey was

conducted from 1 to 4 October 2009.

The results of the surveys were presented in a GABD general assembly in December
2009 and in the AC meeting in February 2010. Remsiwere made in the analysis of the
data, given suggestions made during these two far&avisions also were undertaken based
on comments made by CIVICUS staff and the projeemhagement team, which included the
CODE-NGO Executive Director, the project team lgatlee project researchers and the civil
society adviser. The revisions were made between &a November 2010. Several case
studies were also commissioned to further invewtiggome of the issues raised in the
findings of the surveys. These included case ssudiesocial and political participation of
Filipinos, fundraising strategies of CSOs, andtmal engagement of civil society groups.

Il CIVIL SOCIETY IN THE PHILIPPINES

1. Overview of Civil Society

Civil society is a “value laden and highly contest@oncept” (Department of Foreign and

International Development, 2010: 1). Broadly defineivil society refers to “the aggregate

of civil institutions and citizen’s organisatiortsat is distinct and autonomous from both state
structures and private business” (Serrano, 19%): &SOs refers to the whole range of non-
state, non-profit organisations and groups, inclgdsocio-civic organisations, professional

organisations, academia, media, churches, peopiganisations, NGOs, and cooperatives
(Aldaba, 1993: 2-4; Alegre, 1996: 194-197).

However, according to Clarke (Clarke, 2010: 3-#i)s hot necessary that civil society should
refer to specific organisations. According to hthere are three distinguishing characteristics
of ‘civil society’: a) an institutional space congsa of organisations distinct but overlapping
with the state and market that advance the colledtiterests of their members and provide
goods and services to the general public on a mefit-fpasis; b) a distinct realm of values

that deepen democracy; and c) an institutional @eisin that mediates competing demands
through political, economic and social participatio

According to Serrano (Serrano, 2003: 1-2), the téciil society’ entered Philippine
development language in the early 1990s, afteptiiical upheaval in Eastern Europe in the
late 1980s. The term was initially equated with NG @ specific type of organisation within
the civil society sector. However, after severalrgethe term was used to encompass a wider
set of organisations and institutions which dolmebng to the state or the business sector. In
current usage, it usually relates to both NGOsthade other types of groups.

Civil society groups include the following:
* Non-governmental Organisations, which are “interraedagencies and institutions

that tend to operate with a full-time staff comprhand provide a wide-range of
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services to primary organisations, communities iaddviduals” (Aldaba, 1993: 3-5;
Silliman and Noble, 1998: 4-5).

» People’s organisations, which are bona fide assoogof citizens with demonstrated
capacity to promote public interest and with idiaitle leadership, membership and
structure. Trade unions, which are groups of warkerganised for collective
bargaining purposes, and workers’ organisation® smme examples of such
associations. Homeowners associations (descrided/pare often also considered as
one type of people’s organisations.

» Cooperatives, which are organised to meet commamauic and social needs
through the operation of a jointly-owned and dermatically controlled enterprise.

* Homeowners associations, which consist of groupgsehmembers include families
and households living in the same community, (i@mmmon area such as a
residential subdivision or condominium), the ohbjxs of which are to uplift the
welfare of their members.

In terms of legal definition, NGOs largely belorma class of groups defined as “non-stock,
non-profit corporations.” People’s organisationsthés than trade unions, workers’
organisations and homeowners’ associations) algistez legally in the Philippines as non-
stock corporations. A non-stock corporation is egaaisation or association in which no part
of its income is distributed as dividends to itsnmbers, trustees, or officers and in which
profits incidental to operations are used onlyuxter the organisation’s purpose. Under the
Philippine Corporation Code, non-stock organisaiame formed for charitable, religious,
educational, professional, cultural, literary, stigc, social, civic service or similar
purposes. Examples include chambers of trade dofsiny, or agriculture and the like, or any
combination of these services. To be recogniseal @@n-stock corporation, an organisation
must register with the Philippine Securities an@l&ange Commission. Their status does not
permit them to be a source of income, profit, dneotfinancial gain for the units that
establish, control or finance them.

Carifio (Carifio, 2002: 11-15) identifies other typ#snon-stock, non-profit organisations
such as religious orders/congregations, politicatties, foundations, civic organisations,
trade/industry associations, mutual benefit assiocis, churches, business/professional
organisations and some international groups opeyain the Philippines, housing

associations and charitable organisations.

2. Historical Overview of Civil Society

A historical sketch of the civil society movementthe Philippines can be found in several
sources (Alegre, 1996: 25- 42; Clarke, 1998: 52-@&arifio, 2002: 27-62). Filipino social

values, including that of damayan (bonding or &sgjsone another), pagtutulungan
(implying a relationship among equals helping eaitter), and paghinungod (or the offering
of oneself to others) which existed before thevatriof the Spanish colonisers, were
instrumental in the early development of civil giin the Philippines.

Formal philanthropy started with the developmentGifurch obras pias (pious works)
undertaken by the Spaniards and the indigenouslgiigmu in the 17th and 18th Centuries.
Catholic orders were also instrumental in settipgtiie first schools and hospitals in the
country, and the Church formed religious assoaiatizvhich acted as a force to reduce
“immorality” among Filipinos, especially in rurateas. In the late 19th Century, cooperative
organisations were set up by Filipino ilustradosowtere influenced by the concepts and
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principles of modern “cooperativism” and the phifaiepic organisations set up by wealthy
families. The roots of the revolutionary movemenatt fought for independence against
Spanish rule began with the creation of Filipints-eelp groups.

In the early years of the 20th Century, during Amaerican occupation, various welfare
agencies set up by the American colonial governmediuding charitable organisations that
provided education and health services to the pmere instituted by women. The political
environment of tolerance and openness during tero@ also allowed the creation of new
groupings, such as labour unions, farmers’ growyws] professional, youth and student
groups. The Philippine Corporation Code of 1906 wasrumental in the founding of these
groups as it formally recognised the right to aegaivate non-profit organisations.

By the late 1940s and early 1950s, the first gdimraf NGOs were created. These included
the Council of Welfare Agencies of the Philippirfea umbrella of various welfare agencies),
the Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement (whijosfomoted the implementation of

health, education and socioeconomic services irafneultural sector), and the Institute of
Social Order (a Catholic-run institution which hedp organise farmers’ and workers’

movements around the country).

In the 1960s, up until the 1970s, more radical oiggtions were founded that pushed for
more fundamental changes in society. These incluglbdn poor organisations such as the
Zone One Tondo Organisation that resisted goverhre#arts against the demolition of
informal settlements in Manila, and youth groupshsas the National Union of Students in
the Philippines that supported the lobby for agmameform undertaken by farmers’ groups.
The Catholic Church also founded social action esnthat tackled social problems in
various dioceses around the country. Business vss drawn into development work
through the creation of the Philippine Business fwcial Progress which facilitated
economic development efforts in various areas &edBishops Businessmen’s Conference
which also advocated for policy reforms. The Asaton of Foundations was also founded
during this time. This period also saw a mushrogmhcooperativism, with the creation of
various regional cooperative groups such as theddiao Alliance of Self-Help Societies-
Southern Philippines Education Cooperative Centrdlindanao, the Visayas Cooperative
Development Centre, the Credit Life Mutual BeneS8ervices Association (also in
Mindanao), and the National Confederation of Coapees.

During the martial law period and the Marcos diztship between 1972 and 1986, NGOs
were created to organise basic sectors to resisatithoritarian government and to assist
these sectors in terms of their social and economeéds. The Church was also involved in
various socio-political organising campaigns in gnassroots. When democratic restoration
started in the mid 1980s, civil society groups weseognised as key players in government
and there was a proliferation of these types ofigso

3. Mapping Civil Society

A small group of academic experts and NGO leader®wonvened in early to mid 2009 to
develop a ‘social forces map’, which tried to lecahe political, economic and social
influence of civil society in the Philippines. Tlaitput of this small group became inputs
during the discussions of the Advisory Committeat tfinalised the map. Two maps were
developed — one for Philippine society in geneaat] another for civil society in particular.
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The Philippine social map classified socio-economioups into state agencies, market
oriented groups, armed groups and civil societyigso While there may be overlaps among
these different groups, this could be a usefulsti@ation in describing the configuration of
the sectors in Philippine society. State orgarosaticomprise the Presidency, the two
chambers of Congress, the national legislature Zdhemember Senate and the House of
Representatives), the Supreme Court (the higheaditigl body), LAKAS-KAMPI (the
dominant party up to June 2010), and military aoekifyn financial institutions, especially
the World Bank.

The Presidency wields significant powers in thdipihine political system. According to the
1987 Philippine Constitution, the President had fidntrol over the executive or the
implementing agencies of the government. Otheripgmwers expressly designated by the
country’s fundamental law include the powers ofeujsion over local government units
such as provinces, cities, municipalities and bgagg, and autonomous regions (which are
politico-administrative subdivisions in the counttjat have some self-ruling powers),
appointment of all the heads and officers of thvilian bureaucracy and military, granting of
executive clemency, control and supervision of dahmed forces, contract and guarantee of
foreign loans, entering into agreements with fareggvernments, and the development of an
annual appropriations bill (Buensalida and Constant2010: 2-13). In addition, the
Administrative Code of 1987 grants the Presidemlitamhal powers such as the powers of
“eminent domain” and recovery of “ill-gotten wedltland supervision and control of
foreigners. The legislative chamber also spectfiespowers of the President in the course of
implementing the laws that have been passed by i€ssgThus, the Presidency is a central
figure in Philippine society. In fact, more recgnthe presidency has expanded its powers to
serve the political objectives of its most recectupant, who has pushed backed attempts to
institute a system of checks and balances to |pnisidential powers (Rose-Ackerman,
Desierto, Volosin, 2010: 6-8).

The Senate and the House of Representatives camihies main law-making bodies, the
powers of which include the passage and enactmietgglation (including the annual
appropriations, revenue generating measures andhises, certificates or authorisation of
the operation of public utilities), the conduct lefislative investigations, canvassing of
national elections, oversight functions, and prongdchecks to presidential powers. The
political party with the highest number of legislet in the House of Representatives is the
LAKAS Christian and Muslim Democrats, which mergeidh the Kabalikat ng Malayang
Pilipino (KAMPI), to become the dominant party letHouse of Representatives. However,
after the 2010 national elections, the Liberal y2atte party of the current President, is now
the dominant party. The Senate has a mix of pasigk no party being in the majority.

The Supreme Court has played an important rolefambarbiter of laws in the country. The
Supreme Court reviews cases decided by the lowert@mn appeal or by “original
jurisdiction” in areas established by the Philigpi@onstitution. The Supreme Court also
supervises the different courts of the country.

The military has played a large role in Philippiseciety, particularly right after the
declaration of martial law in 1972. Then Philippipeesident, Ferdinand Marcos, allowed
military officers into the civilian bureaucracy arnlde military “became a partner of [the
President] in governance” (Carolina, 2002: 28). rEadter the restoration of political
democracy, certain sections of the military hawenthed attempted coup$étht, the most
serious being that which took place in 1989. Theskincident occurred in 2007, when high-
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ranking officers walked out of their trial and miaed through the streets of Metro Manila
with the support of some political figures.

Regarding the market-led institutions in the coyntine main forces include “big business,”
the “landed elite,” the entertainment industry, ahd media industry. “Big business” has
been used as a term to describe the largest ctiggman the Philippines or their owners.
The largest corporations (by gross revenues) ircltice three big oil companies, local
affiliates of multinational semiconductor processifirms (many of which export their
products), food processing companies, telecommtiaicsacompanies, and pharmaceuticals
and drug retailers. The wealthiest individuals uel owners of the largest retail chain in the
country, the biggest cigarette and alcohol compraad a diversified conglomerate mainly
in the services sector. Their wealth comes fromralination of luck and business acumen.
However, for many in business, their success hags ame from their influence in the
political system (see for example, Hutchcroft, 1984.2).

Another influential bloc is the landed elite, whiatainly controls a significant portion of
agricultural land, although the enactment of anadgn reform programme in 1988 has
started to weaken their economic and political by of the members of this class serve
as officials in local government units or as memsbarthe national legislature, and as such
retain significant power to hinder the implemermatof reforms, especially in the area of
economic modernisation and assets redistribution.

The mass media, which is mostly privately ownedals® another social power base. They
strongly influence people’s views and societal rerespecially among young people and
lower income classes. Several mass media survelertaken by the Social Weather Stations
have shown that television and radio are the nmmgbitant sources of information for the
people. Mass media has intersected with the emtarémt industry, as there are many
personalities that cut across television, radiothednovie industry.

The last group that impact society, besides ciliety, are the armed groups. The outlawed
Communist Party of the Philippines, and its armé@tgwthe New People’s Army, runs one of
the last left-wing insurgencies in Asia. They ati# an influential force in many areas and
are present in 60 of 79 provinces. In additionythave at least 5,000 armed members (down
from around 11,000 in 2001 and more than 25,00thguheir peak in the mid 1980s). Their
continuing presence is due to the fact that theytion as “another state structure” in
isolated areas of the country (Human Developmemiviid, 2005: 82- 96).

Muslim insurgencies are another force within Plpilije society. The Moro National
Liberation Front (MNLF) was founded in 1969 as eedi result of the massacre of Muslim
military recruits by their Christian officers in 83 and the massacre of Muslim families by
Christian vigilantes in Mindanao during 1970-72. bSequent negotiations with the
government in the 1970s and 1990s resulted in eepaecord in 1996. There are still armed
elements that undertake sporadic violent activitiese Moro Islamic Liberation Front
(MILF) was formed in 1984 from a series of orgatimaal splits within the MNLF. This
group is currently in peace negotiations with tbeegnment. Finally in this cluster, the Abu
Sayyaf has been classified as a terrorist orgaormsaiue to a rash of kidnap-for-ransom
incidents in the 1990s and 2000s in which it waslved.

Major civil society groups include business asdomis such as the Makati Business Club,
church affiliated groups such as the Catholic Bigh&@€onference of the Philippines, the
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Iglesia ni Kristo, the ElI Shaddai movement and @atholic Educators Association of the
Philippines, academic institutions (including thasened by religious organisations) and
research groups, unorganised migrant and diasparapg abroad, NGOs and people’s
organisations.

In the civil society map identified by the AdvisoGommittee, the most influential groups
were held to be the following:

The Caucus of Development NGO Networks, which él#rgest association of non-
governmental organisations in the Philippines. miembers include Philippine
Business for Social Progress (a social developmeganisation founded by business
groups), the Association of Foundations (a netwofkprivate foundations), the
National Confederation of Cooperatives (one of ldrgest cooperative networks in
the country), the Partnership of Philippine Sup@@etvice Agencies (a network of
NGOs focused on socialised housing), the Natior@airCil for Social Development
(an association of social welfare focused NGOs), #we Philippine Partnership for
the Development of Human Resources in Rural Araagrouping of rural-focused
NGOs). Also part of CODE-NGO are regional NGOsJuding those in the western,
central and eastern politico-administrative regiohshe Visayas island group, Bicol
region (in the southern tip of Luzon island), Céeda region (northern part of Luzon)
and Mindanao;

Local donor agencies and foundations, including Reace and Equity Foundation,
the Foundation for Sustainable Society Inc., theuriéation for Philippine
Environment and the Philippine Tropical Forest Gaation Foundation, which have
provided substantial resources for sustainableldpreent and poverty reduction;
Advocacy groups, including Social Watch Philippineghich promotes increased
awareness of, and participation in, social develapneconcerns in government. Other
advocacy groups include the Freedom from Debt @Goali(a network of NGOs,
people’s organisations and individuals that havbebied for reduction in the
dependence of Philippine government on foreign, alt§ Philippine Association of
Human Rights Advocates, the Transparency and Adebiity Network (which
provides anti-corruption and good governance pragnas), and the Former Senior
Government Officials, a grouping of ex-Cabinet séaies and undersecretaries that
have advocated for good governance reforms;

NGOs such as the Institute for Popular Democrabg, Alternative Law Group
network and health groups;

TheBagong Alyansang Makabayaa militant multi-sectoral group;

Peoples’ organisations and trade unions. The laegie federations include the Trade
Union Congress of the Philippines, the Federatibffree Workers, the Alliance of
Progressive Labour, and tkdusang Mayo Unp

Religious associations, the most prominent beieg3htholic Bishops’ Conference of
the Philippines, which groups Catholic diocesardéss. Other religious groups are
Protestant and evangelical groups (some of whidbnigeto the National Council of
Churches in the Philippines or the Philippine Exaitgl Council of Churches), and
Muslim groups (such as the National Ulama Confezenad other local ulama
groups). There are also groups affiliated to, mitpart of the Church hierarchy, such
as the Catholic Couples for Christ, Legion of Maitye Protestant Philippine Bible
Society, and others. Educational associationsat#il with religious groups are also
prominent, such as the Catholic Educators’ Assimtiabf the Philippines, and the
Association of Christian Schools, Colleges and ¥rsities;

CIVICUS Civil Society Index Analytical Report foné Philippines



22

» Private academic institutions, which are criticalyouth training and in advocacy for
social change. Many of these institutions are iatéd with religious educational
institutions;

» Survey firms such as the Social Weather StatiodsPaihse Asia;

» Professional associations, including the Integr&@adof the Philippines (for lawyers)
and the Philippine Institute of Certified Publicdauntants (for accountants) ;

* The Makati Business Club, one of the most activeiriess groups in the Philippines,
founded in 1981 to enable the business communiyatticipate in national affairs.
There are other business associations such ashttygpie Chamber of Commerce
and Industry (the largest trade federation in thentry), the Federation of Philippine
Industry (mainly composed of domestic industrieshe Philippine Export
Confederation, and the Filipino-Chinese ChambeZahmerce;

* Microfinance institutions and corporate foundatigmsany of the latter are affiliated
with the League of Corporate Foundations);

* The Philippine Council for NGO Certification, whiatertifies non-profit groups as
donee institutions for taxation purposes (which msethat they also meet public
standards of financial management and accountgbilit

» Electoral watchdogs such as the National MovemanEfee Elections and the Parish
Pastoral Council for Responsible Voting; and

» Socio-civic groups such as the local affiliatesRotary International, Junior Chamber
International (JCI), and the Lions Clubs.

There is currently no single reference that mapsdifferent NGO actors in the Philippines.
The abovementioned groups provide a sample of #jermetworks and groups of NGOs in
the Philippines based on the knowledge of the AmyisCommittee. It is by no means an
exhaustive list of all the various civil societyogps in the Philippines.
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FIGURE 11.3.2 Philippine civil society map
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1. ANALYSIS OF CIVIL SOCIETY

1. Civic Engagement
TABLE Il1.1.1 Summary Scores for Civic Engagement Dini@ms

Dimension: Civic Engagement 54.7

1.1 | Extent of socially-based engagement 47.6

1.2 | Depth of socially-based engagement 43.7

1.3 | Diversity of socially-based engagemerts.7

1.4 | Extent of political engagement 21.5
1.5| Depth of political engagement 32.2
1.6 | Diversity of political engagement 87.7

Civic Engagement is the first core dimension assksy CSI. It refers to the extent to
which individuals engage in active citizenship thigb various social and policy related
interactions (CIVICUS, 2008: 1-3). Social engagetserefer to activities within the
public sphere where individuals interact with ofhevhile political engagements refer to
activities through which individuals advance shargdrests of a political nature, such as
rallies and legislative lobbying.

The areas being examined more specifically are ftiwing: a) the extent of
engagement of citizens as members and/or voluntdersyanisations, associations and
networks, b) the frequency (or ‘depth’) of engagemef these individuals in these
groups, and c) the diversity of engagement of iiddizls in these groups, including
membership distribution across gender, age, samoaamic background, ethnicity and
geographical location. The total score for civigagement is 54.7, which is the mean of
the scores of extent, depth and diversity of engege in socially-based organisations,
and the extent, depth and diversity of politicaj@gement.

Participation in civil society is enshrined in tl®87 Philippine Constitution. The
Constitution contains specific provisions on theorpotion of ‘non-governmental,

community-based or sectoral organisations’ (ArtitleSection 23), on respect, by the
state, of the role of “independent people’s orgass” to pursue their collective

interest (Article XIII, Section 15), and the right people and their organisations to
participate in decision-making (Article Xlll, Seoti 16). Given that the country’s laws
value the organisation of civil society groups atgb that the civil society groups have
had a long history in the Philippines, it should dgected that participation in civil

society would be quite high.

TABLE 111.1.2 Membership in CSOs

Membership Active Member| Inactive member Do nobhgl

All civil society groups | 45.7 37.0 17.3

Source: CSI population survey.

Based on the population survey, almost half of thspondents (45.7%) consider
themselves as active members of at least one A8@r an organisation with a political
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engagement, or one with a social engagement. Tdnspares favourably with civil
society participation in other countries in Asiaicls as South Korea and Indonesia
(Ibrahim, 2006: 10; Joo, et. al., 2006: 29).. Tdhl&.2 shows membership in CSOs.

1.1 Extent and depth of socially-based engagement

More than four in ten (43.4%) of respondents in f@pulation survey consider
themselves active members of at least one orgamsanhgaged in social activities. This
includes religious organisations, sports or re@meat organisations, art or educational
organisations, and cooperatives. Including inactmembers, about 76.6% of the

respondents are members of at least one sociahieegen. Table 111.1.3 shows
membership in social organisations.

TABLE I11.1.3 Membership in social organisations

Type of social organisation Active member  Inactivember | Do not belong
Church or religious organisation 34.2 20.4 45.4
Cooperatives 12.2 6.9 80.9

Sports or recreational organisation 10.1 8.4 81.6

Art, music or education organisatign 6.0 5.3 88.7

All social organisations 43.4 33.2 23.4

Two or more organisations 34.2

Source: CSI population survey.

Filipinos are most active in church or religiousgyamisations, with about one-third
(34.2%) of the sample being active members. Thifliswed by cooperatives, with

12.2% of the sample as active members. Sports iga@ans come next, followed by
organisations undertaking youth work and those lirasb in health. Among active

members, 34.2% are active in more than one tym®ahl organisation. As stated in the
civil society history above, people’s involvement iChurch groups pre-dates
participation in non-Church voluntary groups.

TABLE Ill.1.4 Volunteering in social organisations

Type of organisation with social membership %
Church or religious organisation 31.1
Sports or recreational organisation 13,8
Social welfare 10.1
Organisations concerned with health 8.9
Youth work 6.9

Art, music or education organisation 4.3
Volunteering in at least one type of organisatign 7.44
Volunteering in more than two organisations 33.2

Source: WVS Philippine population survey (2001).
In addition to the population survey, the studyiwkd data on volunteering from the

2001 World Values Survey. Table Ill.1.4 shows theopprtion of the sample
participating in volunteer work. The data indicatiest 47.4% of Filipinos volunteer in at
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least one type of organisation. They engage in idnpark for various organisations.
These include social welfare, church or religioosltural (art, music or education),
youth, sports or recreational and health orgamieati Among those who volunteer,
33.2% do so in more than one type of social orgsdios.

As a means of quantifying community engagement,stiieey also sought to identify
how often the respondents spent time in sportssctubvoluntary/service organisations.
More than half (51.0%) of the sample respondedttieyt do so more than once a year.

1.2 Extent and depth of politically-based engagemen

About one quarter of the sample (25.6%) considemtelves active members of at least
one political organisation. These include labourons, environmental organisations,
professional associations, humanitarian or chddtavganisations, non-governmental
organisations, people’s organisations, and consurnggnisations. Membership in at
least one political organisation increases to 350f%e sample if inactive members are
included in the count. Table IIl.1.5 presents data membership in political
organisations.

TABLE I11.1.5 Membership in political organisations

Type of political organisation Active member Inaetimember | Do not belong
People’s organisations 9.6 5.0 85.2
Humanitarian or charitable9.2 5.0 85.8
associations

Conservation, environmental8.2 54 86.4
animal rights organisations

Labour unions 5.6 6.6 87.8
Consumer organisations 5.5 3.0 91.5
Non-governmental organisations 5.0 3.6 91.4
Professional associations 3.7 3.6 92.7
All types 25.6 8.5 74.9

Source: CSI population survey.

Compared to social organisations, respondentseaedctive in political organisations.
Active membership in political organisations istiegt in people’s organisations where it
stands at 9.6%. Among those active in politicalaoigations, 42.5% are active in more
than one type of organisation.

Data from the 2001 World Values Survey shows tlivatterms of volunteerism in
political organisations, 27.5% of those surveyeatidated they were doing unpaid work
for political organisations. This includes 11.2%tbh& respondents who indicated that
they were doing unpaid volunteer work for a peacement, and 9.0% who reported
that they were volunteering for conservation, emwinental or animal rights
organisations. Table 1ll.1.6 below shows the data folunteering in political
organisations.
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Type of political organisation % of sample
Peace movements 11.2
Conservation, environment, animal rights 9.0
Women'’s groups 8.8

Local community action 6.5

Human rights 5.7

Political parties 3.8

Labour unions 3.3
Professional associations 2.7

Source: WVS Philippine population survey (2001).

The CSI population survey also sought to know wiethe respondents had engaged in
any of the following three forms of activism duritige previous five years: signing a
petition, joining a boycott or attending peacefahtnstrations. Around 15.1% of those
surveyed indicated that they had done at leastobrteese activities, while 3.3% had

engaged in more than one type.

TABLE I1I.1.7 Participation in political activities

Type of political activity

% of sample

Attended peaceful demonstratior]

I

9.6

Sign a petition 7.0
Joined a boycott 2.5
Undertook at least one activity 15.1
Undertook more than one activity 3.3

Source: CSI population survey.

1.3 Diversity of social and political engagement

FIGURE I11.1.1 Diversity in CSOs membership
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This indicator examines whether participation withgivil society is inclusive. The
memberships of five groups are examined in padiculvomen, poorest social class,
ethnic minorities, rural population, and the Mindarpopulatiori. This could provide a
measure of the diversity of participation in cisticiety groups across different categories
— gender, income level, socio-ethnic group, are@siflence and regional location.

Figure lll.1.1 shows that among the active members of socialnsgaons, 50% are
women, 15% come from the poorest social class, aB8from minority groups, 43%
originate from rural areas and 33% come from MiraarActive members of political
organisations are composed of the following respatsl 47% are women, 10% originate
from the poorest social class, 13% are from migagibups, 49% are from rural areas
and 37% originate from Mindanao.

In order to assess if these groups are adequaphgsented in the membership of civil
society organisations, a diversity score is compubiedividing the percentage of a group
within all active members by the percentage ofaugrwithin the entire population. The
scores for the five groups are presented in Figude?2.

For example, half of all active members in socrglamisations are women, and half of all
survey respondents are also women. Thus, the fi@tizwomen’s participation is 1.00,
which means that their representation in civil sgcis equal to their proportion in the
population. All five sub-groups, except for thosghwowest incomes, obtain ratios that
are close to or even exceed 1.00. This shows thi¢ipine civil society is relatively
inclusive. The lowest ratio obtained is for theifichl membership of the poorest class of
society.

FIGURE 111.1.2 Diversity scores for membership in CSOs
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Source: CSI population survey.

® Mindanao, the second largest island in the sontpert of the Philippines, contains the poorest
administrative regions and provinces in the couriight of the 15 poorest provinces can be locatele
island.
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1.4 Comparison of 2001 and 2009 results

The study also compared the results of the 2009 gogulation survey and the 2001
World Values Survey, both of which used roughly geme methodology and were
carried out by the same survey organisation. Th@grtions of the sample of members
of various types of CSOs in both surveys are simitaboth years. However, the
proportion of members of a sports or recreatioranigation is marginally lower in 2009
compared to 2001.

TABLE I11.1.8 Comparison of active membership in 2004 2009

Type of Organisation 2001 2009
Church or religious 32.8| 34.2
Sports, or recreation organisations 135 101
Conservation, or environmental organisations 8.2 2 8.
Art, music or education organisations 5.9 6.0
Trade unions 3.9 5.6
Political parties 4.3 5.1
Professional associations 4.4 37

Source: CSI population survey; WVS Philippine pepioin survey.

Explaining lower rates of political engagement aisis social engagemer@dse Study)
One of the paradoxes that a CSI case study reigetilat there is a relatively lower level
of participation in organisations engaged in pcditiactivities compared to those engaged
in social activities. Oreta, in a CSI Philippineseastudy (Oreta, forthcoming) explains
this contradiction. She notes that Filipinos haveatural tendency to get involved with
the affairs of others” and Filipino cultural valukave allowed them to become readily
engaged in responding to social issues. Howeveit, siciety groups, according to the
study, have not provided a clear framework forzeitis to participate in political issues.
At the same time, people have become increasingbrea of the shortcomings of the
political system, for instance, corruption and abo$ authority, especially in the past
several years. This, the study suggests, has hped& reduce the cynicism of ordinary
citizens that inhibits participation in politicalmpaigns, because these are seen as
suspect and unlikely to lead to improvements inigdowellbeing. Therefore, it is
necessary to effectively institute mechanisms thatuld allow for more authentic
participation, especially of the poor and margsedi, so that people can be motivated to
participate in the political system.

Conclusion

The civic engagement scores show that participatiocivil society groups, especially
social organisations, is quite widespread. Thidus to the fact that, in the Philippines,
there is a long tradition of civic engagement, esly at the barangay (village) level
and there has been a generally positive associatitncivil society groups given the
sector’'s role in democratic restoration. Civil sigi has also provided a mediating
mechanism to channel the socio-economic demanagajinalised groups.
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However, the participation of the section of cigibciety associated with political
engagement still needs to be improved. Given thataverage Filipino tends to have a
cynical view of the possibilities of reforming tipelity and those who are involved, the
civil society sector should engage the citizenryotigh more intensive political
education. Civil society organisations that are artaking social action should also
examine how political engagement could sustainr theiions, while those undertaking
political action could study how providing suppdot socio-economic needs of their
members can intensify their efforts.

At the same time, there should be increased effartttegrate the poorest income
households and indigenous groups so that they e#terlparticipate in civil society.
Thus, efforts should be geared towards developing political and regulatory
environment to improve participation by the poorastl the indigenous in civil society
groups.

2. Level of Organisation

TABLE II1.2.1 Summary scores for level of organisatiomension

Dimension: Level of Organisation 57.9
2.1| Internal governance 94.4
2.2 Infrastructure 63.3
2.3 | Sectoral communication 67.8
2.4 | Human resources 38.p
2.5 | Financial and technological resources 69.3
2.6 | International linkages 14.%

The second core dimension of CSl is the level ghorsation. This dimension examines
the organisational development of civil society aswhole by exploring six sub-

dimensions: internal governance, infrastructurectgal communication, human

resources, financial and technological resources iaternational linkages (CIVICUS,

2008). The total score for this dimension is 57.9%.

Internal governance is measured by the presenadoérd of directors or a similar body.
A board is crucial in offering accountability frothe management and staff of a non-
profit organisation, helping to ensure that its ggeanmes are in line with the

organisation’s purpose and that its resources@ranproperly used.

Support infrastructure refers to the presencerwdtavork or umbrella organisation that is
able to provide support to members within a secibis is measured by the average
number of federations or umbrella bodies of relaiaghnisations that CSOs belong to.
Connections and networks within civil society aresign of strength, although not

necessarily in all contexts. Networks and umbrefieoups that have extensive
membership have also been observed within somealaoocratic political environments

(CIVICUS, 2008).
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The human resource dimension examines the susiignaid civil society’s human
resources, which could provide some indicatiorhef @bility of an organisation to retain
staff. Financial and technological resource indicatassess the funding sources and
financial sustainability of an organisation. Chasmgerevenues and expenses are used to
indicate financial sustainability. This sub-dimemsialso assesses organisations’ access
to technology.

The last sub-dimension for the level of organisatitmension is international linkages,
which assesses the presence of international neswdhis is measured by the number of
international NGOs present in the country as aor#&ti the total number of known
international NGOs.

2.1 Internal governance

Boards of directors or boards of trustees, as #ey often referred to in non-profit
organisations in the Philippines, are essentidhag are accountable for the governance
of their organisations and are in a good posit@mipnitor the performance of their
organisations’ management.

Based on the organisational survey undertakerhfersurvey, 94.4% of CSOs indicated
that they have a board of directors or similar bodtheir organisations. NGOs put a lot
of effort into determining the size, compositiondaresponsibilities of their boards
(Domingo, 2005). Large organisations also have &npmogramme and planning review
systems in place. However, this indicator may nesent a full picture of internal
governance among CSOs in the Philippines. Thietabse a board is required for any
non-profit organisation to be registered and tauaeglegal status. While registration per
se is not required, organisations need to havaya |gersonality in order to be able to
open bank accounts, enter into contracts and paiilskc funds (CODE-NGO, 2008).

A better measure would be to see if these board=t megularly, a prerequisite for a

board to function well. Roughly two-thirds of theganisations in the survey reported
that they have board meetings at least once evaaytay, while close to 10% did not

meet regularly. A further indicator of good govetoa is whether board members are
chosen through a democratic process. More tharthiktds of organisational respondents
(67.9%) chose their board through an election bynbers. More than one in ten

respondents (11.9%) had boards that were chosetheébypoard members themselves,
while the rest were selected either by a leaddéhe@management and staff.

Aldaba (2001) and Abella and Dimalanta (2003) idgnack of board accountability as
one of the internal management issues confrontmbppPine NGOs. According to their
studies, “most NGO boards are nominal, inactivel/@ndisinterested in their governance
functions” (Abella and Dimalanta, 2003: 245), ahdyt give several reasons. First, it is
common in Philippine NGOs to have board members areofriends or relatives of the
founders. Many individuals are also invited to beeoboard members in a bid to use
their reputation to lend credibility to an organisa. Second, NGOs “lack the discipline
of distinguishing between the policy making funosoof the boards and the managing
functions of the chief executive officer (CEO)” (Ala and Dimalanta, 2003, p.245).
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Third, they affirm that board members are often praperly oriented on their roles and
responsibilities. Often board members merely approw disapprove proposals. They
only become actively involved when major problemsea

As a response to this situation, a few umbrellaoigations have begun to offer training
in board governance. The Association of Foundati@kfs), a network of Philippine

foundations, and CODE-NGO, have started organidiogrd governance training
seminars for their member organisations. Howeveentations have proved to be
insufficient to instil effective board governancas governance problems were still
encountered in some of the organisations thatveddraining.

It is not easy to become an effective board mentpeen that the work is voluntary and
no monetary compensation is given in the Philippinehe challenges facing CSOs can
be daunting, especially those concerning finansiastainability. It becomes more
difficult for a board member who also serves a£®®f another organisation to balance
the demands and concerns of both organisationgcedly if both have financial
difficulties.

In a study of Philippine CSOs, most of which weoagidered by influential members of

society to be performing well, Domingo (2005) atsénat only a small percentage of
board members are aware of their expected rolest Marn the ropes gradually as they
become actively involved in an organisation. Thadgtalso confirmed that board

members do not actually perform the important raeggected of them and that board
member training is necessary.

Poor board governance as such leads to situatibeseweadership is left entirely to the
CEO or executive director. The CEO becomes solespansible for mapping out the
strategic direction of an organisation and ensuitsijnancial sustainability. Often there
is no one who effectively checks how an organisaisdbeing managed. There have been
some instances in which CSOs have misrepresenéedabjectives and activities, and
these organisations have had their certificate existration revoked (Caucus of
Development NGO Networks and Charity Commissio&®9).

There have been numerous efforts to strengtheruatadolity among Philippine CSOs;
foremost among them is the establishment of thelippime Council for NGO
Certification (PCNC), which is a self-regulating chanism for ensuring a standard of
good governance among organisations through aotigoprocess. However, after eight
years of existence, PCNC has only certified 1,00§amisations among the tens of
thousands of non-profit organisations that exist.

Part of the problem is that many organisations @t ieel the need for PCNC
accreditation. PCNC accreditation gives an orgaioisdhe status of a ‘donee institution’
recognised by the Bureau of Internal Revenue. Aedanstitution entitles its donors to
claim a fully deductible individual or corporatecome tax for the year. However, this
benefit is only applicable to a small fraction ofiilppine CSOs that receive local
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donations. In addition, many organisations find tARENC certification relatively
expensive and laborious to undertake

Also, the Institute of Corporate Directors, a Itgdbased institution, is undertaking
several programmes in the business sector butsis extending its services to civil
society groups. These could also supplement thiatimes undertaken by NGO networks
that have developed codes of conduct to guide ttesipective members to function
ethically. Some examples are the following:

* In 1990, CODE-NGO established a ‘Code of ConductDevelopment NGOs’
that would help the network police its own ranks atrengthen accountability of
individual organisations.

» The Association of Foundations and the Philippingort Service Agencies
prepare an annual report card of their membersfasraof peer-review of non-
government agencies.

» The Children and Youth Foundation Philippines, ading organisation based in
Makati, provides prospective grantees a self-agsasistool that they can utilise
to evaluate their own operations before they refgfieancial support from the
foundation.

2.2 Support infrastructure

Many networks, coalitions and umbrella organisatidrave been formed in the long
history of Philippine civil society. Networking Iseneficial to CSOs as it provides them
opportunities for sharing knowledge and resources,well as greater strength in
advancing their shared interests. Several past N@®@eys show that numerous NGOs
and POs have connected with each other throughtiooal and networks. In the late
1990s, for example, more than half of the respotsdé@around 56%) in an NGO survey
reported that network/coalition-building is onetbéir greatest strengths (Association of
Foundations, 1999).

Among the organisations surveyed for this studyualiwo-thirds (63.3%) are formal
members of a network or umbrella group. At least-timrd of farmers/fishers groups,
homeowners’ associations and religious groups, andeast half of other types of
organisations (traders/business associations acid-siwic groups) are members of a
network. This shows that membership in networksitespread across different sectors.

Coalitions and networks have proved to be poweifupushing for changes in the
Philippines. The 1986 People Power Revolution whimbught down the Marcos
dictatorship was a product of multi-sectoral cadledtion between political, business and
church organisations and CSOs. This was repeatgedrs later in 2001 when a similar
coalition succeeded in impeaching and forcing #sgnation of former President Joseph
Estrada, who had been accused, and was later teeyvaf corruption and plunder.

2.3 Sectoral communication

Part of the measure of a strong civil society i® tfrequency of inter-CSO
communication. Among the organisations surveyed6%0have had a meeting with
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another organisation within the previous three mertefore the survey was conducted,
while 63.9% have shared information with anothegaoisation. This is indicative of
regular communication and information sharing amBhiippine CSOs.

However, the lowest incidence of sectoral commumoais among farmers/fishers’
groups, which falls below 40%. Out of 11 organisasi belonging to these groups, seven
have not met or exchanged information with anotbeyanisation in a three month
period. It is hypothesised that financial constimirould be a factor. Farmers and fishers
are among the poorest in the Philippines, and theganisations often rely on the
resources of their own members and officers. Mgatiith other groups entails transport
and other incidental expenses which these orgamisatay not be able to afford.

Given that the growth of CSOs can be tied to thalmer of networks that they belong to,
that is, networks can lead to sharing of finanaiad human resources and can contribute
to the adoption of new technologies and ways ofdocting work, there is a need to
support linkage activities in rural areas.

Government and donor support can be critical irs tregard. For example, the

Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSYWbg government agency in

charge of social welfare programmes, continuesufpart the creation of area-based
standards networks, which link different social @epment groups that are accredited by
the DSWD to undertake programs for the socially gmalised. This can also be

undertaken by other government agencies to imptbgestandards of governance for
other CSOs with other concerns.

2.4 Human resources

In order to evaluate the sustainability of the homesources of a particular organisation,
the ratio of paid staff to the total number of stahd volunteers is calculated. An
organisation is deemed to have sustainable hunsanimrees if paid staff comprise at least
25% of the total personnel. Using this measurey atbout one-third (34.6%) of
organisations surveyed are deemed to have sudkimaiman resources.

Table 111.2.2 below shows the ratio of volunteepspiid staff in various types of civil
society groups interviewed in the organisationaley. The ratio of volunteers to paid
staff is highest among farmers and fishers orgéioisa and cooperatives, with a very
high ratio of 11.3, and education groups with @oraf 2.9. The ratio is lowest among
socio-civic groups such as the Rotary Club or then& Club and ethnic-based
community groups, with a ratio of 1. On average, tthtio of volunteers to paid staff is
around 2.3, that is, 2.3 volunteers for every sttt member.
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TABLE I11.2.2 Ratio of volunteers to paid staff, by ongsation type

Type of organisation

Ratio of volunteers to p
staff

aid

Farmers, or fisherfolk organisation or cooperative

11.3

Education group (parent-teacher association, sg
committee)

hael

Cooperative, credit or savings group 1.8
Traders or business association 1.5
Trade union or labour union 1.6
Church or religious organisation 1.2
NGO or human rights organisation 1.2
Civic groups (Lions, Rotary) 1.0
Ethnic based community group 1.0
Others 5.5
Average 2.3

Source: CSI organisation survey.

A major concern regarding the sustainability of lamnresources of Philippine CSOs
identified in the literature is the lack of a “sessor generation” in civil society that will

replace the first generation civil society leadiist emerged after the era of martial law
(Abella and Dimalanta, 2003). Development work anchmunity organising have been
fertile training grounds for developing civil sotyideaders, but only a few young people
are becoming interested in taking this career fmathy. High turnover is also a perennial
problem for many organisations, especially sinceyn&SOs are unable to provide
competitive compensation and job security to thenagers and staff.
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2.5 Financial and technological resources
TABLE 111.2.3 CSOs revenue sources, by organisation type

Organisation Gov't | Corporate I:Oreignlndlvw_jual Member | Service Others
type donations | fees fees/sales
Farmer | fisher g4 | g 0.0 10.0 33.2 28.4 19.1
organisations

Trader / businessg | 4 g 0.1 8.1 73.5 15.8 0.0
association

Trade [ labour g o | (g 8.0 0.0 92.0 0.0 0.0
union

Homeowners™ | 5y | g4 0.0 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0
association

Religious /

spiritual groups | 0.0 0.0 14.2 46.0 39.6 0.2 00
Cooperatives 15 0.3 1.3 7.1 34.1 39.5 16
Education 51 | 0.0 9.1 20.2 16.2 39.5 10.(
organisations

Health 38 |13 18.0 | 32.0 18.8 16.3 10.
organisations

NGOs 99 | 11.6 48.4 5.5 0.9 12.0 11.

Source: CSI organisation survey.

Table 111.2.3 shows the income sources for eacle typorganisation. It is important to
note that the averages can be misleading due tdigte variance of income sources
within most types of organisations.

The farmers’ and fishers’ organisations surveyedewgrimarily dependent on either
membership fees or service fees and sales revesweept for three out of 10
organisations, which obtained most of their funditfgm other sources such as
government grants and individual donations. Theasibn is similar for cooperatives.

Trade or business associations, labour unions andebwner’'s associations were
primarily dependent on membership fees, which amgplemented by revenues from
sales and services, except for one trade union ¢budi0) which obtained 80% of its
income from a foreign grant.

Religious or spiritual groups obtained their incenggther from individual donations or
membership fees. There was one religious orgaarsétiut of five) that obtained 70% of
its income from a foreign grant.

The education organisations included non-profitostyy alumni associations, teachers
associations and education related foundations. ridreprofit schools obtained their
funding from service fees, and the alumni assamiatirom membership fees. The other
organisations obtained income from either individi@nations or foreign grants.
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All of the NGOs obtained the majority of their itme from a mix of foreign and

corporate grants, except for one organisation whbictained 100% of its funding from
government sourcesThe findings are similar to thafsa study carried out in the late
1990s where NGOs funding sources were shown to bexaof foreign grants, local

fundraising and donations, and earned and memipefesds (Association of Foundations,
2001). However, as a whole, funding from governneaerd corporations is quite low for
all types of organisations.

Other sources of financial resources included capart funding from service
partners/beneficiaries, interest on income andyson sales.

Respondents to the organisational survey wereasked whether their revenues for the
fiscal year 2009 had increased or decreased codhparthe previous year. Among the
respondents, 38.6% indicated that their revenueseased, 37.6% that they had
decreased, and 23.8% that their revenues remaimedsdame. With regard to their
expenses, 53.5% experienced an increase, 19.8%e@ade and 27.7% no change.

The changes in revenues and expenses of each sagianiwere compared in order to
give a simplified measure for financial sustain&pilOrganisations that experienced an
increase in their expenses while their revenuesedsed or remained the same were
deemed not financially sustainable. For 36 out@8 @rganisations (33%) surveyed, this
is the case. Out of these 36 organisations, 38.88rhembership fees as their main
source of revenue. Organisations with donations firedividuals, service fees or foreign
donations as their main revenue source accounteddao 15% each of financially
unsustainable organisations.

TABLE I11.2.4 Main source of revenue for financially wissainable organisations

Main source of revenue (one source for 75 or mbtetal revenues)| Numbern %
Membership fees 14 38.9
Individual donations 5 13.9
Service fee / sales 4 11.1
Foreign donors 4 11.1
Diversified revenue 4 11.1
Government 2 5.6
Others 3 8.3
TOTAL 36 100.0

Source: CSI organisation survey.

The recent economic crisis and the resulting firdndifficulties for people in general
may have resulted in the reduction in payments emivership fees, service fees/sales
revenues and individual donations. Foreign grahtsyever, have been continuously
declining since they peaked in the late 1980s, peod immediately after the 1986
People Power Revolution. Geopolitical priorities fi@velopment assistance have shifted
to other regions since then (Abella and DimalaR@43). According to the Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Development (201@rdhas been a sizable reduction in
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the amounts of the ODA grants that the Philippihas received since the mid 1990s
(mainly made by bilateral and multilateral agencasl to the national government);
from a peak of US$ 900 million in 1993, total gsiisbursed has dwindled to a little
over US$ 400 million in 2008.

Diversifying sources of income for civil societyogips Case Study)

Because of the dearth of traditional sources afitgrcome, many CSOs have developed
new ways of increasing the availability of theisearces. The Venture for Fundraising
case study for the Civil Society Index study (Veatdor Fundraising, forthcoming)
provides two cases of organisations that have siified their income base. The first case
captures the experience of SOS Village FoundatenPhilippine affiliate of an
international social welfare organisation dedicatedssisting neglected children, which
undertook a ‘direct mail campaign’ to different angsations and individuals; the
organisation was able to raise over P 1 milliorogad US$ 23,000) net through its
campaign. The second case highlights the experieh&angarap Foundation, founded
by religious organisations to provide social pratet for children, in widening its
resource base outside grant funding; from 2006 Q092 it raised over P 25 million
(around US$ 580,000) by holding special activitidgect mailing and appeals, and
soliciting gifts from donors.

In the Philippines, many civil society groups arempt from payment of income taxes.
The 1997 National Internal Revenue Code provideshi® exemption of non-stock, non-
profit corporations from income taxation, providéey are registered with the Bureau of
Internal Revenue, the government agency in chargelection of local taxes. There are
many types of CSOs exempt from taxes, including-prafit labour or agricultural
organisations, mutual savings and cooperative bardated for mutual purposes and not
for profit, beneficiary societies, cemetery comgandwned and operated exclusively for
their members, business leagues or chambers of eorencivic leagues, non-stock and
non-profit and government educational institutiorsnd mutual or cooperative
organisations. However, income from properties &oth interest earned from bank
deposits are subject to tax.

Donations to civil society groups that are non-prcdn be tax deductible as long as these
organisations are accredited by the Philippine Codunr NGO Certification (PCNC).
Established in 1999 by six national NGO networkscluding CODE-NGO, in
partnership with the Department of Finance (DoH] #re Bureau of Internal Revenue
(BIR), the PCNC certifies non-profit organisationffer a stringent review of their
qualifications. The certification becomes the bafi the BIR granting ‘donee
institution’ status to the organisations certifieg PCNC. The Philippine tax code
provides for limited deductibility for income taxdsr individual (in the amount not
exceeding 10% of donations or gifts) and corpodateors (in the amount not exceeding
5%).

More recently, the civil society community has dsiBed its sources of financial

support. There are now local foundations that hagen created through debt-for-
environment or debt-for-development swaps (Founddtr the Philippine Environment
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and Foundation for a Sustainable Society, Inc.hhe support of foreign governments
or by the participation of civil society groups time capital markets (Peace and Equity
Foundation).

The CSI organisation survey also asked organisatishether they had access to a
telephone, a fax machine, a computer and the letekore than 70% had regular access
to a telephone line, more than 60% had accesstonguter, more than 50% had access
to a fax machine and more than 50% had access totdrnet or e-mail.

TABLE 1l1.2.5 CSOs Access to technology

Technology No access Sporadic access Regular access
Phone line 20.2 8.3 71.6
Fax machine 40.4 55 54.1
Computer 22.9 8.3 68.6
Internet or email | 34.3 9.3 56.5

Source: CSI organisation survey.

Among all the organisations surveyed, 72.5% hadesgedo three out of the four
technologies, indicating a high level of accessasic technologies.

2.6 International linkages

About one in six (14.54%) of the international NGli3¢ed by the Union of International
Associations Database operate in the Philippindswever, some NGOs in Mindanao
have observed that more and more international N@@sbeginning to implement
projects on their own, rather than letting local Q&Simplement these for them. This
creates further competition for local NGOs in terofigaising funds for projects, which
poses serious problems for local NGOs, given tloeedesing availability of funds.

Conclusion

One of the key findings of this study is that Ripine CSOs have formal processes for
accountability; however, this study did not examivieether these mechanisms work in
actuality. There have been anecdotal studies wshchv that, in many instances, board
members have not been empowered to or empoweratséhees to judiciously oversee

the operations of civil society groups. Recognisihig fact, many organisations have
offered training seminars in order to improve boacdountability, and codes of conduct
have been devised to improve accountability ofl geciety groups to the general public.

But it has been recognised that good corporatergamee in civil society organisations

still has a long way to go.

Another key finding is that the infrastructure (erms of the presence of networks),
financial and technological resources and sectmaimunication are quite good. CSOs
have a long history of linking with each other tingb local and national alliances and

® CODE-NGO and CIVICUS are grateful to the Uniorimi&rnational Associations for this information.
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coalitions, and these links have thrived over tiff@. example, the National Council for
Social Development, the coalition of social welfagencies, has been in existence for 63
years, while the National Confederation of Coopeest (NATCCO), one of the largest
cooperative alliances in the country, has beerxistence for 34 years. Surprisingly, the
indicator score on financial and technological tgses is quite good; many CSOs are
relying on internal resources (through memberskgsfand service fees) and thus are
quite stable compared to their counterparts tHgtm®re on external resources (such as
grants).

Human resources had a low indicator score in thudys Given the voluntary nature of
work in many civil society groups, it is not suging that Philippine civil society groups
had a low ranking in this aspect. One of the reasbat may have caused this is that the
core value of volunteerism and service to socieay fnave diminished during the past
years due to the loss of financial resources availeo CSOs and the flourishing of work
within the sector as a professional career. Cugreaivil society leaders admit that there
has been a problem of attracting young people &mests in organising civil society
groups, given that the current crop of leadersratkeir middle age. It has been observed
that it is more difficult to retain good middle neaagers within civil society given that
opportunities also exist for development work ivgmment.

3. Practice of Values
TABLE I11.3.1 Summary scores for practice of values disien

Dimension: Practice of Values 48.9
3.1 | Democratic decision-making governance 69.7
3.2 | Labour regulations 29.4
3.3 | Code of conduct and transparency 45.7
3.4 | Environmental standards 30.8
3.5 | Perception of values in civil society as a wehol 69.1

The third dimension of the CSI is the internal piccof values. This dimension assesses
whether civil society practices what it preacheseiims of democratic decision-making,
labour regulations, codes of conduct and transpgreand environmental standards.
Democratic decision-making encompasses how andhmmadecisions are made within
CSOs. Labour regulations include the existence qfak opportunity policies, staff
membership in labour unions, training in labourhtgyfor new staff and a publicly
available policy on labour standards. Code of cohdund transparency includes the
presence of codes of conduct and the availabilitfirancial statements. Environment
standards include the presence of policies withneétp environmental issues.

This dimension also assesses the perception oésyauch as non-violence, democracy,
trustworthiness and tolerance within civil socidtyis important to note that the values
being considered here are seen as normative fibrsogiety, and as such CSOs should
ideally uphold and promote these values.
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3.1 Democratic decision-making

About a third (37.6%) of respondents in the orgatnd®al survey indicated that key
decisions in their organisations were taken bylaoted board (see Table 111.3.2 below).
Elected leaders made the key decisions in 16.5&e0brganisations, while members did
the same in 14.7%. Only one organisation operatiéu tve staff taking key decisions.
More than two-thirds (69.7%) of surveyed organtsadi are deemed to practice some
form of democratic decision-making. In the restied organisations an appointed leader
or an appointed board makes the key decisions.

TABLE I11.3.2 Key decision makers in CSOs

Key decision-makers in the organisatign  Numbelespondents| %
An elected board 41 37.6
An elected leader 18 16.5
An appointed board 17 15.¢4
An appointed leader 16 14.7
Members 16 14.7
The staff 1 0.9
Total 109 100

Source: CSI organisation survey.

3.2 Labour regulations

Out of the 60 organisations with paid staff, onbven have employees who are union
members, while one did not divulge the figure. Tast had no union members among
their paid staff. Two organisations had 100% umaembership even though they only
had 1 or 2 paid staff. As such, the average uniembership among paid staff for these
59 organisations is only 5.3%.

Most of the organisations in the sample have vergllsstaff sizes. Within the sample of
60, 39 have fewer than 10 employees inclusive afiagars, 17 have 31 or fewer paid
employees and 4 have employees ranging from 62&oRis striking that only 2 out of
the 21 organisations with more than 10 employegs baion members.

Table [11.3.3 shows the percentage of organisatisitis equal opportunity policies, that

conduct training on labour rights for new staffdahat have publicly available labour

standards. More than half (52.3%) of organisatioenge an equal opportunity and equal
pay policy for women. However, less than 30% comdiaening on labour rights and less
than 30% have publicly available labour standards.
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TABLE I11.3.3 Organisations that report good labour pras

olf Percentage 0
organisations
with paid staff

Percentage

Labour practice oS
organisations

Has equal opportunity and equal pay policy for wome52.3 63.3
Conducts training on labour rights for new staff 128 43.3
Have publicly available labour standards 28.0 38.3

Source: CSI organisation survey.

The picture is slightly better when looking onlyoaganisations with paid staff (see Table
[11.3.3 above). Excluding organisations without goastaff presents a more accurate
picture, as it is not practical for these orgamis®t to have labour policies and trainings if
they do not have employees per se.

While labour contractualisatiénis a major issue being opposed by many CSOs,
especially trade unions, many CSOs also practicdractualisation through project-
based hiring of staff. It is argued by CSO manadbet such a practice cannot be
avoided given the nature of project based operat@m the donor dependent funding of
many CSOs, especially non-government organisatidasly CSOs are constrained from
putting their employees on a more regular footinges there is no certainty that the
organisation will be able to obtain future grantghwvhich it could implement projects
and pay salaries. Thus, it is important for thet@eto develop standards on labour
practices that provide protection and fair salased benefits to employees of CSOs,
while at the same time taking into account thegqubpased nature of some CSOs. In one
of the consultations conducted for this projectwiéts suggested that as an initial step
towards the creation of such standards, civil $pcshould study the legally mandated
labour standards that apply to the constructiomstry, which also operates on a project
basis.

Overall, the survey suggests that Philippine CSOsndt fare well in implementing
labour standards.

" In the Philippines, labour contractualisation neehiting of employees or workers without a permanen
wage contract or only on a short-term basis. UtldePhilippine Labour Code (Presidential Decre€) 244
temporary labour contracts are allowed for up xansonths’ duration and mainly for non-regular amhn
recurring activities, and beyond this period, engpks should be made permanent if they will be kgpt
their employers. The practice is controversial heeamany employers, including CSOs, do not confer
permanent status on their employees after the eiimprescriptive period, and contractualisation is
sometimes used in order to deny employees certaiaflis and labour rights (such as the right té sel
organisation and collective bargaining) availabié/do those in permanent status.

CIVICUS Civil Society Index Analytical Report forhHippines



3.3 Code of conduct and transparency
TABLE 111.3.4 Presence of a code of conduct among CSOs

44

Very small| Small Medium Srlganisation
organisation organisation organisation (more than Full
(no paid| (1-10 (11-50 50 Sample
staff) employees)| employees) employees)

Have publicly

available code of28.3 35.9 52.9 50.0 35.8

conduct for staff

Have publicly

available financial 60.0 61.5 41.2 25.0 56.2

information

Source: CSI organisation survey.

Only 35.8% of all organisations surveyed have aliplybavailable code of conduct for

their staff. Disaggregating the data by size of tinganisation as determined by their
number of paid employees, it is observed that adriggercentage of medium and big
organisations have a publicly available code ofdcmh

However, it is surprising to note that, based anghrvey, smaller organisations are more
transparent with regard to their financial informmatcompared to bigger organisations.
Over 60% of very small and small organisations ifigbetween zero and 10 employees)
have publicly available financial information, whigs in stark contrast to medium and
big organisations where only 41.2% and 25.0% hacé sxformation. Overall, 56.2% of
those surveyed reported that their financial infation is publicly available.

Respondents in the survey also show that only thoe®f ten organisations that receive
more than 75% of their revenues from foreign dorage publicly available financial

information. A higher ratio of organisations witlergice fees, membership fees or
individual donations as their main source of rewehas this information.

TABLE I11.3.5 Civil society organizations, by main soeraf revenues

No. of
Main source of revenues Total no. of organisations peorganisations % with code
(more than 75%) type of revenue source with code of| of conduct
conduct
Foreign donors 10 3 30
Individual donations 13 9 69
Membership fees 36 23 64
Service fees / sales 17 11 65
Government 2 1 50

Source: CSI organisation survey.
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Previous analysis presents a less rosy picturering of financial transparency. Aldaba
(2002) states that available SEC registration gatggests that less than 50% of non-
profit organisations registered with the SEC suhitmi required annual reports, which
include financial statements. The SEC has delisti@tierous non-reporting non-profit

organisations in the past few years.

3.4 Environmental standards

Less than a third of the organisations surveyed éadting and publicly available

environmental standards. More than half of the atlon-related organisations, trade
unions and homeowners’ associations had publichil@ve environmental standards,
while only one of three environment organisatioad them. Lack of a written policy on

environmentally-friendly practices that could inddu recycling, waste reduction and
carbon footprint reduction suggests that the mgjafi CSOs have not yet prioritised the
initiation and/or institutionalisation of such ptaes within their office and work

environs. Despite the general awareness of CS@smarnonmental issues, there is still a
lack of knowledge on how to codify environmentatme. Many technologies necessary
to improve waste reduction are still prohibitivetémms of costs.

3.5 Perception of values in civil society as a vehol

Questions on the perception of whether CSOs uptaliges of non-violence, tolerance,
trustworthiness and democracy were included indifganisation survey. Respondents
from different CSOs were asked whether these vakers being upheld and practiced

by CSOs in general.

Organisational respondents were asked whetherwleeg aware of forces within civil
society that use violence. Only 27.1% respondedhm affirmative, 70.1% in the

negative, and 2.8% said they did not know.

Among the 34 respondents who affirmed that theyaavare of violence among civil

society forces, 5.9% said that they were a sigaificnass, 20.6% that they were an
isolated mass, 44.1% that they were isolated grthgisoccasionally resorted to violence
and 14.7% that the use of violence by civil socigs extremely rare; see Table 111.3.6

for disaggregation.

TABLE I11.3.6 Perception of use of violence by CSOs

Description of civil society forces that use viaten No. of respondents % of samp
Significant mass based groups 2 5.9
Isolated mass based groups 7 20.6
Isolated groups occasionally resorting to violence | 15 44.1

Use of violence by CS groups is extremely rare 5 714

Don’'t know 5 14.7

TOTAL 34 100

Source: CSI organisation survey.
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With regard to civil society’s role in promotingrdecratic decision-making within their
own organisations and groups, 76.0% of respondgfitmed that civil society in general
had a moderate to significant impact. Almost adtloif the respondents also indicated that
they perceive corruption within civil society to gpen frequently or very frequently.
Only 30.8% of the respondents indicated that cdimapwyas very rare in civil society.

TABLE I11.3.7 Perception of corruption within civil saty

Frequency of instance of corruptipiRespondents %
Very frequent 11 11.7
Frequent 23 24.5
Occasional 31 33.0
Very rare 29 30.8
Total 94 100%

Source: CSI organisation survey.

When asked how many examples of forces within cdatiety are explicitly racist,

discriminatory or intolerant, 50.5% indicated thhey know none, or one or two
examples, while 34.8% indicated that they know smEver many examples and 29.4%
said they did not know of any. Figure 111.3.1 sunmis@s the results.

When asked how these forces relate to the resivifsociety, 38.8% of those who
indicated that there are forces that are expliqiflgist, discriminatory or intolerant in
civil society felt these forces either dominateage significant actors within civil society.
The results indicate that there is a perception bignificant segment of civil society that
there is discrimination against certain sectorsagiety, but that these are not dominant.

Conclusion

This study shows that while CSOs are perceiveddctigce democratic values, there are
some areas in which the values are not fully inggdiin civil society work. This research
has unearthed new findings on Philippine civil sbcithat need to be explored in more
depth. These include the findings on the impactiefl society on attitudes and the
practice of labour and environmental standards. [blescores may be due to the fact
that there are no specific standards that have deegloped in these areas, even among
CSOs who report that they adhere to specific coflesnduct. It may also be due to the
fact that there are too few models of practice lm@ good practices, in terms of
environmental and labour standards, in these du@aes not been disseminated well.

Also, many CSO networks admit that there have manbmany discussions on labour
and environment standards among Philippine orgaomsa At the same time, the weak
enforcement systems by Philippine public institadi@f the legal norms that are in place
allow for the lack of adherence to these standards.
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4. Perception of Impact

TABLE Il1.4.1 Summary scores for impact dimension

Dimension: Perception of Impact 62.8

4.1 | Responsiveness (internal perceptign) 64.0

4.2 | Social impact (internal perception) 78.

4.3 | Policy impact (internal perception) 55.

4.4 | Responsiveness (external perception) 73.0

4.6 | Policy impact (external perception) 66.

)
D
D .
4.5 | Social impact (external perception) 83.0
J
|

4.7 | Impact of civil society on attitudes 21.4

The fourth core dimension of the CSI seeks to desand assess the perceived impact
of civil society as it strives to exert influencedatake action with regard to major issues
concerning society. The study looks into the petioepf both those within civil society,
through the organisational survey, and externdestalders, through a survey of experts
and stakeholders not coming from CSOs. In theseswweeys, respondents are asked to
assess the impact of civil society on society aghale and on three specific issues
identified by the study’s advisory committee. Raggents are also asked to assess the
impact of CSOs on social issues and on governnuitigs.

This section will also explore the impact of mensgbgp in a CSO on an individual’s
attitudes in the areas of trust, public spiritednasd tolerance. It is hypothesised that
civil society has a positive impact on these atgf) given the nature of many CSOs.

4.1 Responsiveness
FIGURE I11.4.1 Perception of impact of CS on major saalitical concerns
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m Organizational Survey

MW External Perception Survey

Anti-Corruption Poverty Environmental
Reduction Protection

Major Social/ Political Concern

Source: CSI organisation survey, CSI external geice survey.
The advisory committee identified three issues Wiace most important for civil society

in the Philippines. These are fighting corruptioaducing poverty and protecting the
environment. The majority of the respondents ofhbibte external and organisational
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surveys had a favourable view of the impact ofl @aiciety on these three issues. It is
interesting to note that for two out of the thresues, external stakeholders perceive a
higher impact of civil society compared to the pgtoon of CSOs themselves. More than
three quarters of external stakeholders (77.4%)vedk civil society to have some
tangible or a high level impact on poverty reductias compared to only half of CSOs.
The case is the same with environmental protectubrere 79.2% of external respondents
viewed civil society impact favourably while only38% of CSO respondents did.
However, in the case of anti-corruption, CSOs rat®il society impact on the fight
against corruption higher on the average than xtiereal stakeholders.

4.2 Social and policy impact

FIGURE 111.4.2 Perception of impact of civil society orajor social and policy concerns
100
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| External Perception Survey

Social Impact Policy Impact
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Source: CSI organisation survey, CSI external geice survey.

With regard to the general social and policy impa€tcivil society, the external
perception was also higher than the view within €SRespondents were asked to select
two fields in which their CSO had been active @80 respondents) or in which they
have observed CSOs to be most active (for extastaéieholders). Then they were asked
to rate the impact of CSOs in these fields, thaivisether there has been a high level of
impact, some tangible level of impact, a limiteddleor no impact at all. Figure 111.4.2
above shows the proportion of total respondentoithh surveys that indicated that the
perception of external stakeholders was higher bosocial and policy impact than the
perception among CSO respondents.

CSOs were also asked to rate the impact of them programmes. Four out of five
respondents (81.0%) of the CSOs surveyed rated fvegrammes as having some
tangible or a high level of social impact, whictaitiigher average than those that gave a
positive rating to the overall civil society sociatpact. In terms of policy advocacy,
however, only 45.4% of CSOs surveyed reported ttheyt had engaged in lobbying for
the approval of some policy in the previous two rgegAmong these organisations,
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slightly over 61.2% reported that at least onehef policies they were pushing for was
approved. See below for an example of the sucdegsfbying efforts of CSOs in
pushing for the passage of the Comprehensive AsgrdRieform Extension with Reform
Law.

Passing the “Unpassable LavwCdse Study)

During the past twenty years, civil society hasbield for the passing of many socially
progressive bills which seek to enhance the rightaarginalised socio-economic sectors
and extend government services to these sectoeseTinclude the Urban Development
and Housing Act, Women In Nation-Building Act, GereDrugs Law, Cooperatives
Code, the Local Government Code, Anti-Rape Billt Repealing the Anti-Squatting
Law, the Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act and thei@deeform and Poverty Alleviation
Act of 1997. Lim, in a case study for the CSI reskantitled ‘Passing the Unpassable
Law’ (forthcoming) describes the role of civil setyy groups in the passing of a law
which extended the implementation of the Comprelvenégrarian Reform Program
(CARP). This law aimed to distribute land to larsflédenants and agricultural workers
and to provide support services for the benefieaf the law for another five years
(2008 to 2013). This campaign was highly succesaful led to the passing of the law
extending the CARP program despite strong oppasitiom some legislators and the
reluctance of the executive branch of government.

Lim notes that there are several factors that waseial in the passing of the law. These
include: a) the support given by the Catholic Churerarchy; b) the sponsorship of bills
by senior legislators in both legislative chambefrCongress; c) the technical support
given by non-government organisations and resegrolups (which was critical in
providing the arguments for the passage of the;lam) d) spontaneous lobbying efforts
made by farmers’ groups. Despite the limited finahcesources during the campaign
and the inflexible lobbying stance of some of tlav's supporters, the campaign
provided civil society with experience and confiderthat it could lobby for the passage
of a bill with sufficient technical capacity in poy formulation, good networking skills
with legislators, and the ability to mobilise cangraactivities.

4.3 Impact of civil society on values

The CSI also assesses the impact of civil sociesnbership on three attitudes. The first
attitude is interpersonal trust. Respondents ofpthigulation survey were asked whether
they thought people could be trusted in generally @Gn8% of the total population
answered in the affirmative. Members of politicaganisations had a slightly higher
proportion of trust at 6.0%.
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FIGURE 111.4.3 Differences in values among CSO and nor®G&embers
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Source: Organizationai survey.

The results for tolerance were, however, surprisifigure 111.4.3 shows that non-
members of civil society tend to be more tolerdmnt members. The index scores
represented in the figure were computed by avegatiie mean tolerance among CSO
members and non-members across 10 different casgafrpeople of whom individuals
might be intolerant (e.g., people of a differenteiaimmigrants, drug addicts). One
explanation could be that since a significant propo of CSOs in the country comprise
church-based organisations, especially those bigntp the Roman Catholic faith,
which is conservative in terms of social valuesOQ8embers on average might be less
tolerant of specific types of groups that impingetieese values. This is borne out by the
fact that tolerance for homosexuals and unmarrmgples cohabiting are significantly
lower among CSO members.

At the same time, public spiritedness scores laamong CSO members than non-CSO
members. This could be due to the fact that CSO lmeesrhave a healthy disrespect for
public rules brought about by their experience mymartial law in the 1970s and 1980s.
During this period, the government tried to instdncern for social norms, but these
efforts were in support of existing dispensation.

Conclusion

It is clear from this assessment that the extepeateption scores are higher than the
internal perception scores. One possible reastiraighe external perception respondents
were chosen on the basis of their working knowledfyand familiarity with the civil
society sector, and they may be generally betfernmed on policy advocacy initiatives
compared to other respondents. The scores mayhale® been affected by the high
regard accorded by the general public to civil stycgroups; it may be noted that during
the time this study was undertaken, regard for rofheblic institutions, such as the
government, has been quite low due to the numeocmusiption scandals in which
officials of the executive branch have been pesxtio be involved.
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At the same time, the trust, tolerance and pulgidtedness scores of CSOs can still be
improved. Values education and formation could behkr strengthened among civil
society groups.

5. External Environment

TABLE I11.5.1 Summary scores for external environmentelhsion

Dimension: External Environment 53|0
5.1 | Socio-economic context 535
5.2 | Socio-political context 62.0
5.3 | Socio-cultural context 43.Y

This dimension assesses the external environmenthich civil society exists and
functions. This section describes and analyse®veeall social, economic, cultural and
legal environment. Several development indicatoesewgathered in order to provide a
general picture of the overall welfare of the Riglhes, based on dimensions which
included social welfare, the sustainability of palfinances, income inequality, political
freedoms, the effectiveness of government in impletng public programmes, and the
level of trust, tolerance and public spiritednefsthe general public.

5.1 Socio-economic dimensions

The Philippines received a 77.2% rating in the B8&apabilities Index (BCI) in 2008,
which is a composite rating based on three indisajoercentage of children who reach
fifth grade, percentage of children who surviveiluat least their fifth year and
percentage of births attended by health profesoiidie BCI is a measurement of the
general social welfare of different countries asdundertaken by Social Watch, an
international NGO. This reflects the fact that goweent spending on social services, on
a per capita basis, has been declining since tiye 2@00s (Raya, 2007; Fabros, 2007),
and significant institutional reforms have to beleriaken in education (Luz, 2009) and
health.

The country’s external debt to gross national ineomatio, a measure of fiscal

sustainability, stood at 58.1% in 2007, while thimi@oefficient, a measure of income

inequality, was 0.445 in 2007. The external delitor@an be said to be moderate
compared to other countries, given the fact thatRhilippine government has shifted its
borrowing from foreign to domestic sources sinoe mhid 2000s; but nevertheless, the
current amount of foreign debt has been consideyeahalysts as not ‘sustainable’ given
that new borrowings are utilised to fund old debtokno, 2007: 8-9). The country’s

level of inequality is quite high for a Southeastiahk country due to the lack of public
mechanisms for asset redistribution and the faat tecent economic growth has
improved the situation of higher income, rathentlav income, families.

There is a high level of perception of corruptiontihe Philippines, as reflected in the
country’s rating in the Transparency Internatio@atruption Index. The Philippines had
been given a 2.3 rating in the index for 2008 whiahges from 0 to 10, with the lower
scores meaning a high perceived level of corruptibe average rating received by
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countries is 4. Several corruption scandals radkednational government in the mid
2000s, including the diversion of an agriculturahd to the coffers of administration-
supported congressional candidates and the appartenvention of the chair of the
national election board in the government’'s compzedion program in return for large
bribes, which caused a significant worsening oteption of transparency in the country.
In 2011, congressional hearings had been startechvestigate diversion of funds
intended for the Philippine armed forces to thespeal use of high-ranking officers.

5.2 Socio-political dimensions

Freedom House’s Index of Political rights, the ag Civil Liberties and the World
Bank’s World Governance Indicators were used agatdrs for the Philippines’ socio-
political context. In addition, data from the orgational survey regarding the legal and
regulatory framework were included in calculatidmsthis sub-dimension.

In terms of political rights, the Philippines satr23 points in 2008, which is slightly

below average for the set of countries that theedfwen House reviewed. The ratings
include subjective analyses of the electoral pro¢dse Philippines was given a score of
6 out of 12 points), political pluralism and pam@tion (10 out of 16 points) and

functioning of government (7 out of 12 points).térms of rule of law, the Philippines

scored 38 points in 2008, which is an average gafithe ratings include freedom of

expression and belief (12 points out of 16), asgamial and organisational rights (8
points out of 12), rule of law (6 points out of 1&)d personal autonomy and individual
rights (10 points out of 16).

In terms of state effectiveness, the World Bank €&p&nce Indicators Project examines
perception of the quality of public services, thality of the bureaucracy and its degree
of independence from political pressures, and thality of policy development and
implementation, including the government’'s committneo undertaking such policies.
The Philippines received a score of -0.04, slightyow the average of 0.0 but above the
median of -0.17.

As seen in Table 111.5.2, more than half of the ammgations surveyed view the
Philippines’ laws and regulations as highly enapliHowever, 15.8% of the respondents
also reported that they have been subject to filegte restriction or attack by central
government.

The most grave of these attacks on civil society t@me in the form of extrajudicial
killings and enforced disappearances which had rneca grave concern between 2001
and 2010 during the Arroyo administration. Betwe20®1 and 2007, between 100 and
800 executions have been perpetrated, and these bpeeially targeted leftist activists,
including civil society leaders, human rights defers, trade unionists and land reform

8 The number of the executions vary depending oni&ltounting and how. Task Force Using, the
government formed body to investigate the extrajatlkillings has a list of 116 cases. The number o
people on the lists of civil society organizati@iso vary, but are all higher than the count ofkTlasrce
Using, the highest of which is 885 cases as coumyddarapatan.
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advocates had been the target of executions (Al008: 2). Philip Alston, the United
Nations Special Rapportuer on extrajudicial kilBngummary or arbitrary executions has
determined that the counter insurgency stratedghie@fPhilippine military and the changes
in the priorities of the criminal justice systemridig that period helps explain why the
killings continue.

The case of the Morong 43, which has received nmuetiia attention, also shows human
rights abuses against members of civil society megdgions. On 6 February 2010, forty
three medical practitioners and health workers vilkrgally arrested and detained by the
Philippine military under charges of illegal posses of firearms and explosives. The
victims’ rights against illegal arrest, illegal dation and torture and right to counsel
were violated (Asian Human Rights Commission, 20IBey were kept in military
custody for 12 weeks before being transferred tc@austody. The Morong 43 were
finally released on 18 December 2010 upon ordeRresident Aquino.

While formal civil and political rights are guaraed by the Constitution, various

independent agencies have noted that the counpgtformance in terms of rights

protection remain weak. Law enforcement and jutli@ggencies are feeble in the face of
rampant abuses by the military, police, paramilitjaroups and ‘private armies’ (Human
Rights Watch, 2011: 359- 364). With the change teew administration, it is expected

that extrajudicial killings and human rights abugek significantly decrease given the

new policy and approaches of government.

TABLE I11.5.2 CSO perception of laws and regulations@30s

Perception of restriction Frequencdo
Highly restrictive 9 8.3
Quite limiting 28 25.7
Moderately enabling 50 45.9
Fully enabling 14 12.8
Don’t know/missing 8 7.3

Source: CSI organisation survey.

The Philippines has a very progressive legislafiisenework in support of participatory

governance. This principle is enshrined in the ippihes’ 1987 Constitution, under
Article XII Section 16 which states that "The rigtftthe people and their organisations
to effective and reasonable participation at alkele of social, political, and economic
decision making shall not be abridged. The staddl, dby law, facilitate the establishment
of adequate consultation mechanisms.” Thus, tlwegsadf the Philippines in terms of the
provision of formal rights to organisation and asbl are quite high.

At the local level, various bodies such as locaetflgoment councils, local health boards,

school boards and other local special bodies haea Imandated to include civil society
and private sector representatives by various Rwh as the Local Government Code of
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1991. It is the intent of these laws to instituiise consultative mechanisms within local
governments.

However, despite the progressive legislative fraor&vgupporting people's participation,
most local governments in the Philippines are fewmf practicing participatory
governance. Many of the mandated local bodies ieinerenot convened or merely serve
as a rubber stamp for the local chief executive wdtmoses the civil society
representatives to these bodies. This has oftertdeahisdirected priorities and poor
planning, leading to much waste of scarce localegmwent resources (Capuno, 2007:
222- 226). Instead of programmes that have a mglact on development, many local
government units have historically focused thegoreces on visible projects that have
little development impact (such as waiting shedsl@e-out programs) or projects that
serve the vested interest of the local politicieswch as roads leading to their property).
The situation is made worse by a general lackasfgparency on how local governments
utilise their budget and what they have achieved eesult (PHILDHRRA, forthcoming:
13).

Under such circumstances, it is often the mostenalble groups who are hurt the most as
their needs and concerns are not factored intpldnes of the local government, driving
resources away from anti-poverty development ptsjéitat could better address their
needs. At the same time, CSOs have been vulnetablearious forces of society,”
especially to self-serving politicians and otheougs who have used these groups to
further advance their interests (Buendia, 2005: 363).

In relation to illegitimate restrictions and attaagainst civil society

CSO Assessment of the Local Government G@ese Study)

In 1991, the Philippine legislature passed the L&aernment Code, the enabling law
that implemented the 1987 Constitution mandatedettentralise government powers to
the provincial, city, municipal and barangay (\ikg government units. The law also
provided space for civil society organisations tartigipate in local government
‘consultative’ bodies, that plan and monitor thepiementation of specific policies,
programs and processes such as those in the dreaslth, education (schools), peace
and order, development planning and others.

In a case study for this paper (PHILDHRRA, forthdéog) noted that while there are
areas of productive relationships established bEtw€SOs and the local government
units in these bodies, there are still many areasniprovement, such as strengthening
information dissemination within these bodies, regteening the capacity of these bodies
to effectively monitor the implementation of loggvernment programs and projects and
improve the ‘functionality’ of the bodies.

5.3 Socio-cultural context

Based on the population survey, Filipinos have denate degree of tolerance and public
spiritedness. However, the level of trust is exeeds low, with less than 5% of the
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respondents in the population survey expressindétief that people can be trusted in
general.

On the average, less than two-thirds of the pojuiagurvey respondents (62.2%) are
tolerant of a list of population sub-groups; thss an average of the proportion of
respondents who would not mind having groups swElpeople of a different race,

migrants/foreign workers, Muslims, homosexuals, ammad couples living together,

people who speak a different language, drug addietsple with HIV/AIDS and heavy

drinkers as their neighbours.

A similar proportion, 64.1%, can be described awirfta some level of ‘public
spiritedness’. This is measured by the degree iohwdurvey respondents disagreed with
the acceptability of the following practices: clang government benefits that one is not
entitled to; avoiding fare on public transportationt paying taxes; and paying/accepting
a bribe.

Conclusion

The external dimension ratings show that the Rbiiigs has a moderate level of socio-
economic development, and despite the problemsrofigtion and lack of accountability
that have plagued the national government in tis¢ y@ars, also a modest level of socio-
political development. Nevertheless, both areas stdhbe improved; there are some
serious efforts made by the government to underéakesation reforms to improve the
efficiency of the public school system, and to xaraine the corruption issues that have
plagued the bureaucracy in the past ten yearsderdo develop more sustainable good
governance mechanisms. These are areas worthyilss@tiety involvement.

At the same time, there is a need to improve theraae citizen’s public values and
norms. One study (Clarke, 2010; 3-4) would descaiba “distinct realm of values,” and
as such, could assist in broadening the commitrokttie public to put the good of the
public before the interests of a specific group.

V. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF CIVIL
SOCIETY

Philippine civil society is one of the most vibraartd active in Asia. One of its strengths
is its deep and expansive roots in society, as shimwthe high participation rate of adult
Filipinos, an estimated 45.7% of whom count theresglas active members of at least
one CSO, compared to only 17.3% of the populatitw a&re not a member of a CSO.
There is also extensive participation of minoritesd marginalised groups (women,
indigenous peoples, and members of the rural popo)jain Philippine CSOs, a
substantial number of which were formed by thessugs themselves, or by NGOs
representing their interests.

CSOs had thrived after the 1986 Edsa People Powepl&ion which toppled the
Marcos dictatorship through a citizen led non-ubl@nd peaceful revolt. The 1987
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Constitution that was put in place after this emsd the value of people’s participation
and protects the rights of people’s organisatiangdrticipate at all levels of social,
political, and economic decision-making.

In terms of their organisation, Philippine CSOsrafell in terms of having boards that
are democratically elected and meet regularly, itkeghe need to strengthen board
accountability and transparency. They are alsongtrom networking and sectoral
communications. The long history of NGOs and otl@&Os in the Philippines has
allowed these networks and relationships to develop

Many networks have been organised around diffeseatoral interests or specific issues.
As a sign of their strength, formal and informalB8etworks have been instrumental in
the passage of legislation that promotes the isteref the poor and vulnerable sectors.
Such legislation includes the Comprehensive AgraR&form Programme, Urban and
Housing Development Act, Fisheries Code, SocialbRefand Poverty Alleviation Act,
Party-List System Act, and many others.

Aside from these, CSO networks have also succégsfebun three local grant making
institutions through debt swaps or participatiorthia capital markets. These institutions
now provide grants and loans that fund projects prgyrammes of Philippine CSOs.
Networks have also helped establish the Philipgiaencil for NGO Certification, a self-
regulatory mechanism recognised by government wlgeltifies CSOs that meet
minimum standards in financial management and adability. These contributions to
the enactment of legislation, as well as the mamyises delivered by CSOs to citizens,
have led to a high perception of impact for PhiligoCSOs.

Furthermore, peace and non-violence are practigemdst Philippine CSOs. There are
only a few groups that use violence and they |grgglerate on the periphery of civil
society. However, these groups do have links witlmes formal CSOs operating within
the legal framework.

In terms of impact on the attitudes of their memsb@SOs have less impact on the level
of trust, and appear to have a negative impacolenance and public spiritedness. While
CSOs are perceived to have moderate to high impaterms of promoting peace and
non-violence, democracy and intolerance, they agecgived to demonstrate little
internalisation of labour rights and standards @mdronmental norms, at least as defined
in this study. Only a small number of CSOs haveliplybavailable codes of conduct or
ethics that guide their operations.

There is also a perception of pervasive corruptiathin the sector among CSOs
themselves. This is related to the issue of weakdgovernance within the NGO sector
which has been written about in the existing liter@ (Aldaba, 2001: 3-5; Abella and
Dimalanta, 2003:3- 8). It is probably the case tatblems with board governance are
also present in other types of CSOs in the Phitippi However, corruption within civil
society needs to be subjected to further reseandhiravestigation in order to provide
better understanding.
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Another weakness of Philippine CSOs is that its Imens appear to be less tolerant and
have lower regard for public-spiritedness compacedon-members. This issue would

also merit further exploration. There is also acheebetter engage the poor in political

issues and engagements.

The data generated by the Civil Society Index sstpgéow political activism and
political engagement in the Philippines, as indidaby lower participation rates in
political CSOs and a low proportion of citizens whkign petitions, join boycotts and
attend peaceful demonstrations. However, this oty not provide an accurate picture
since the classification between social and paliti€SOs made by the CIVICUS
methodology is not as applicable to the Philipeting, given that social organisations
such as religious organisations and cooperativastahd to engage in political activities.
But nevertheless, it points to an important isha many CSOs have not gone beyond
their local programmes and projects to advocatenfore structural reforms at the
national level.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on results of the study, the following rec@ndations are given to address the
identified weaknesses of Philippine civil society:

1. On strengthening governance within CSOs

Formal institutional mechanisms that promote actahility and transparency within
CSOs can be strengthened. The Philippine CounciNf8O Certification (PCNC) still
remains a viable mechanism for genuinely promoéing monitoring CSO governance.
In order to effectively broaden the reach of PCNGs recommended that government
and foreign/local donors make PCNC certificatione onf the requirements for
organisations that seek a minimum level of grarimfthem. They should also include in
their grants to non-PCNC registered organisati@msessupport to help the organisation
undertake PCNC accreditation.

Another recommendation is for donors to institusiide a mechanism that would
compile and regularly publish lists of negligenaigiees that did not satisfy the terms of
their respective grants. When institutionaliseds tmechanism can serve both as a
clearing house and a good governance check amom@s.CEhe participation of the
PCNC and major CSO networks in the developmenhisf mechanism would promote
buy-in to the system.

2. On developing standards for good governancesa@igil society groups

One of the issues that came out from the studias while a large proportion of civil
society groups meet the formal requirements foregamance, it is not clear that they are
able to meet adequate standards for good governahle proportion of the
organisational survey sample with formal board mersihip is high, but there is a
significant minority who report that their boards dot meet regularly. Another issue is
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that there are many civil society groups that aretransparent with regard to financial
reports.

Thus, there is a need to develop a consensus oexected roles of civil society

oversight boards. These may include the regulafityolding of board meetings, and the
specific powers and responsibilities of the boandluding oversight of management of
civil society groups, and the areas of policy mgkihat they can undertake. It is also
important to specify clearly the policies that gande civil society groups to improve

their financial transparency.

3. On strengthening networking of civil society gps

There are many areas in which CSOs can work an#tenal and local government
level; these include national ‘multi-sectoral’ asdctoral’ bodies (e.g. the National Anti-
Poverty Commission, the National Youth Commissitthre Philippine Commission on

Women) that have opened the venues for participdtioorganised marginalised groups,
and local ‘consultative’ bodies.

Given these circumstances, CSOs should furthengitien their engagement in these
institutionalised bodies. They should advocatetf@ convening of local development
councils and other local bodies. Once convened; seuld participate proactively in

setting the agenda and in providing input to logavernance. CSO networks and
organisations at the national level should prowdg@acity building support for their

members and affiliates at the local level.

4. On the financial and human resource sustaimabiliCSOs

Many of the organisations surveyed for this stublgaaly rely on membership fees and
service fees to support the operations of theiawigations. Public giving should be
further strengthened and promoted in order to gdaagreater resources that can support
civil society within the Philippines.

Arrangements whereby government facilitates citizentributions to CSOs should be
explored. There are several models from other cmsthat could be explored which can
support the growth of civil society groups. In Gamy, for example, the government
allows taxpayers to allocate a small part of thaxr (around 1% of their total payments)
to church groups. This could be adapted in theigfiiiles by allowing qualified CSOs
(perhaps linking this to PCNC certification to alsmcourage CSOs to undergo
certification) to be the beneficiaries of this paldupport.

Government can tap more CSOs as alternative sedateery mechanisms. There is
already a rich history of this in the Philippinedter the 1986 democratic restoration,
many government agencies opened NGO-PO desks partlyrder to explore the
possibility of civil society groups undertaking serpublic services. Civil society groups
are already active in areas such as community-besedtry management, communal
irrigation management, family support and counsglliand procurement oversight.
However, there are still many areas where civiletgacan have a comparative advantage
in the delivery of social services.
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5. On CSO labour and environmental standards

There is still a need for consensus building ontwh#erent labour and environment
standards are for Philippine CSOs and how theskl dmimade operational in the local
context. These include standards for pay and wankditions and the provision of
collective bargaining rights for staff. Also, therms of practice in terms of applying
environmental standards need to be deepened. Hmisbe undertaken first through
discussion among different groups, and then throogidel building, before formal

decisions can be made across the civil societpsasta whole.

V1. CONCLUSION

This study has analysed the state of civil sodmtyexamining several factors that have
affected its growth and development in the Philgpmilieu. In sum, civil society has

made a moderately strong impact in the Philippimsgecially in the areas of poverty
reduction and environmental protection, and in progne development. There have
been some successes in terms of policy advocatgblyan the area of agrarian reform
and other areas of social reform that have helpsdre the integration of economically
and politically marginalised groups in the mainatnesocial order.

The growth of civil society has been helped by adég levels of civic engagement in the
Philippines; participation in organisations withcgd concerns is quite high, as is the
diversity of membership, particularly among thosenf marginalised ethno-linguistic

groups and from Mindanao. At the same time, theellef organisation of CSOs,

especially in terms of the development and perstgteof coalitions and networks, has
sustained these groups. The political and econ@naronment is also favourable,
providing adequate protection of civil libertiesdgpolitical rights.

The area in which CSOs need improvement is thetipea®f values. Labour and
environmental standards need to be formally entbiaed there is a perception among
CSOs that some level of corruption is practicethensector. This problem has long been
recognised. Carino (2002), for example, notes @il society] has not resolved its
identity crisis, especially since its presumed oakies are perceived to be diminishing
in the population.” According to her, the core alaf volunteerism and service to
society may have diminished during the past yeaestd the loss of financial resources
available to CSOs and the flourishing of work wntlihe sector as a professional career.
At the same time, there is need to improve thenfirel and programme accountability of
CSOs, which have been lacking.

Several recommendations have been made in ordaddeess the issues raised in this
study. These include better governance and netmgrlénhanced financial and human
resources and greater application of ethical staisda

It is hoped that the study may have made a cortimibdoward better understanding the
contours of the civil society sector in the Philigs, and that the recommendations will
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lead to a wider discussion on improving this secks Carino (2002) also points out,
“Philippine civil society ... will always be engage&d the process of refinement... [and
how this will play out] will be of great interesi scholars in the discipline and to society
at large.”
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1. Members of the CSI Philippines NatioAalvisory
Committee

Civil Society Organizations:

1. Bishop Reuben Abante, Alliance of Baptist Councils

2. Emmanuel Arefio, Regional Coordinator, Western \asaietwork of Social
Development NGOs (WEVNet)

3. Moner Bajunaid, Executive Director, Mindanao Inetgd Development Center
(MIND)

4. Florencia Casanova-Dorotan, Chair, Women’s Actie@iwork for Development

(WAND)

Tessie Fernandez, Executive Director, Lihok Pikpin

Ana Marie Karaos, Chairperson, Caucus of Developmd@GO Networks

(CODE-NGO)

7. Neil Lim, Media Liaison Officer, Youthvote Philippes

8. Jun Mabaso, Executive Director, Agri-Aqua Developin@oalition (AADC)

9. Christine Reyes, Executive Director, Foundation Rimilippine Environment
(FPE)

10.Giovanni Reyes, Executive Director, Koalisyon ngtutabong Samahan ng
Pilipinas (KASAPI)

11.0Oman Jiao, Executive Director, Association of Fatrahs (AF)

12.Fely Soledad, Executive Director, Philippine Colinicr NGO Certification
(PCNC)

oo

Government:

13.Erlinda Capones, Director, Social Development Sthf@tional Economic and
Development Authority (NEDA)

14.Nathy Cause, Project Development Officer, DepartmednSocial Welfare and
Development (DSWD)

15.Ramon Falcon, Social Development Staff, Nationadrieenic and Development
Authority (NEDA)

NOTE: A total of 30 civil society leaders from vauis sectors, regions and networks
were invited to become members of the National oy Committee. However, only
the 12 CSOs listed above agreed to join the NACaitahded the advisory committee
meetings.
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1) Dimension: Civic Engagement 54.7
1.1 Extent of socially-based engagement 47.6
1.1.1 | Social membership 1 43.4
1.1.2 | Social volunteering 1 47.4
1.1.3 | Community engagement 1 51,9
1.2 Depth of socially-based engagement 43.7
1.2.1 | Social membership 2 34.2
1.2.2 | Social volunteering 2 33.2
1.2.3 | Community engagement 2 63,6
1.3 Diversity of socially-based engagement 95.7
| 1.3.1 | Diversity of socially-based engagement 95.7
1.4 Extent of political engagement 21.5
1.4.1 | Political membership 1 23.38
1.4.2 | Political volunteering 1 26.2
1.4.3 | Individual activism 1 15.1
1.5 Depth of political engagement 32.2
1.5.1 | Political membership 2 35.7
1.5.2 | Political volunteering 2 39.2
1.5.3 | Individual activism 2 21.7
1.6 Diversity of political engagement 87.7
| 1.6.1 | Diversity of political engagement 87.7
2) Dimension: Level of Organisation 57.9
2.1 Internal governance 94.4
| 2.1.1 | Management 94.4
2.2 Infrastructure 63.3
| 2.2.1 | Support organisations 63.8
2.3 Sectoral communication 67.3
2.3.1 | Peer-to-peer communication 1 7016
2.3.2 | Peer-to-peer communication 2 63,9
2.4 Human resources 38.9
| 2.4.1 | Sustainability of HR 38.9
2.5 Financial and technological resources 69.3
2.5.1 | Financial sustainability 66.(
2.5.2 | Technological resources 725
2.6 International linkages 14.5
| 2.6.1 | International linkages 14.5
3) Dimension: Practice of Values 48.9
3.1 Democratic decision-making governance 69.7
| 3.1.1 | Decision-making 69.7
3.2 Labour regulations 29.4
3.2.1 | Equal opportunities 52.3
3.2.2 | Members of labour unions 8.7
3.2.3 | Labour rights trainings 28.7
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| 3.2.4 | Publicly available policy for labour standsr 28.0
3.3 Code of conduct and transparency 45.7
3.3.1 | Publicly available code of conduct 352
3.3.2 | Transparency 56.1
3.4 Environmental standards 30.8
| 3.4.1 | Environmental standards 308
3.5 Perception of values in civil society as a wehol 69.1
3.5.1 | Perceived non-violence 76.[7
3.5.2 | Perceived internal democracy 80.6
3.5.3 | Perceived levels of corruption 40.4
3.5.4 | Perceived intolerance 65.11
3.5.5 | Perceived weight of intolerant groups 69.9
3.5.6 | Perceived promotion on non-violence and @eac 81.7
4) Dimension: Perception of Impact 62.8
4.1 Responsiveness (internal perception) 62.0
4.1.1 | Impact on social concern 1 6944
4.1.2 | Impact on social concern 2 509
4.1.3 | Impact on social concern 3 65,7
4.2 Social Impact (internal perception) 78.5
4.2.1 | General social impact 75.65
4.2.2 | Social impact of own organisation 81/4
4.3 Policy Impact (internal perception) 55.0
4.3.1 | General policy impact 58.3
4.3.2 | Policy activity of own organisation 45.4
4.3.3 | Policy impact of own organisation 61.2
4.4 Responsiveness (external perception) 73.0
4.4.1 | Impact on social concern 1 774
4.4.2 | Impact on social concern 2 62,3
4.4.3 | Impact on social concern 3 79)2
4.5 Social Impact (external perception) 83.0
4.5.1 | Social impact selected concerns 89.2
4.5.2 | Social impact general 76.9
4.6 Policy Impact (external perception) 66.6
4.6.1 | Policy impact specific fields 1-3 57.7
4.6.2 | Policy impact general 75.%
4.7 Impact of CS on attitudes 21.4
4.7.1 | Difference in trust between civil societymigers and non-0.3
members
4.7.2 | Difference in tolerance levels between cigibciety| 0.0
members and non-members
4.7.3 | Difference in public spiritedness betweenil csociety| 0.0
members and non-members
4.7.4 | Trustin civil society 85.2
5) External Environment 53.0
5.1 Socio-economic context 53.5
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5.1.1 | Basic Capabilities Index 77.2
5.1.2 | Corruption 23.0
5.1.3 | Inequality 55.5
5.1.4 | Economic context 58.1

5.2 Socio-political context 62.0
5.2.1 | Political rights and freedoms 57.6
5.2.2 | Rule of law and personal freedoms 62.5
5.2.3 | Associational and organisational rights 66.7
5.2.4 | Experience of legal framework 73.4
5.2.5 | State effectiveness 49.8

5.3 Socio-cultural context 43.7
5.3.1 | Trust 4.8
5.3.2 | Tolerance 62.2
5.3.3 | Public spiritedness 64.1
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