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Abstract

This paper adds to a growing literature concerned with the 
LQVWUXPHQWDOLW\�RI�DQQXDO�DSSURSULDWLRQV��DXGLWHG�ÀQDQFLDO�UHSRUWV�
and development approaches, and the consequences of their 
adoption and use within State-Indigenous Community relations. 
It explores a single case of how the National Commission on 
Indigenous Peoples (NCIP), a government agency tasked with 
the overall recognition and protection of indigenous peoples’ 
and communities’ (IPs/ICCs) rights in the Philippines, use these 
instruments in pursuit of its rights-based and multi-stakeholder 
agenda. The article examines how the NCIP navigates through 
state-imposed instruments and involves the idea of institutional 
footprints where an organization leaves marks where it has 
been active, which can be studied to give clues both about the 
organization itself and the effect of its actions. This exploratory 
VWXG\� RQ� ÀQDQFLDO� IRRWSULQWV� ÀQGV� KHDY\� ÀVFDO� GHSHQGHQFH� RI�
1&,3� RQ� WKH� VWDWH�� D� KXJH� SHUVRQQHO� EXUGHQ�� ZHDN� ÀQDQFLDO�
control measures, poor absorptive capacity and lack in readiness 
of selected project partners, and pronounced regional disparity 
and inequity in fund allocation and service delivery. The transition 
from incremental to performance-based, then to zero-based, 
budgeting, and the adoption of the rights-based approach show 
how the adoption of state instruments reshape the focus and 
priority of NCIP. The harmonization and interface of the proposed 
IP Master Plan 2012-2016 with the Philippine Development Plan 
2011-2016 provides a renewed challenge for advancing IP and ICC 
rights and well-being as a test case for inclusive growth.

Keywords:  National Commission on Indigenous Peoples, 
organizational footprints, performance-based budgeting, 
incremental budgeting approach, zero-based budgeting, human 
rights-based approach.

Introduction

On October 29, 1997, Republic Act No. 8371 otherwise known as the 
Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Acts (IPRA) was signed into law in the 
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3KLOLSSLQHV��%HLQJ�WKH�ÀUVW�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�ODZ�RQ�LQGLJHQRXV�SHRSOHV�
in Asia, it is considered as a landmark legislation that ensures the 
protection of indigenous peoples’ rights and well-being (Panlipi-
ILO, 2005). To make IPRA a reality, a government agency called the 
National Commission on Indigenous Peoples (NCIP) was created 
IURP�WKH�GHIXQFW�DQG�SUHYLRXVO\�PHUJHG�2IÀFH�IRU�1RUWKHUQ�&XOWXUDO�
&RPPXQLWLHV� DQG� 2IÀFH� IRU� 6RXWKHUQ� &XOWXUDO� &RPPXQLWLHV�� WR�
formulate, and implement policies, plans and programs along the 
four-fold agenda of recognition and protection of ancestral domain/
land rights, self-governance and empowerment, cultural integrity, 
social justice and human rights. These four bundles of rights embody 
the ILO Convention on Indigenous and Tribal peoples (ILO169) which 
the Philippine Senate has yet to ratify and the UN Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), which the Philippine 
Government has adopted.

This essay focuses on NCIP as the overall implementing and 
FRRUGLQDWLQJ� DUP� RI� WKH� ,35$�� 7KH� EXGJHW� DQG� ÀQDQFLDO� KHDOWK� RI�
NCIP, as the state’s primary instrument to ensure the recognition 
and protection of the so-called four bundles of rights, are examined 
within the context of budget reforms and development thrusts. The 
LQVWUXPHQWV�RI�EXGJHWV�DQG�ÀQDQFLDO�UHSRUWV�DV�DSSOLHG�WR�1&,3�KDYH�
never been studied to our knowledge, though accounting systems 
as observed between IPs and governments elsewhere have been  the 
object of exemplary studies for such contexts as  Canada (Neu and 
Therrien, 2003; Neu and Graham, 2004, 2006; Neu and Heincke, 2004), 
Fiji (Achary, 1997; Davie, 2000, 2005), New Zealand (Hoooper and 
Kearins, 1997, 2004), Australia (Greer, 2009) and the USA (Preston and 
Oakes, 2001; Preston, 2006; Oakes and Young, 2008).  This investigation 
hopes to contribute to this growing literature concerned with the 
state’s instrumentality of annual appropriations, as well as audited 
ÀQDQFLDO�UHSRUWV�DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�DSSURDFKHV��DQG�WKH�FRQVHTXHQFHV�
of their adoption and use in state-indigenous community relations.

The article explores how NCIP navigates its way through state-
imposed instruments and works with the idea of institutional footprints 
whereby an organization leaves traces in its spheres of activity, which 
can then be studied to give clues both about the organization itself 
and the effect of its actions (Roche, 2007). This exploratory study on 
ÀQDQFLDO�IRRWSULQWV�GLVFRYHUV�WKH�DOPRVW�FRPSOHWH�ÀVFDO�GHSHQGHQFH�
of the NCIP on the state, a personnel-heavy bureaucracy and 
ZHDN� ÀQDQFLDO� FRQWURO� PHDVXUHV� LQ� LWV� RSHUDWLRQV�� SRRU� DEVRUSWLYH�
capacity and lack of readiness of its selected project partners, and 
glaring regional disparity and inequity in fund allocation among its 
constituencies. The transition in budgeting from one that is incremental 
to another that is performance-based,�DQG�ÀQDOO\�WR�VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�LV�
zero-based, and the adoption of the rights-based approach show how 
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various state instruments reshape the focus and priorities of NCIP. The 
harmonization and interface of the proposed IP Master Plan 2012-2016 
with the Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016 provides a renewed 
challenge for the advancement of IP and ICC rights and well-being as 
a test case of inclusive growth.

This exploratory study is essentially formative in nature as it 
ultimately advocates change and reform. This could be change in the 
organization itself resulting from this initial review, or public action on 
the part of another organization, interest group, or IPs/ICCs informed 
by the investigation. Assessing the long-term impact of the IPRA as 
primarily implemented by NCIP is beyond the scope of this study as 
it requires a systematic, careful review of how the law has actually 
worked on the ground in terms of achieving the overall objectives that 
attended the IPRA’s formulation.

The main body of the essay is organized in four sections. The 
ÀUVW�EULHÁ\�GLVFXVVHV�WKH�IUDPHZRUN�DQG�PHWKRG�HPSOR\HG��7KLV� LV�
followed by an examination of the anatomy of the NCIP appropriations. 
)LQDQFLDO� UHSRUWV� IURP� EXGJHW� XWLOL]DWLRQ� DQG� VLJQLÀFDQW� ÀQGLQJV�
about them are discussed in the third section, while the fourth section 
provides notes and comments on budget reforms and development 
approaches. The consequences of the instruments’ use in state-
indigenous communities relations are summarized in the conclusion.

Framework and method

The study subscribes to the framework and method of analyzing 
government organizations put forward by Berne and Schramm 
(1986). We look at the NCIP as an organizational unit of analysis, 
H[DPLQH�LWV�ÀQDQFLDO�FRQGLWLRQ�XVLQJ�ÀYH�FRPSRQHQWV��)ROORZLQJ�WKH�
PRGHO� DQG�PHWKRG�RI�%HUQH� DQG�6FKUDPP� ������� ����� WKH�ÀUVW�SDUW�
is revenue analysis, which examines the basic economic strength of 
the organization, the resources that can be tapped, the capacity of the 
government to generate revenues, and the actual revenues raised. 
The second element is internal resource analysis which determines 
WKH�RUJDQL]DWLRQ·V� DELOLW\� WR�GUDZ�RQ� LQWHUQDO�ÀQDQFLDO� UHVRXUFHV� WR�
PHHW�ÀQDQFLDO�REOLJDWLRQV��DQG�FRPSDUHV�H[LVWLQJ�OHYHOV�DQG�OLTXLGLW\�
EDVHG�RQ�DFWXDO� IXQG�EDODQFHV�DQG� UHVHUYHV�� VXUSOXVHV�DQG�GHÀFLWV��
different levels of short-terms assets and liabilities, and need. The third 
component is expenditure analysis which examines the needs of the 
IPs/ICCs for production and provision of public goods and services, 
the level of expenditures required, and the actual expenditures made 
E\�1&,3��7KH� IRXUWK�DQG�ÀIWK�SDUWV�RI� WKH� IUDPHZRUN�DUH�GHEW�DQG�
pension analysis, respectively. Debt and pension analysis will not be 
tackled in the paper as the NCIP has no long-term obligations and 
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the annual General Appropriations Act (GAA), which contains the 
DSSURYHG�EXGJHW�RI�WKH�1&,3��HDUPDUNV�À[HG�HPSOR\HH�FRQWULEXWLRQV�
WR�WKH�SHQVLRQ�IXQG�DV�ZHOO�DV�UHWLUHPHQW�EHQHÀWV�

Figure 1.�)UDPHZRUN�IRU�WKH�DQDO\VLV�RI�JRYHUQPHQW�ÀQDQFLDO�FRQGLWLRQ��Source: Berne 
and Schramm 1986, 74.

)RU�WKH�DQDO\VLV�RI�WKH�WZR�VLGHV�RI�ÀQDQFLDO�FRQGLWLRQ��WKH�1&,3�
transacts constantly with other organizations, interest groups, IPs, 
ICCs and individuals. Underpinning these transactions are available 
resources, which primarily is its budget or subsidy from the state. 
Expenditure pressures would include its overhead, its mandated 
services, and projects undertaken by itself or with partners such as 
other national government agencies (NGAs), local government units 
(LGUs) and nongovernment organizations (NGOs). 

Strategic resource allocation is performed through the budget for 
public organizations; hence the control aspect of budget is far more 
critical compared to other types of organizations (McKinney 1995, 
212). The essentially predictable and stable conditions in government 
agencies and the mutual contract aspect of the budget between the 
legislature and the citizens necessitate the monitoring and assessment 
of programs as well as the accountability of implementing agencies. 
7KLV�EXGJHW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�ÀQGV�H[SUHVVLRQ�LQ�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�PHWKRGV�
of budgeting used, where objectives and measures vary. McKinney 
(1995) illustrates the budget accountability continuum, progressing 
from line item budget to budget for social progress and change 
ZKLFK� KH� ÀQGV� DV� HPHUJLQJ� �VHH� )LJ�� ���� 3KLOLSSLQH� JRYHUQPHQW�
agencies have long progressed from line item budget to performance 
or results-based budget with the adoption of the Organizational 
Performance Indicator Framework (OPIF) within the context of the 
Public Expenditure Management Framework (Section 80, General 
Provisions, GAA, 2005). The current Aquino III administration has 
introduced the zero-based budgeting approach, contrasting it to the 
traditional incremental budgeting method, to improve transparency 
DQG� GHÁDWH� WKH� ÀVFDO� GHÀFLW� �.DWULQD� 0HQQHQ� $�� 9DOGH]�� ´%XGJHW�
chief Abad explains why zero-based technique necessary,”Manila 
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Times, August 8, 2010). These adopted budgeting methods provide 
WKH�FRQWH[W�IRU�SURELQJ�WKH�ÀQDQFLDO�IRRWSULQWV�RI�1&,3�

Line Item 
Budget

Performance
Budget

Zero Base
Budget

Program
Budget

Budget for Social 
Progress and 

Change

Objective

Inputs 
control 
accounting 
for object of 
expenditure

Achieving 
desired 
standard 
outputs 
while 
minimizing 
inputs 
relating to 
amount of 
input unit to 
output units

Achievement of 
articulated goals/
result objective 
at the lowest 
cost possible 
IRU�LGHQWLÀHG�
clienteles and 
constituents, 
creating the 
opportunity 
to reallocate 
resources from 
lower to higher 
priorities

Measured 
needs, demands, 
results, impact, 
effectiveness 
outcome, 
relevance, 
sustainability 
DQG�VLJQLÀFDQFH��
determining 
congruence 
between states 
goals and 
objectives to 
achieved results

Determining the 
extent to which 
programs make 
target groups or 
population better 
off over time than 
they were prior to 
intervention

Figure 2. The budget accountability continuum. Source: McKinney 1995, 213.

The development agenda for indigenous peoples are also set 
through the budget in terms of program and funding decisions. Cornell 
and Kalt (2005) present two approaches to economic development 
in American Indian reservations which are employed in this paper. 
The characteristics of what they term as ‘standard’ and ‘nation 
building’ approaches is instructive for linking the budget decisions 
of non-indigenous government with the development of indigenous 
peoples and communities. The development framework for IPs/ICCs 
is thus examined as context for budget decisions. Comments on the 
harmonization and interface of the proposed IP Master Plan 2012-2016 
with the Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016 provide a critical 
lens with which to view the current development thrust and funding 
priority. 

This study employs mixed-method approaches to answer its 
objectives. Quantitative analysis involves cross-section and time-
series analyses, or vertical and horizontal, and combined analysis 
FRPPRQ�LQ�WKH�ÀQDQFLDO�VWDWHPHQW�DQDO\VLV� WUDGLWLRQ��&RPPRQ�VL]H�
DQG�SHUFHQWDJH�FKDQJH�WHFKQLTXHV�DUH�LQWHJUDO�LQ�WKH�DQDO\VHV��6SHFLÀF�
ratios are also highlighted to pinpoint areas of concern. Benchmarks 
IRU� FHUWDLQ� ÀQDQFLDO� FRQGLWLRQ� PHDVXUHV�� OHJDO� OLPLWV�� DQG� 1&,3·V�
own past levels of variables are used for comparison. Qualitative 
WHFKQLTXHV� XVHG� LQFOXGH� WKH� UHYLHZ� DQG� DQDO\VLV� RI� RIÀFLDO� DQG�
public access documents to complement the quantitative techniques. 
The sources used include primary documents from the Philippine 
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Congress, the General Appropriations Acts from 2006 to 2011; the 
'HSDUWPHQW� RI� %XGJHW� DQG� 0DQDJHPHQW�� SDUWLFXODUO\� WKH� VWDIÀQJ�
summary and national expenditure programs; the Commission on 
Audit, the Consolidated Annual Audit Reports of the NCIP from 2002 
to 2009; and, the NCIP itself, for various issues of its annual reports 
and other public access documents.

Anatomy of appropriations

A critical starting point in assessing the NCIP as an organization 
LV�WKURXJK�EXGJHW�DQDO\VLV��,Q�JHQHUDO��DQ�DJHQF\·V�EXGJHW�IRU�D�ÀVFDO�
year shows what the resources are and how these will be generated and 
XVHG�RYHU�WKH�ÀVFDO�SHULRG��7KH�1&,3�EXGJHW��WKXV��LV�WKH�JRYHUQPHQW·V�
key instrument for promoting its socio-economic objectives in general 
and its commitment for the implementation of the IPRA in particular. 
The budget of the NCIP is detailed in the General Appropriations 
Act (GAA) passed by Congress and signed by the sitting president to 
law annually. For the year 2006, Congress was not able to pass a new 
GAA, hence the GAA of the previous year—2005—was automatically 
re-enacted. This analysis is based on the GAA for the following 
years: 2005 (RA 9336) where NCIP’s budget is included under Other 
([HFXWLYH�2IÀFHV��������5$�������DQG�������5$�������ZKHUH�WKH\�DUH�
included under the Department of Agrarian Reform; 2009 (RA 9524), 
2010 (RA 9970) and 2011 (RA 10147) where they are included under 
the Department of Environment and Natural Resources. The inclusion 
RI� WKH� 1&,3� EXGJHW� XQGHU� D� UHJXODU� GHSDUWPHQW·V� EXGJHW� UHÁHFWV�
the prevailing executive order that places NCIP under a particular 
department’s administrative oversight (see Ciencia of this issue for 
details and analysis). 

The NCIP budget has two basic components: programs, which 
are the continuing mandates of the agency; and projects, which 
KDYH� LGHQWLÀDEOH�RXWSXWV�ZLWKLQ�D�GHVLJQDWHG�SHULRG��7KH�ÀUVW�SDUW�
of the analysis focuses on the programs. The total programs budget 
of NCIP is PhP 405 million in 2006 which has reached PhP 649 
million in 2011, at current prices as shown in Table 1. (Henceforth, 
all tables referred to in the discussion are found in the Appendix.) 
The programs budget is broken down into three cost categories: I) 
General Administration and Support; II) Support to Operations; and 
III) Operations. Expenditures for general administration and support 
represent those which are considered as the agency’s overhead. This 
represents 8.44% on average of the NCIP budget for the years 2006-
2011. Support to operations refers to those activities that facilitate the 
agency’s mandated functions and services. For NCIP, these include 
the development and promotion of economic livelihood programs 
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and projects; promotion and development of culture, traditions 
and institutions; and coordination with different tribal institutions. 
Collectively, they account for 2.18% of the NCIP budget for the period 
2006-2011. Expenditures for operations are those that go to regular 
activities directly addressing the agency’s mandates. These include 
the implementation of socio-economic and cultural development 
projects which account for the bulk of the agency’s budget at 61.95%; 
scholarship of members of cultural communities at 20.28%; and 
management and development of ancestral lands in support of the 
social reform agenda at 7.14% on average for the period 2006-2011. 
These item shares in the total programs budget are shown in Table 3. 
The regular budget of NCIP, however, needs to be translated into a 
EDVH�\HDU�ÀJXUH�WR�SHUPLW�D�PRUH�UHDOLVWLF�FRPSDULVRQ�LQ�YLHZ�RI�WKH�
FRXQWU\·V�LQÁDWLRQ�UDWH�UHFRUG��+HQFH��WKH�SURJUDPV�EXGJHW�DV�VKRZQ�
in Table 1 has been transformed into 2000 prices using the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI). This is presented in Table 2.

Overall, the programs budget of NCIP has increased by 5% for the 
SHULRG�����������LQ�UHDO�WHUPV��7KLV�LV�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�7DEOH����7KH�\HDUV�
2007-2008, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 saw 0.52% to 1.12% decline of the 
NCIP programs budget, meaning the budget was not even adjusted 
IRU� LQÁDWLRQ��7KH�\HDUV�����������DQG�����������SRVWHG� WKH�KLJKHVW�
increase in the budget at 15.25% and 12.82%, respectively. In terms 
of cost categories, the budget for general administration and support 
has been growing at 3.59% on average for the period 2006-2011, with 
last year’s increase registering the biggest growth at 9.42%. Support 
to operations grew by 14.4% on average for the period studied, with 
the bulk of the growth seen in 2010-2011 at 64%, particularly for 
the development and promotion of economic livelihood programs 
and projects at a spectacular increase of 164%—a priority of the 
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ� DV� VSHFLÀHG� LQ� 3UHVLGHQW� %HQLJQR� $TXLQR·V� Social 
Contract with the Filipino People. Budget for operations grew by 5% from 
�����WR������RQ�DYHUDJH��EXW�WKH�\HDU������WR������VDZ�D�VLJQLÀFDQW�
decline for the scholarship of the members of cultural communities at 
-22.67% and the management and development of ancestral lands at 
-13.52% at constant prices.

The second component of the approved appropriations of 
NCIP includes various projects as detailed in Table 5. The year 2008 
witnessed the inclusion of four locally-funded projects for a total cost 
of PhP 42,245,000 as follows: assistance for the continuation of literacy 
and livelihood activities at PhP 6.5 million; acquisition of equipment 
DW�3K3�������PLOOLRQ��FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�1&,3�5HJLRQ�9�%XLOGLQJ�DW�3K3�
���PLOOLRQ��DQG�RSHUDWLRQDO�VXSSRUW�IXQG�IRU�1&,3�5HJLRQ�9�DW�3K3�
���PLOOLRQ��,W�VKRXOG�EH�QRWHG�WKDW�WKH�SURMHFW�LQWHQGHG�IRU�5HJLRQ�9�
is part of the Priority Development Assistance Fund or PDAF (pork 
barrel fund) channelled by Sen. Joker Arroyo (NCIP 5’s Regional 
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Director Ms. Lee T. Arroyo being his relative, and Region 5, or Bicol, 
his bailiwick). For the year 2009, the budget for locally-funded projects 
increased to PhP 100.745 million as follows: acquisition of equipment 
DW�3K3�������PLOOLRQ��FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�FHQWUDO�RIÀFH�EXLOGLQJ�DW�3K3����
PLOOLRQ��FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�5HJLRQ�,,�1&,3�RIÀFH�DW�3K3���PLOOLRQ��DQG�
conservation and preservation of ethnic culture at PhP 50 million (PhP 
45 million for maintenance and other operation expenditures and 
PhP 5 million for capital outlay). For 2010 and 2011, the acquisition 
of equipment projects received appropriations of PhP 5.8 million and 
PhP 6.38 million, respectively.

The major operating expenditure categories are: personal 
services (PS) such as salaries, social security contributions, overtime 
pay, etc.; maintenance and other operating expenditures (MOOE) 
such as travelling expenses, supplies and materials, utilities, rent, etc.; 
and capital outlays (CO) which include infrastructure development, 
DFTXLVLWLRQ�RI�YHKLFOHV��HWF��ZKRVH�EHQHÀWV�H[WHQG�EH\RQG� WKH�ÀVFDO�
year and which add to the assets of government. The programs 
budget discussed above only include PS and MOOE, hence it is 
also interesting to note the PS and MOOE mix in the NCIP budget 
as shown in Table 6. For general administration and support, the PS 
and MOOE mix is basically balanced at 50-50 for the years 2006 to 
2011. For support to operations, the PS and MOOE mix is 78-22 in 
2006 which has substantially dropped to 51-49 in 2011, averaging 72-
28 for the period. For operations, the PS and MOOE mix is 61-39. In 
total, the PS and MOOE mix is 60-40, which means that 60% of the 
NCIP programs appropriations is used for personal services such as 
VDODULHV�� VRFLDO� VHFXULW\� FRQWULEXWLRQV� DQG� EHQHÀWV� RI� ������ SODQWLOOD�
HPSOR\HHV�DQG�RIÀFLDOV�VSUHDG�LQ�WKH�FHQWUDO�RIÀFH�ZLWK�����SHUVRQQHO��
���UHJLRQDO�RIÀFHV�ZLWK�D�WRWDO�RI�����SHUVRQQHO�����SURYLQFLDO�RI¿FHV�ZLWK�
414 personnel; and 108 service centers with a total of 756 personnel. The 
������SODQWLOOD�SRVLWLRQV��KRZHYHU��DUH�QRW�DOZD\V�IXOO\�¿OOHG�XS��The 40% 
goes to maintenance and other operating expenses with 35.75% on 
DYHUDJH� IRU� WKH� SHULRG� JRLQJ� WR� RSHUDWLRQV� GLUHFWO\� EHQHÀWLQJ� WKH�
IPs and ICCs. Put in another way, the 2011 programs budget of PhP 
648.758 million with 11,778,150 IP population in the country (NCIP 
2005 estimate), for example, shows that the government spends 
DURXQG�3K3����SHU�,3��RI�ZKLFK�3K3����JRHV�WR�WKH�VDODU\�DQG�EHQHÀWV�
of NCIP personnel (average of PhP 245,000 per annum per employee) 
and PhP 22 to maintenance and other operation expenses, of which 
around PhP 19 goes to IPs in terms of direct services.

In the preceding discussion, the terms budget and appropriation 
were used interchangeably. Appropriation refers to the authorization 
made by law, in this case the GAA, directing payment out of government 
IXQGV�XQGHU�VSHFLÀHG�FRQGLWLRQV�RU�IRU�VSHFLÀF�SXUSRVHV��%XW�EXGJHW�
may be construed as the total amount of appropriations programmed 
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to be spent during the budget year and that can be supported by 
available resources. Allotment, on the other hand, is an authorization 
issued by DBM to an implementing agency, in this case the NCIP, to 
LQFXU�REOLJDWLRQV�IRU�VSHFLÀHG�DPRXQWV�FRQWDLQHG�LQ�WKH�*$$��%HFDXVH�
RI� UHFXUULQJ� JRYHUQPHQW� EXGJHW� GHÀFLWV� ZKRVH� PDJQLWXGH� YDULHV�
from year to year and the government’s unimaginative response 
of perpetual austerity measures, the allotment issued by DBM to 
government agencies are usually less than the appropriations as in 
the case for the year 2009. However, for 2006 to 2008, NCIP received 
allotments which are beyond its appropriations for the respective years 
because DBM may release allotments for prior years’ commitment in 
the current year. This is shown in Table 7. It can also be pointed that 
the NCIP incurred a balance of PhP 7.4 million, PhP 37 million, PhP 
25 million and PhP 4.6 million for the years 2006 to 2009, respectively. 
This balance is the difference between the allotment issued by DBM 
and the obligations incurred or paid for by NCIP. Unlike in the private 
sector which puts premium on unexpended budgets or savings, 
the unobligated allotments or balance in government agencies is 
LQGLFDWLYH�RI�SRRU�SODQQLQJ�DQG�UHÁHFWLYH�RI�SRRU�DEVRUSWLYH�FDSDFLW\�
of funds deployed for services and projects. 

Total appropriations can also be viewed as having a stable and 
growing component, which is the programs appropriations as base 
with annual increases of a, plus project appropriations which can 
swing from 0 to PhP 100 million per year for example, depending 
on the parameter b. Growth in programs appropriations has always 
been positive for NCIP since its inception in 1997, hence a>0. The 
huge component of programs appropriations is for personal services, 
and with commitments for continuing programs plus overhead, it is 
unthinkable to have a decreasing appropriations, though it is possible 
to have unfunded mandates, if congress decides to slash the executive 
branch’s budget proposal. Hence, a represents the annual growth rate, 
ZKLFK�LQFRUSRUDWHV�SURYLVLRQ�IRU�LQÁDWLRQ�UDWH��PDQGDWRU\�LQFUHDVHV�
for salaries, yearly growth in the budget based on macroeconomic 
fundamentals, and priorities or development thrusts. Another way 
to view the programs budget is that allocation is based on past 
year’s expenses. So the current year’s programs budget is almost 
always an increased amount, an increment, over the previous year’s 
appropriations. The above discussions are captured by the equation 
below:

Total appropriations = (1+a) Programs appropriations + b Project appropriations

The parameter b, however, depends on a host of factors from 
political clout to need for equipment upgrades to new projects which 
the legislators can sponsor through their priority development fund 
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(PDAF, or ‘pork-barrel’). Thus from budget preparation to budget 
authorization, we can see the use of the budget not only as a legal 
tool but also as a political instrument to favor certain sectors or 
programs among competing interests. Annual changes in the project 
EXGJHW�ÀJXUH�FDQ�WKXV�EH�H[SODLQHG�E\�SROLWLFDO�G\QDPLFV�DV�ZHOO�DV�
development thrusts. Limited resources and the need for consensus 
put a limit on what changes can be proposed or approved. There are 
years when there are no appropriations for projects, hence b>0.

In the next stage in the budget cycle, appropriations of the NCIP 
is linked with its performance targets though the Organizational 
Performance Indicator Framework (OPIF) adopted in 2008. The OPIF 
is an expenditure management that directs resources towards results 
and accounts for performance. It adopts an analytical approach based 
on logical framework (logframe) linking societal and sectoral goals, 
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�RXWFRPHV�DQG�PDMRU�ÀQDO�RXWSXWV��0)2V���3HUIRUPDQFH�
indicators are set to account for accomplishments based on pre-
determined targets and measures. Hence, the GAA appropriation for 
NCIP is transformed from peso amount to major deliverables and 
equivalencies through the OPIF. Table 8 comparatively shows the 
DFWXDO�SHUIRUPDQFH�ÀJXUHV� IRU� )<V� ����� DQG� ����� DQG� WKH� WDUJHWHG�
ÀJXUHV�IRU�)<V������DQG������IRU�HDFK�RI�WKH�ÀYH�0)2V�RI�1&,3��,W�
gives an overview of the priority areas for each individual MFO, 
indicating the number of programs and activities geared to support 
the MFOs for the years 2008 to 2011, as well as the increase or decrease 
LQ�WKH�VSHFLÀHG�SHUIRUPDQFH�PHDVXUHV�WDUJHWV�SHU�\HDU��7DEOH���XVHG�
the data taken from the OPIF for FY 2011, whereby the Performance 
0HDVXUHV� DQG� 7DUJHWV� KDYH� EHHQ� XSGDWHG� DQG� WKH� ÀJXUHV� XQGHU�
FY 2010 Targets have been revised. The acronyms for the different 
programs and projects are listed at the bottom of Table 8.   

Under MFO 1-Formulation of Policy Guidelines, Plans and 
Programs, important projects targeted for 2011 include conducting 
project impact assessments, disseminating IP Master Plan copies, 
monitoring areas where FPIC-MOAs have been implemented, 
formulating ADSDPPs, and training participants on ADSDPP 
formulation. The actual number of IC-CIAC cases documented 
peaked in 2009 with 18 cases. The main thrusts of MFO 2-Advocacy 
and Coordination Services are conducting cultural advocacy activities, 
LVVXLQJ�&2&V�WKDW�JUHDWO\�EHQHÀW�WKH�,3V�DQG�LQWHJUDWLQJ�$'6'33V�LQ�
local development plans. For MFO 3-Adjudication and Legal Services, 
including quasi-judicial services, NCIP has been busy in conducting 
investigations and facilitating and defending cases. There are several 
VLJQLÀFDQW�SURMHFWV�DQG�DFWLYLWLHV�IRU�WKH�\HDUV������WR������WKDW�KDYH�
been the focus for MFO 4-Delineation and Titling Services, including 
facilitating IP self-delineated ADs and ALs, monitoring delineation 
activities, surveying of AD and AL areas, deliberating and approving 



53Financial Footprints

AD and AL survey plans, and issuing of CADTs and CALTs. With the 
major chunk of the MFO budget in support of MFO 5-IP Development 
Services, the primary concern is the provision of cultural and social 
services which comprise the following activities: implementing health 
and livelihood projects, assisting IP schools, extending basic services 
to IPs, assisting in the food security of IPs and ICCs, and assisting IPs 
in crisis situations. Other vital development services are monitoring 
ADSDPPs and conducting ADSDPP management trainings.

Table 9 comparatively shows the MFO budgets of NCIP for 
FYs 2010 and 2011, categorized by MFO and by expense class. The 
total MFO budget for FY 2011 of PhP 691 million increased by 13.2%, 
or equivalent to an additional amount of PhP 80.4 million over the 
SUHYLRXV� \HDU�� 7KHUH� LV� DQ� DSSDUHQW� LQWHQVLÀFDWLRQ� RI� HIIRUWV� WR�
back up MFO 5-the provision of Development Services to the IPs-
for FY 2011 as the budget intended for this MFO registered a near 
100 percent increase (96.1%) from its corresponding amount in FY 
2010, consequently accounting for a massive 83.3% of the total MFO 
budget for the year 2011 from 48.1% in 2010. This is equivalent to 
PhP 282 million in additional resources to support key programs and 
activities under this MFO. There is a subsequent contraction in budget 
particularly for three of the other MFOs, namely, MFO 2-Advocacy 
and Coordination Services, MFO 3-Adjudication and Legal Services, 
and MFO 4-Delineation and Titling Services. For MFO 2, its percentage 
VKDUH�WR�WKH�WRWDO�EXGJHW�GHFOLQHG�E\�D�VLJQLÀFDQW��������DFFRXQWLQJ�
for a mere 1.1% share of the FY 2011 budget, from 10.8% in 2010. 
Likewise, the budget for MFO 3 has been limited to only PhP 3.03 
million in 2011, a drop of 94.9% from its allocated budget in 2010 of 
PhP 59.2 million. The budget for MFO 4 posted the highest decrease 
in absolute amount of PhP 84.4 million, down to PhP 28.3 million, 
accounting for only 4.1% of the 2011 budget from a weighty 18.5% in 
2010. 

The allotment for MFO 1-Formulation of Policy Guidelines, 
Plans and Programs, accounting for an 11% share in the 2011 budget, 
registered a palpable drop of 3.5% from the previous year. The 
EXGJHWDU\�DOORFDWLRQ�DPRQJ�WKH�ÀYH�0)2V�UHYHDOV�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�OLWWOH�
correspondence to what is considered a ‘major’ output if viewed from 
their respective budgets. If MFO 2 and MFO 3 only account for 1% each 
of the total budget, then these are not major activities at all. Advocacy, 
coordination and legal services do not receive the same budget and 
attention as other programs. MFO 4 accounts for 4% while MFO 1 
accounts for 11%, leaving 83% for MFO 5-IP development services. 
7KH� KXJH� EXGJHW� IRU�0)2� �� QHHGV� WR� EH� XQEXQGOHG� WR� UHÁHFW� WKH�
different programs under the four-fold rights. The disparity between 
the Educational Assistance Program (EAP) which receives a budget 
of more than 20% of the total compared to cultural preservation 



59Financial Footprints

that is effectively the amount of retained surplus used up in 2008. In 
other words, 2009 operations paid back the equity consumed in 2008. 
Aside from equity being paid back, it even accumulated an additional 
PhP 19,278,415 mainly by holding off on the payment of PhP 8,868,693 
in expenses by using open accounts with suppliers and collecting 
about PhP 6 million pesos of receivables. Close to PhP 18 million of 
this excess collections in cash was used in the prepayment of assets 
�3K3� ������������ DQG� RWKHU� DVVHWV� �3K3� ����������� EHLQJ� VLJQLÀFDQW�
deviations of investments in such resources when compared to other 
calendar periods making the 2009 asset portfolio of the NCIP a little 
divergent albeit still concentrated on current assets. Similarly, the 
ÀQDQFLQJ�RI�DVVHWV�KDV�DOVR�EHFRPH�OHVV�FRQFHQWUDWHG�RQ�JRYHUQPHQW�
HTXLW\�DQG�KDV�WDNHQ�DGYDQWDJH�RI�ÀQDQFLQJ�E\�FUHGLWRUV��7KLV�W\SH�RI�
GHEW�ÀQDQFLQJ�LV�VKRUW�WHUP�LQ�QDWXUH�

7KHUH� DUH� DOVR� LWHPV�ZLWK� VLJQLÀFDQW� GLIIHUHQFHV� IRU� WKH� \HDUV�
2004 and 2005 mainly because of a change in the accounting for 
VXEVLGLHV�JLYHQ�RXW�E\�WKH�FHQWUDO�RIÀFH��7KLV�ZDV�VKRZQ�DV�LQFRPH�
DQG�WKHQ�DV�DQ�H[SHQVH�IRU�ÀQDQFLDO�VWDWHPHQWV�SULRU�WR������ZKLFK�
ZDV� HYHQWXDOO\� HOLPLQDWHG� LQ� ÀQDQFLDO� VWDWHPHQWV� VWDUWLQJ� LQ� ������
The ratio of items in the income statements when compared to 
each of their respective net subsidy income amounts has been fairly 
consistent with the occasional spike that is immediately corrected in 
the succeeding years. As a substantiation of this, the amount of PS 
is examined. In 2002, PS made up 65.87% of net subsidy income. 
It suddenly goes up as 73.32% in 2003 which is a 7.45% increase. 
However, this 7.5% approximate increase seemed to correct itself in 
2004 where PS amount is 59.28% of net subsidy income. This is now a 
14.04% decrease in the proportion of PS to net subsidy income which 
becomes about half when the 7.45% increase in 2003 is considered. 
8VLQJ� WKHVH� ÀJXUHV�� WKH� SURMHFWHG� DPRXQWV� ZRXOG� EH� ������� LQ�
2002, 66.30% [73.32% - (14.04%/2)] in 2003, and 66.30% [59.28% + 
(14.04%/2)] in 2004, all of which approach 66%. The same observation 
can be said about years 2005 and 2006 where PS relative to net subsidy 
income is 67.42% and 64.45%, respectively. Both of which, again, 
close to 66% at 65.94% [(67.42% +64.45%) /2]. The average of ratios 
from 2007, 2008, and 2009 is 1.41% greater than the (but still close 
to) expected 66% [(69.60% + 70.57% + 62.06%) /3] at 67.41%. This 
holds notwithstanding the amounts of net subsidy income presented 
LQ� WKH� ÀQDQFLDO� VWDWHPHQWV�� )LJXUH� �� VKRZV� WKH� REVHUYDWLRQV�PDGH��
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Figure 4. Personal services versus net subsidy income.

As the graph demonstrates, the actual amount of PS [dotted lines] 
has always been very close to a consistent rate of 66% [gray lines] of 
the amount of net subsidy income [black lines]. This may be puzzling 
for the public as the NCIP as a government agency does not pay its 
personnel on commission basis. This can be explained by the fact 
that the budget (subsidy income from the government) as prepared 
SULPDULO\� FRQVLGHUV� WKH� À[HG� REOLJDWLRQV� RU� VDODULHV� RI� SODQWLOOD�
SHUVRQQHO��7KHUH�LV�OLWWOH�URRP�IRU�ÁH[LELOLW\�DQG�PDQHXYHULQJ�ZKHQ�
it comes to salary expenditures, especially for tenured government 
personnel. Hence, the expected behavior of personal expenses is 
observed as a constant amount—shown as a horizontally straight line 
�À[HG�REOLJDWLRQV� DQG�EDVLF� VDODULHV� IRU�SODQWLOOD�SHUVRQQHO�� DV�ZHOO�
as a constant rate that moves with (or in proportion to) net subsidy 
income. The consistent ratio of 66% of personal services to subsidy 
income is higher than the 60%-40% PS-MOOE mix generally observed 
in the approved program appropriations. This slight increase can be 
explained by the fact that there are always unobligated allotments, 
or positive difference (balance) between the allotment released by 
DBM and the obligations incurred by the NCIP. A large part of the 
released obligations are PS, which tend to increase in proportion to 
total subsidy income as the NCIP fails to earmark MOOE allotments 
by yearend, or delays in the obligation of allotments. 

The high PS to total programs appropriations ratio (60%) and 
still higher PS to total subsidy income ratio (66%) exerts tremendous 
expenditure pressure leading to the high personnel overhead burden 
RI�WKH�1&,3��QRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ�WKH�����XQÀOOHG�SRVLWLRQV�RXW�RI�WKH�������
plantilla positions in 2010-2011. Appropriations and subsidies from 
the national government are mostly dedicated to PS to the detriment of 
MOOE and CO provision. The provision of PS with less provision for 
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MOOE and CO renders the human resource base of NCIP immobile 
and non-productive. Increases in budget should go to MOOE and CO 
to achieve a more reasonable PS to MOOE and CO ratio. Although 
there is no established standard on what is a reasonable ratio, the 
Local Government Code gives a cap of 55% of PS of the total budget of 
any LGU. In fact, only a third of the national budget goes to PS. There 
LV�WKH�QHHG�WR�UDWLRQDOL]H�WKH�1&,3�SODQWLOOD�SRVLWLRQV��ERWK�ÀOOHG�XS�
DQG�XQÀOOHG��ZLWK� WKH�1&,3�RSHUDWLRQV� � IRFXVLQJ�RQ�SURJUDPV�DQG�
projects that will best achieve its societal and organizational goals 
of poverty alleviation, and recognition, protection and promotion of 
IP rights and well-being, respectively. Re-training and matching of 
personnel knowledge and skills with the needs of the NCIP for IPRA 
implementation need to be pursued as recommended in previous 
studies (Garilao et al., 2002; Tuyor et al., 2007).

7KH�&RPPLVVLRQ�RQ�$XGLW��&2$��KDV�UHQGHUHG�D�TXDOLÀHG�RSLQLRQ�
for NCIP from 1998 to 2009 (Using Reports of the COA, 2009, 16). A 
TXDOLÀHG�RSLQLRQ�LV�D�QRWFK�ORZHU�WKDQ�XQTXDOLÀHG��RU�FOHDQ��RSLQLRQ��
This means that certain material transactions and accounts have been 
IRXQG� WR� EH� LPSURSHU�� TXHVWLRQDEOH� RU� UHTXLULQJ� MXVWLÀFDWLRQ�� DQG�
therefore has not been passed in audit. The accounts or transactions, 
KRZHYHU��DUH�QRW�YHU\�VLJQLÀFDQW�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�ZKROH�RSHUDWLRQV�RI�
the agency as to fully negate other aspects of operations which were 
found to be in order (Using Reports of the COA, 2009). The succeeding 
GLVFXVVLRQ�ZLOO�QRW�UHSHDW�WKH�ÀQGLQJV�RI�WKH�YDOXH�IRU�PRQH\�DXGLW�
and audit for compliance with laws, rules and regulations done by 
&2$�RQ�WKH�1&,3·V�EHKDOI��5DWKHU��LW�LV�WKH�VSHFLÀF�UDWLRV�DQG�WUHQGV�
ZKLFK�KDYH�VLJQLÀFDQW�EHDULQJ�RQ�WKH�ZD\�WKH�1&,3�LV�PDQDJHG�YLV�
à-vis its mandate that are discussed and analyzed. 

7KH� ÀUVW� RI� WKHVH� UDWLRV� DUH� XQOLTXLGDWHG� FDVK� DGYDQFHV� �&$V��
including disallowances and others. Unliquidated CAs are amounts 
JUDQWHG�WR�RIÀFHUV�DQG�HPSOR\HHV�RI�WKH�1&,3�IRU�WUDYHO�DQG�VSHFLDO�
time-bound undertakings as of yearend. Section 89 of PD 1445 requires 
that cash advance shall be reported and liquidated as soon as possible 
DQG�WKDW�QR�DGGLWLRQDO�&$�VKDOO�EH�JUDQWHG�WR�DQ\�RIÀFLDO�RU�HPSOR\HH�
unless the previous ones have been settled. In addition, Section 5.1.3 
of COA Circular No 97-002 provides that CAs for foreign travel should 
EH�OLTXLGDWHG����GD\V�DIWHU�WKH�UHWXUQ�RI�WKH�RIÀFLDO�WR�WKH�3KLOLSSLQHV�
and 30 days for local travel as provided for in EO 248. For the NCIP, 
the unliquidated CAs as of yearend 2009 stood at PhP 36.6 million. In 
2002, the unliquidated CAs amount to PhP 11.3 million and increased 
to almost PhP 13 million in 2003. It then continually declined to PhP 
8.4 million in 2004, PhP 7.5 million in 2005 and PhP 3.8 million in 2006, 
only to shoot up again to PhP 16.5 in 2007, and PhP 40.7 million in 
������7KLV�LV�VKRZQ�DV�WKH�ÀUVW�DFFRXQW�LQ�7DEOH����
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The unliquidated CAs will be disallowed by COA if they are not 
settled immediately after completion of the undertaking for which 
they were granted and took two years or more to be accounted for. 
Disallowance is the disapproval in audit of a transaction, either in 
whole or in part. The term applies to the audit of disbursements as 
distinguished from ‘charge’ which applies to the audit of revenues 
RU�UHFHLSWV��$FFRUGLQJ�WR�$UWLFOH�,;�'�RI�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ��´LUUHJXODU��
unnecessary, excessive, extravagant or unconscionable expenditures 
or uses of government funds and properties” may be disallowed by 
WKH�&2$�ZKLFK� LV� DOVR�SURYLGHG� WKH� ¶H[FOXVLYH� DXWKRULW\·� WR�GHÀQH�
the scope, methods and techniques of its audits and ‘examinations’. 
Notices of Disallowance/Charge (ND/NC) shall be considered as 
audit decisions. Notices of Suspension (NS) are for transactions of 
doubtful legality, validity, or propriety to obtain further explanation 
or documentation. For the NCIP, the amounts disallowed at yearend 
from 2002 to 2005 ranged from PhP 16.4 to 17.4 million. For 2006, it 
went down to PhP 9.8 million, increased to PhP 11.1 million in 2007, 
dramatically reduced to PhP 4.4 million in 2008 but went up again 
to PhP 9.6 million in 2009. Disallowances are shown as the second 
account in Table 18.

The third account in Table 18 labelled as ‘Others’ includes the 
XQOLTXLGDWHG�FDVK�DGYDQFHV�RI�IRUPHU�RIÀFLDOV�DQG�HPSOR\HHV�RI�WKH�
1&,3� DQG� GLVDOORZDQFHV� RI� IRUPHU� HPSOR\HHV� DQG� RIÀFLDOV� RI� WKH�
defunct and previously merged ONCC and OSCC whose whereabouts 
are unknown for which the accounts remain dormant for more than 10 
years, and have been requested for write-off. The amounts were below 
the PhP 5.5 million mark from 2002 to 2005, but shoot up to PhP 11.34 
million, PhP 10.38 million, PhP 14.23 million and PhP 12.73 million 
IRU�WKH�\HDUV������WR�������UHVSHFWLYHO\��:KHQ�DQ�HPSOR\HH�RU�RIÀFLDO�
with an outstanding unliquidated cash advance and disallowance 
LV�VHSDUDWHG�IURP�VHUYLFH�� WKH�DFFRXQWV�DUH�UHFODVVLÀHG� LQWR� ¶RWKHUV·��
hence the increase for the years 2006 to 2009.

Since the three accounts—unliquidated CAs, Disallowances and 
&KDUJHV��DQG�2WKHUV³DUH�UHÁHFWHG�DV�UHFHLYDEOHV�LQ�WKH�EDODQFH�VKHHW�
of NCIP, it would be more meaningful to sum them up and divide the 
collective amount by amount of total assets. This ratio is a measure 
RI� HIÀFLHQF\� RI� DVVHW� �FDVK�� XVH� DV� UHOHDVHG� WR� FXUUHQW� DQG� IRUPHU�
HPSOR\HHV�DQG�RIÀFLDOV�RI�1&,3��7KH�UDWLR�LV�ORZHVW�LQ������DW������
and highest at 40.7% in 2008. In 2009, the ratio is 36.6% which means 
that for every peso of asset of NCIP, 37 centavos remain unliquidated 
or to be returned by current and former employees of NCIP. This 
observation of high percentage of unliquidated and long-standing 
CAs and disallowances suggests persistent weaknesses of the control 
procedures employed by the NCIP management. The COA has 
repeatedly noted this in its audit reports as these unliquidated CAs 
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may result in possible loss or misappropriation of government funds. 
This has also been documented in the Philippine Public Transparency 
Reporting Project (Millions Lost, Not Accountable: NCIP in Hot Water for 
Unliquidated Funds�E\�9LQFHQW�0LFKDHO�%RUQHR��$SULO����������

The second of these ratios is the amount due from national 
government agencies (NGAs), local government units (LGUs), 
nongovernment organizations (NGOs), and peoples organizations 
(POs) to total assets. These are receivables of the NCIP from the 
government agencies, both national and local, and from civil society 
organizations (CSOs) which include NGOs/POs. These are funds 
transferred from NCIP to implementing agencies such as NGAs and 
LGUs for projects jointly undertaken and covered by a MOA. Table 
19 shows that the receivables due from NGAs ranged from PhP 1 to 
1.9 million for the years 2002 to 2009, except for the year 2007 when 
it registered PhP 4.6 million. For the account due from LGUs, the 
amount posted is PhP 558 thousand in 2005, PhP 229 thousand in 2006 
and 2007, and PhP 589 thousand in 2008 and 2009. For the amounts 
due from NGOs/POs, they range from PhP 2 to PhP 4 million from 
2002 to 2006, then shoot up to PhP 20.3 million in 2007, and go down 
to PhP 10 million in 2008 and PhP 6.8 million in 2009. Collectively, 
the three receivable accounts to total assets ratio ranged from a low 
of 1.83% in 2004 to a high of 9.57% in 2007. In 2009, this ratio is down 
WR��������7KLV�UDWLR�QHHGV�WR�EH�PRQLWRUHG�DV�LW�UHÁHFWV�WKH�UHDGLQHVV��
accountability and absorptive capacity of outside entities, especially 
CSOs to implement or jointly implement certain projects for IPs and 
ICCs with funds transferred from NCIP (as the source agency) to 
NGOs/POs as the implementing agencies. COA Circular No. 96-003 
provides that the NGO shall after the end of the agreed period of the 
project as stated in the MOA shall immediately submit a report on the 
utilization of funds, with unused balance returned to the transferring 
agency. 

NCIP needs to set the minimum requirements/criteria for 
the selection of the NGO/PO project partners as stipulated in each 
SURJUDP� JXLGHOLQH�� $FFUHGLWHG� 1*2�32� VKRXOG� KDYH� D� FHUWLÀFDWH�
of registration with the SEC, CDA or DOLE, as the case may be, to 
HQVXUH� WKDW� WKH�1*2�32�KDV� OHJDO�SHUVRQDOLW\�� LWV�RIÀFHUV�PXVW�EH�
responsible and accountable for its operations; and it must be in 
the community where the project will be implemented. Financial 
statements for at least three years operation need to be scrutinized 
WR�HQVXUH� WKDW� WKH�1*2�32�KDV�D�VWDEOH�ÀQDQFLDO�FRQGLWLRQ�VR� WKDW�
the fund assistance shall not be its sole source of funds; and it must 
have proven experience in fund management so that the grant can be 
H[SHFWHG�WR�EH�PDQDJHG�HIÀFLHQWO\�DQG�HFRQRPLFDOO\��)RU�1*2V�32V�
with less than three years of operations, proof that it has previously 
LPSOHPHQWHG�VLPLODU�SURMHFWV�DQG�D�FHUWLÀFDWLRQ�IURP�/*8�FRQFHUQHG�



64 The Cordillera Review

DWWHVWLQJ� WR� WKH�FUHGLELOLW\�DQG�FDSDELOLW\�RI� WKH�RIÀFHUV�DQG�VWDII�RI�
WKH�1*2�32�VKDOO�EH�VXEPLWWHG� LQ� OLHX�RI� WKH�ÀQDQFLDO� VWDWHPHQWV��
COA Circular No. 94-013 also prescribes the close monitoring and 
immediate enforcement of the liquidation of funds transferred by 
issuing demand/follow-up letters, if necessary. Aside from the 
development, readiness, and absorptive capacity of project partners, 
this ratio can also be interpreted as the magnitude of projects which 
are ‘outsourced’ by the NCIP. If increasing number of projects is 
implemented by partners with minimal involvement of and value-
added from the NCIP, then the NCIP simply becomes a conduit for 
the transfer of funds from the national government to NGOs/POs to 
implement projects for IPs/ICCs.

The third ratio is donations to net subsidy income. Donations 
UHSUHVHQW�WKH�DPRXQW�JUDQWHG�E\�WKH�1&,3�FHQWUDO�RIÀFH�DQG�UHJLRQDO�
RIÀFHV� WR� ,&&�PHPEHUV�GXULQJ� WKH�\HDU� IRU�(GXFDWLRQDO�$VVLVWDQFH�
3URJUDP� �($3��� 6RFLR�(FRQRPLF� 3URJUDP�� DQG� ÀQDQFLDO� DVVLVWDQFH��
The amount of donations appears in the statement of income and 
expenses, and the ratio of donations to net subsidy income from the 
government gives a concrete proportion of the government funds that 
directly goes to the IPs or members of ICCs in the form of educational 
DQG� ÀQDQFLDO� DVVLVWDQFH�� DQG� VRFLR�HFRQRPLF� VHUYLFHV�� 7KH� UDWLR� RI�
donations to net subsidy income is 0.58% in 2002, which jumps to 
7.2% in 2003 and stabilizes at 10.5% in 2006-2007 as shown in Table 21. 
,W�JRHV�XS�WR�������LQ������DQG�GURSV�WR�������LQ�������7KH������ÀJXUH�
means that for every PhP 100 that the national government allots to 
the NCIP, PhP 16.6 goes to socio-economic services, educational and 
ÀQDQFLDO�DVVLVWDQFH��2Q�D�SHU�FDSLWD�EDVLV��LW�LV�3K3�������DQG�3K3������
in 2008 and 2009, respectively as shown in Table 21. However, this 
SHU�FDSLWD�QDWLRQDO�ÀJXUH�LV�QRW�HTXLWDEO\�GLVWULEXWHG�RQ�D�SHU�UHJLRQ�
basis. The per capita distribution of donations per region shows that 
&$5�DQG�5HJLRQV�,��,,��,,,��9��9,�9,,�KDYH�DPRXQWV�JUHDWHU�WKDQ�WKH�
average for 2008, which is basically the same for 2009 except that the 
position or rank of Region II has been replaced by Region XIII. There 
is pronounced disparity in the distribution of donations, ranging 
from PhP 1.22 in Region IX to PhP 41.04 per ICC member in CAR in 
������DQG�IURP�3K3������LQ�5HJLRQ�,9�WR�3K3�������SHU�,&&�PHPEHU�LQ�
5HJLRQ�9�LQ������

To complement the analysis of per capita allotment disparity 
DFURVV� UHJLRQV�� 7DEOH� ��� VKRZV� WKH�GLVWULEXWLRQ� RI� WKH�1&,3�RIÀFHV�
(proxy for service delivery points), IP population (target citizens) and 
the 2009 allotment from the DBM (or the NCIP resources). There are 
���SURYLQFLDO�RIÀFHV�DQG�����FRPPXQLW\�VHUYLFH�FHQWHUV�VSUHDG�LQ�WKH�
12 regions which got an allotment of PhP 567 million in 2009, with 
3K3�����PLOOLRQ�RU�����JRLQJ�WR�FHQWUDO�RIÀFH�RSHUDWLRQV��7KH�UDWLR�RI�
WKH�1&,3�RIÀFHV�LQ�WKH�UHJLRQ�ZKLFK�LV�WKH�VXP�RI�SURYLQFLDO�RIÀFHV�
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and community service centers to regional IP population shows that 
HDFK�RIÀFH�RU�VHUYLFH�GHOLYHU\�SRLQW�FDWHUV�WR��������,3V�RQ�DYHUDJH��
But there appears to be a wide disparity of service delivery points 
WR�,3�SRSXODWLRQ��(DFK�RIÀFH� LQ�5HJLRQ�,�� ,;��;��;,�DQG�;,,�FDWHUV�WR�
more than 100,000 IP population on average with Region X registering 
the most strain at 144,500 population per service delivery point. The 
UHVW³5HJLRQV�,,,��9,�9,,��,,,��&$5��,9��,,�DQG�;,,,³VHUYH�OHVV�WKDQ�WKH�
national average of 76,500 IP population per service delivery point. 
7KLV�IXUWKHU�MXVWLÀHV�WKH�UDWLRQDOL]DWLRQ�RI�1&,3�VWDII�FRPSOHPHQW�YLV�
à-vis community service centers and other service delivery points. 

,I�ZH� DSSO\� WKH� VDPH� UDWLR� DQDO\VLV� WR� WKH� ����� UHJLRQDO� RIÀFH�
appropriations, it appears that the NCIP spends an average of PhP 
48.15 per IP in 2009 (which is consistent with the increased PhP 55 
SHU�,3�ÀJXUH�IRU��������7KLV�SHU�FDSLWD�DOORWPHQW�LQFOXGHV�36��022(�
and occasionally CO expenditures. However, for IPs in Mindanao, 
the appropriation ranges from PhP 27 to PhP 40, below the national 
average. Region III has a per capita allotment of PhP 47.30, slightly 
below the national average, while the rest have per capita allotments 
above the national average. The disparity between the percentage of 
IP population and the NCIP allotment, if persistent through a long 
time, would mean inequitable distribution of resources. Regions IX, 
X, XI and XII, for example, get percentage allotments which are low 
(about half) relative to their IP population percentages.

The proposed 2012 NCIP budget of PhP 718.642 million, an 
LQFUHDVH�RI������RYHU�WKH�FXUUHQW�\HDU��UHÁHFWV�WKH�REVHUYHG�UHJLRQDO�
allocation disparity. The proposed regional appropriations for socio-
economic and cultural development programs, scholarships and 
management/development of ancestral domains accounts for PhP 
��������PLOOLRQ��,Q�WHUPV�RI�SHUFHQWDJH�GLVWULEXWLRQ��5HJLRQV�,��,,��,,,��9��
9,��9,,�DQG�WKH�&RUGLOOHUD��KDYH�KLJKHU�EXGJHW�SHUFHQWDJH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�
UHODWLYH� WR� WKHLU� ,3� SRSXODWLRQ� SHUFHQWDJHV�� ZKLOH� 5HJLRQV� ,9� DQG�
the whole of Mindanao show the reverse. The observed persistent 
and inequitable distribution of budget across geographic areas is 
thus perpetuated in the 2012 proposed budget. Although the focus 
KHUH�LV�WKH�EXGJHW�RI�WKH�1&,3��LW�UHÁHFWV�WKH�ZLGHO\�KHOG�YLHZ�WKDW�
development efforts have largely favored Luzon and to a lesser degree 
WKH�9LVD\DV��ZLWK�0LQGDQDR�GHÀQLWHO\�EHLQJ�WKH�PRVW�GLVDGYDQWDJHG��
Baliscan (2009) notes that the country’s poor performance in economic 
growth and poverty reduction has often been attributed to relatively 
large variation in social services across regions and island groups.   
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Notes on budget reforms and development approaches

Underpinning the preceding analyses are two relatively 
new innovations in the preparation of government budget in the 
Philippines: the mainstreaming of the Organizational Performance 
Indicator Framework (OPIF) in 2007, and the adoption of zero-based 
budgeting (ZBB) in 2011. The OPIF is an expenditure management that 
directs resources towards results, hence a performance-based budget 
system. It adopts an analytical approach based on logical framework 
(logframe) linking societal and sectoral goals, organizational 
RXWFRPHV�� DQG�PDMRU� ÀQDO� RXWSXWV� �0)2V��� 3HUIRUPDQFH� LQGLFDWRUV�
are set to account for accomplishments based on pre-determined 
targets and measures. In 2008, the NCIP adopted the OPIF and 
LGHQWLÀHG�LWV�VRFLHWDO�JRDO�DV�´VRFLDO�MXVWLFH�DQG�KXPDQ�GHYHORSPHQW�
WRZDUGV�SRYHUW\�DOOHYLDWLRQ�µ� LWV� VHFWRUDO�JRDO�DV�´HPSRZHUPHQW�RI�
LQGLJHQRXV� SHRSOHV�µ� DQG� LWV� RUJDQL]DWLRQDO� RXWFRPH� DV� ´,&&V�,3V�
Rights and Welfare Recognized, Protected and Promoted” as shown 
in Figure 5 (NCIP OPIF 2008 to 2011). The OPIF stated societal goal, 
sectoral goal, and organizational outcome are but re-statement and 
SDUWLWLRQLQJ�RI�1&,3·V�DUWLFXODWHG�YLVLRQ�RI�D�´JHQXLQHO\�HPSRZHUHG�
ICCs/IPs whose rights and multi-dimensional well-being are fully 
recognized, respected, protected and promoted within the framework 
of national unity and development” (2002 NCIP CAAR, p. 1). The 
”framework of national unity and development” is found in the 
declaration of state polices of IPRA (Chapter 1, Section 2a) which was 
translated into four tenets—Identity, Pride, Unity, and Purpose—that 
guided NCIP during its inception under the leadership of the NCIP’s 
ÀUVW�FRPPLVVLRQ�FKDLU��'DYLG�$��'DRDV�

7KH�23,)�VRFLHWDO�JRDO³´VRFLDO�MXVWLFH�DQG�KXPDQ�GHYHORSPHQW�
WRZDUGV�SRYHUW\�DOOHYLDWLRQµ³FDQ�EH�IRXQG�LQ�WKH�WLWOH�RI�&KDSWHU�9�RI�
the IPRA (Social Justice and Human Rights). It was extended into a more 
FRPSUHKHQVLYH�SKUDVH³´VRFLDO� MXVWLFH� DQG�KXPDQ�GHYHORSPHQWµ³
ZKLFK� IRXQG� LWV� ZD\� LQWR� WKH� RIÀFLDO� VHDO� DQG� ORJR� ZKHUH� ´�WKH�
FRORU�� ZKLWH� UHSUHVHQWV� 1&,3·V� SXULW\� RI� SXUSRVH� LQ� IXOÀOOLQJ� LWV�
mandate of social justice and human development for IPs/ICCs.” 
IPs are among the most discriminated, vulnerable, and marginalized 
groups, as shown in various studies as well as suggested by the 
correlation between low human development indicators and high 
concentration of IPs (Stavenhagen 2002). Provinces with the most IPs 
also have high poverty incidence (2011-2016 Philippine Development 
Plan, Chapter 8, 249). There could be another explanation for the 
LQFOXVLRQ�RI�´SRYHUW\�DOOHYLDWLRQµ�LQ�1&,3·V�VRFLHWDO�JRDO³1&,3�ZDV�
under the administrative supervision of DAR, whose overarching 
goal is poverty reduction, when it adopted the OPIF. Ultimately, it 
is in the recognition of poverty as a human rights violation and of 
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poverty itself as a root cause of a number of human rights violations, 
marginalization, and discrimination that its alleviation becomes a 
PHDQV� IRU� VRFLDO� MXVWLFH�DQG�KXPDQ�GHYHORSPHQW�� � �7KH�PDMRU�ÀQDO�
outputs [MFOs] in the OPIF have been analyzed in the second section, 
´$QDWRP\�RI�DSSURSULDWLRQV�µ�RI�WKLV�SDSHU��

7KH�UHSODFHPHQW�RI� WKH�SKUDVH�´PXOWL�GLPHQVLRQDO�ZHOO�EHLQJµ�
LQ�WKH�DUWLFXODWHG�YLVLRQ�RI�1&,3�WR�´ZHOIDUHµ�LQ�WKH�23,)�KDV�VHULRXV�
repercussions. First, multi-dimensional well-being was contemplated 
in the IPRA, to wit:

Sec.17. Right to Determine and Decide Priorities for Development.- 
The ICCs/IPs shall have the right to determine and decide their 
own priorities for development affecting their lives, beliefs, 
institutions, spiritual well-being, and the lands they own, occupy 
or use. They shall participate in the formulation, implementation 
and evaluation of policies, plans and programs for national, 
regional and local development which may directly affect them. 
(emphasis mine)

The cultural dimension is oftentimes muted in development 
discourses while the realm of the spiritual is almost always totally 
absent. The IPRA reiterates this focus on well-being in Section 27 
(Children and Youth) and again in Sections 38 and 39 (NCIP and its 
mandate). Second, well-being refers to a range of policy instruments 
broader than those associated with the more limited ‘welfare’ 
approaches to social policy, whereby state and non-state actors might 
act to engineer improvement (Wood and Newton, 2005). To illustrate, 
welfare outcomes of the population represent the classic objectives 
that social policy might be expected to meet. These refer to the need-
satisfactions of the population (the extent to which their basic and 
intermediate needs are met), the insecurity they experience, and the 
extent of poverty and other measures of low or inadequate resources. 
The progression toward well-being is not just enjoyment of outcomes, 
but enjoyment of the means of enjoyment as can be seen in Sen (1985) 
and others who have emphasized capabilities, Ryan and Deci who 
KDYH�ODLG�WKH�VWUHVV�RQ�FULWLFDO�TXDOLÀHG�DXWRQRP\�������, McGregor 
�������ZKR�KDV�SULYLOHJHG�WKH�HQKDQFHPHQW�RI�UHVRXUFH�SURÀOHV��DQG�
earlier, Schaffer and Huang (1975) who have prioritized access.
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Figure 5. Logical framework of NCIP.  Source: 2011 NCIP OPIF.
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performance (captured in an equation in the second section of this 
paper). All projects and programs, unless decided by law or executive 
decision to be discontinued, are considered as ongoing. A criticism of 
the incremental budgeting method is that it encourages the spending 
or exhaustion of everything that is budgeted—even if the agency 
could spend less and still achieve the same level of results—because 
the agency thinks that Congress or the Executive branch might slash 
it down due to unspent appropriations.

The obvious merit of ZBB is the detailed review and analysis 
process that is required to justify a program or project’s continuation, 
with high priority ones becoming the focus of funds and performance. 
It can have serious drawbacks in terms of an agency’s organizational 
set-up and capability. It might also be biased against longer-term 
projects due to the demand for immediate results. This is particularly 
alarming for the NCIP which may lack the capability to evaluate 
its programs against its mandate and IP expectations intensively. 
It also requires honesty of government staffers who may instead 
justify the increase of their agency’s budget—whether using the 
ZBB or incremental method—as it is their lives and livelihood on 
the line. The adoption of a rights-based approach (RBA) to budget 
programming may include ‘prevention’ projects such as prevention of 
human rights abuses, or projects preventing the erosion of certain IP 
rights and whose outcomes may not be certain or ascertained unless 
tested for effectivity in the future. These investments or projects for 
IXWXUH�JHQHUDWLRQV�PD\�EH�YHU\�GLIÀFXOW�WR� MXVWLI\� MXVW�DV�WKH�=%%�LV�
biased against R&D projects in the private sector. The NCIP, during its 
National Management Conference, held March 8-10, 2011, presented 
their P/A/Ps against the ZBB concept. The outcome of this exercise 
remains to be seen.     

As the IPRA embodies bundled rights and the Philippines being 
a party to international instruments, particularly the UN Declaration 
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), it is under obligation 
to integrate human rights norms and standards in its development 
plans, policies and programs for the country. Administrative Order 
No. 249, series of 2008,�PDQGDWHV�VSHFLÀF�JRYHUQPHQW�DJHQFLHV� OLNH�
the NCIP to undertake programs that will further promote and protect 
the rights of the indigenous peoples and the NEDA to ensure that the 
principles of the rights-based approach (RBA) are integrated into, 
UHÁHFWHG� E\�� DQG� GHÀQHG� LQ� WKH� FRXQWU\·V� GHYHORSPHQW� SURJUDPV�1  

NEDA has since mainstreamed the human rights-based approach 
(HRBA) in development planning with UNDP as its partner. The 
NCIP also is in the process of re-aligning the OPIF with the RBA (NCIP 
Mechanism: Output Indicator System Lecture-Workshop, undated, 
Pansol, Calamba, Laguna). 
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The said NCIP workshop attempted to articulate the UN-
championed RBA with the DBM-mandated OPIF. The RBA introduced 
D�ÀQHU�GLPHQVLRQ�RI�WKH�23,)�ZKLFK�KLJKOLJKWV�WKH�SURFHVV�PDGH�LQ�
the pursuit of the IP rights, with NCIP as the Duty Bearer (DB) and 
IPs/ICCs as the Rights Holder (RH). The dichotomy of DB/RH points 
to the expected and separate roles of the two entities, highlighting the 
accountability and responsibilities of the DB to the strengthening of 
equality, inclusion,� WKH�ÀJKW�DJDLQVW�GLVFULPLQDWLRQ��DQG�VXSSRUWLQJ�
the RHs in their demands for rights. The RHs are expected to demand 
and exercise their rights, eventually, while the State with the NCIP 
as its instrumentality, and as the DB, is expected to respect, protect 
DQG�IXOÀOO�VXFK�ULJKWV��)LJXUH���VKRZV�WKH�FRQJUXHQFH�EHWZHHQ, and 
realignment of, the OPIF indicators system with the RBA as the 
workshop’s output. The MFOs based on the RBA now correspond 
to the four-fold rights. The right to ancestral domain and lands 
pertains to economic empowerment with IP/ICC participation in 
sustainable development and protection. The right to self-governance 
and empowerment corresponds to political empowerment with the 
recognition and promotion of said right. The right to social justice 
and human rights equates with socio-civic empowerment with the 
protection of such right. The right to cultural integrity means cultural/
religious empowerment with the survival of cultural practices. 
Supporting these revised MFOs based on RBAs are the policy setting, 
coordinating, and service delivery functions of the NCIP as laid down 
in the original OPIF (Figure 5).

This brings us to the enumeration in the earlier articulated 
YLVLRQ� �´UHFRJQL]HG�� UHVSHFWHG�� SURWHFWHG� DQG� SURPRWHGµ�� UHIHUULQJ�
to rights and well-being as the organizational mandate, which has 
EHHQ�VKRUWHQHG�WR�´UHFRJQL]H��SURWHFW�DQG�SURPRWH,” with the word 
´UHVSHFWHGµ�PLVVLQJ�LQ�WKH�23,)�VWDWHG�RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�RXWFRPH��7KH�
VWDWH�DV�'%�KDV�WR�´UHFRJQL]Hµ�WKH�LQKHUHQW�ULJKWV�RI�,3V�,&&V�DV�WKH�
basic promise of the IPRA (see Calde’s article in this issue). Whether 
UHFRJQLWLRQ� LV� D�SUHUHTXLVLWH�RU� IXOÀOOPHQW� IRU� WKH� UHVSHFW� IRU� ULJKWV�
UHPDLQV� WR� EH� UHVROYHG�� 5HTXLULQJ� FODULÀFDWLRQ� RU� UHFWLÀFDWLRQ� DUH�
VSHFLÀF�H[SHFWDWLRQV�WKDW�UHODWH�WR�ULJKWV³UHVSHFW��SURWHFW�DQG�IXOÀOO³
that the State as DB has to honor the RH with. There are likewise 
terms that relate to welfare (e.g., ‘promoted’), although the broader 
term ‘well-being’ should have been preserved in the OPIF.  

$OWKRXJK� ULJKWV� DUH� WR� EH� UHVSHFWHG�� SURWHFWHG� DQG� IXOÀOOHG� DV�
LQ�WKH�IRXU�EXQGOH�RI�ULJKWV��WKH�23,)�DQG�WKH�=%%�GHÀQLWHO\�DVFULEH�
relative prioritization of these rights in terms of their corresponding 
P/A/Ps. Relative prioritization and schemes already point to uneven 
allocation of budget and other resources (e.g., educational assistance 
program), bias towards primacy or immediacy of results (e.g., 
livelihood trainings provided), or convergence toward a development 
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agenda (e.g., CADTs and CALTs as asset reform measures). Instead, 
the interrelationship of the four rights needs to be revisited. For one, 
ancestral domain titling is the non-negotiable foundation for the ICCs 
to be able to exercise the right to control and develop their natural 
resources, pursue a self-determined development, and protect their 
human rights. It also serves as the material basis for cultural integrity. 
Through similar exercises, the ‘complementation’ and ‘relatedness’ of 
the rights can be explored further and determined, which may give 
better outcomes of empowered IPs and ICCs, rather than measuring 

individually. Any gap may point to a need to develop new programs or 
projects that address those rights, often as a result of contingency. For 
example, after the awarding of CADTs, a program to develop IP skills 
and instill knowledge for negotiation with investors is warranted. 
Training for wealth management expertise when the royalties are 
received may follow, and the cycle of interventions continues. 

Figure 6. NCIP logical framework with RBA.  Source: NCIP Mechanism: Output 
Indicator System Lecture-Workshop, undated manuscript,  Pansol, Calamba, Laguna.
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Following the rights-based approach, there is the need to 
change the language used and more importantly, mindset, in state-
indigenous community relations. The NCIP still refers to IPs who are 
JLYHQ�&$'7�&$/7�DV� ¶EHQHÀFLDULHV·�VLPLODU� WR� IDUPHU�EHQHÀFLDULHV�
in the agrarian reform program. Such label is also no different from 
the accounting term used for direct services and subsidies to IPs/
,&&V�ZKLFK� LV� ¶GRQDWLRQV·��7KH� WHUPV� ¶EHQHÀFLDULHV·�DQG� ¶GRQDWLRQV·�
connote charities. This ‘charity approach’ as contrasted with ‘needs’ 
and ‘rights-based’ approaches (Boesen and Martin 2007) sees 
individuals as victims who deserve assistance, focusing on inputs and 
not on outcomes. At times, the IPs are also referred to as the ‘clients’ 
of the NCIP instead of ‘citizens’. On one hand, the terms ‘client’, 
‘clientele’ and ‘customer’ refer to individuals in market transactions, 
governed by market contracts. On the other hand, the term ‘citizens’ 
suggests rights, and state-citizens relations are governed by social 
contract (Denhardt 2011) with the budget as a form of agreement 
between Congress and the citizens. The rights-based approach does 
not only demand a change in mindsets but the transformation of 
the NCIP as a rights-based organization. This requires addressing 
IP needs collectively, a departure from the sector-based orientation 
in government service given that the RBA is inherently integral in 
approach. 

Linking the budget systems to broader state policy framework 
for IPs necessitates a review of state-sanctioned planning documents 
as well. The proposed IP Master Plan (IPMAP) 2012-2016 subscribes 
WR� D� GHYHORSPHQW� IUDPHZRUN� WKDW� H[HPSOLÀHV� WKH� IRXU� EXQGOHV� RI�
rights at its core, where policies, programs and activities focus on 
the attainment of these rights as shown in Figure 7. It also serves 
as a link to President Aquino III’s Social Contract with the Filipino 
People and 16-point Transformational Leadership discussed in 
the Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016. It interfaces with the 
regional development plans, local development plans, as well as 
sectoral plans such as agriculture and food security, natural resource 
management, climate change adaptation and mitigation, education, 
health, livelihood, and other national plans. It also intersects with the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

The development framework in the IPMAP can be criticized 
on two fronts. First, the points of convergence between the IPMAP 
development programs, projects and services and the President’s 
Social Contract�QHHG�QRW�EH�RYHUHPSKDVL]HG��7R�VSHFLÀFDOO\�VWDWH�WKDW���
out of the 16 points converge with the IPMAP is somewhat contrived. 
As the IPMAP shows, all the development programs and activities laid 
down are consistent with the President’s Social Contract. Second, the 
IPMAP should contain elements which are unique which, more often 
than not, can be inconsistent with mainstream development plans. 



73Financial Footprints

These unique features or differences are somehow lost or muted when 
the IPMAP is harmonized with other plans. The context of IPs is not 
the same as the rest of the Philippines. There is the need to highlight 
the divergence, the uniqueness of the IPMAP, which adopts the RBA 
approach. The overarching goal of ‘inclusive growth’ in the PDP 2011-
2016, echoes of assimilation and mainstreaming, to wit:

,QFOXVLYH�JURZWK�LV��ÀUVW�RI�DOO��JURZWK�WKDW�LV�UDSLG�HQRXJK�WR�PDWWHU��
given the country’s large population, geographical differences, 
and social complexity.  It is sustained growth that creates jobs, 
draws the majority into social and economic mainstream, and 
continuously reduces poverty.... (Philippine Development Plan 
2011-2016, p. 18; emphasis mine)

It is important to recognize the unique situation of IPs, and 
prescribe strategies and targets that address IP needs and problems. 
The possibility of parallel but separate development modes, between 
the mainstream majority and the indigenous minority, should be 
entertained, if not encouraged. The PDP 2011-2016 still focuses on 
CADT and CALT as a means of asset reform, not different from the 
MTPDP 2004-2010 which misses the difference between the ancestral 
domains/ancestral lands and agrarian reform lands. IPs protect and 
GHYHORS� WKHLU� GRPDLQV� RQ� WKHLU� RZQ�� IDUPHUV� LQ� LGHQWLÀHG� ODQGV�
for agrarian reform do not own the land they till. Whereas the IPs 
are stewards of their domain, the rural farmers are tenants. Hence, 
IP lands are ‘recognized’ with the issuance of titles for productive 
and protection endeavors. However, once titled, these lands may be 
alienated, consigned, or exploited with or without regard to inter- 
and intra-generational sustainable development concepts. Domain or 
land title implies ownership of an asset which in turn is but a market 
instrument. Thus, asset reform can be a two-edged sword for IPs and 
ICCs (see Rovillos’ article in this issue). 

Commenting on what works and what does not in ancestral 
domain and indigenous lands, Cornell and Kalt (2005) state that, with 
the ‘standard approach,’ development agendas in American Indian 
reservations are often set by non-Indians through program and 
funding decisions. In approaching development this way, tribes leave 
the strategic component of development to congress or federal funding 
agencies. This is a far cry from McKinney’s (1995) program budget and 
budget for social progress and change in the budget accountability 
continuum that form the basis of self-determined economic 
development (see Figure 2). Applying these to the local setting, it is 
important for IPs to develop their own sense of community needs, 
possibilities, and preferences. The NCIP’s annual appropriations for 
services exert enormous pressure on the distribution of resources on a 
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IPMAP-IPMaster Plan; IPRAP-IP Regional Action Plan; ADSDPP-Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development and Protection Plan

VKRUW�WHUP�EDVLV��RIWHQ�ZLWKRXW�WKH�EHQHÀW�RI�HTXLW\�DQG�VXVWDLQDELOLW\�
as the NCIP regional budget allocation suggests. The IPs are far from 
being consulted with regard to the NCIP budget; they are outsiders in 
the power dynamics of the funding process.  

As an alternative to the ‘standard approach’, Cornell and Kalt 
(2005) propose the ‘nation-building approach’ whose dual focus 
on asserting tribal sovereignty and building the foundational and 
institutional capacity to exercise sovereignty provides the environment 
for sustained economic development. They give two reasons for this. 
First, self-governance puts the development agenda in IP/ICC hands. 
Second, self-governance marries decisions with their consequences, 
leading to better decisions. Though premised on self-determined 
development, there is still a role for non-indigenous government under 
the ‘nation-building approach.’ The state can involve a programmatic 
focus on institutional capacity-building; shift from program funding 
to block grants and put decision-making about priorities in IP hands; 
GHYHORS�SURJUDP�HYDOXDWLRQ�FULWHULD�WKDW�UHÁHFW�QHHGV�DQG�FRQFHUQV��
and shift from consultation to partnership. Hence, state-indigenous 
communities relations and governance mechanisms under the ‘nation-
building’ approach need to be explored for the IPRA to work.

Figure 7. Proposed IP Master Plan Development Framework.  Source: Draft IP Master 
Plan as of May 2011.
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�� Ancestral Domain & 
Lands;

�� Self-Governance and 
Empowerment; Social 
Justice and Human 
Rights;

�� Cultural Integrity

IPMAP

IPRAP

ADSDPP



75Financial Footprints

Conclusion

The adoption and use of annual appropriations, audited 
ÀQDQFLDO�VWDWHPHQWV��DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�DSSURDFKHV�KDYH�WKUHH�PDMRU�
consequences in state-indigenous communities’ relations. First, the 
State basically sets the development agenda for IPs/ICCs through 
the budget process that partitions annual appropriations according 
to overhead, coordination, services, and projects that follow the 
incremental or marginal budget approach. The budget thus assumes a 
OHJDO�DQG�ÀVFDO�PDQGDWH�WKDW�LV�QRW�LQVXODWHG�IURP�SROLWLFV��7KH�KHDY\�
ÀVFDO�GHSHQGHQFH�RI�1&,3�RQ�WKH�6WDWH��QRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ�2'$�IXQGV��
exhibits this consequence. Another outcome is the huge personnel 
burden of NCIP, perpetuated through annual appropriations that 
ensure the funding of plantilla positions, with not much regard for 
performance and results. 

Second, the transition in budgeting from the incremental to the 
performance-based and then to the zero-based approach illustrates 
how the NCIP as an instrumentality of the State negotiates its role 
and rights-based mandate. There are areas of compatibility as well 
as divergence between OPIF and ZBB on one hand, and the RBA on 
the other. The zero-based budgeting approach may not be completely 
compatible with ‘rights violation or erosion prevention’ or ‘rights 
preservation’ programs dominant in the rights-based approach. 
5LJKWV� ZLWK� ÀVFDO�PDQGDWHV� DWWDFKHG� WR� WKHP� DXWRPDWLFDOO\� MXVWLI\�
programs based on these rights as natural. The rights-based approach 
also suggests partnerships, which necessitates the development of the 
capacity and readiness of project partners. Partnerships between the 
NCIP and CSOs demand that the rules governing the engagement be 
EDVHG�RQ�RSWLPDO�EHQHÀWV� IRU� WKH� ,3V�,&&��ZLWK� HDFK�SDUW\� DGGLQJ�
value, and not just serving as conduit or implementing arm of the 
agreed development program.

Third, inclusive growth as the State’s overarching goal reechoes 
mainstreaming and assimilation thrusts through asset reform, 
undermining self-determined development among IPs/ICCs. The 
harmonization and interface of the proposed IP Master Plan with the 
Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016 does not always augur well 
for advancing IP and ICC rights and well-being. There is a strong 
tendency for the distinctiveness and unique features of IP development 
SODQV��ZKHWKHU� LW� LV� WKH�EURDG� ,3�0DVWHU�3ODQ�RU�VSHFLÀF�$'6'33V��
to be muted or supplanted by dominant, harmonizing elements of 
mainstream or State-sanctioned plans. Inclusion in the development 
process among IPs/ICCs should also mean reversing and correcting 
the pronounced disparity and inequity in terms of budget allocation 
and services among the ethnographic regions. There is discrimination 
even among IPs/ICCs, with population-dominant tribes being more 
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vocal and successful in demanding their rights and ensuring CADT/
CALT approval for example. There are around 38 tribes out of the 110 
groups with less than 50,000 population each. The true measure of 
inclusive growth is for these vanishing tribes to thrive and survive 
WKURXJK�WKH�6WDWH·V�IXOÀOOPHQW�RI�WKHLU�EXQGOHG�ULJKWV�LQ�SDUWQHUVKLS�
ZLWK�WKHP�WKURXJK�WKHLU�LGHQWLÀHG�QHHGV��SRVVLELOLWLHV��DQG�SULRULWLHV�
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Table 16. Selected year-on-year differences in total assets.

2002 and 2003

(PhP 35,927,595) 

2003 and 2004 2004 and 2005

PhP 58,094,550 (PhP 8,771,588)

2005 and 2006 2006 and 2007 2007 and 2008
PhP 46,244,631 (PhP 33,036,529) (PhP 76,875,546) 

 

Table 17. Changes in the current liabilities account, 2003 to 2007.

Table 18. Unliquidated cash advances and disallowances/charges of current and 
Source: NCIP CAAR 2002 

to 2009.

Change in current liabilities between 2003 and 2004
Change in current liabilities between 2004 and 2005
Change in current liabilities between 2005 and 2006

10,336,133
6,851,022

19,320,324

Total of changes in current liabilities [2003 to 2006] 36,507,479

Change in current liabilities between 2006 and 2007 (36,266,555)

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Unliquidated CA 11,348,101 12,941,390 8,427,382 7,544,000 3,874,000 16,529,000 40,675,506 36,651,590 

Disallowances/Charges 17,421,636 16,914,933 17,344,190 16,445,000 9,789,000 11,128,000 4,357,437 9,584,444 

Others-Unliquidated 
CA/Disallow. 1,731,331 873,271 1,461,258 5,462,000 11,377,000 10,385,000 14,230,406 12,733,495 

Total Unliquidated CA/
Disallowances 30,501,068 30,729,595 27,232,831 29,451,000 25,040,000 38,042,000 59,263,349 58,969,529 

Percent to Total Assets 17.38 21.19 12.21 12.95 8.48 14.43 33.59 26.14
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