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ABSTRACT
This paper discusses the important design and implementation 
challenges that must be addressed in a decentralization reform, 
reviews how countries have attempted to resolve those challenges, and 
distills key lessons that could apply to the  Philippines. A key lesson 
from the many countries that have decentralized is that a big-bang 
reform is likely to face tremendous implementation challenges, such as 
confusion about the functions and powers that are being transferred, 
political pushback, inadequate planning, and costly reversals. In 
contrast, this paper argues for a phased, selective, and iterative reform 
process, with adequate time allotted for preparation, consultation, and 
implementation. It suggests the development of a readiness index to 
guide the process, specifically, the choice of subnational governments 
that will be more quickly able to take advantage of the devolution 
of authority and responsibility to contribute to national education 
goals. It also calls for a combination of incentives and guardrails that 
encourage responsible decision-making by subnational governments, 
while thwarting political capture by local rent-seeking interests. (164 
words)

Keywords: education decentralization, phased and selective reform, 
Philippine education reform

2



INTRODUCTION
Since the 1990s, many developing countries have implemented education 
decentralization reforms, driven by dissatisfaction with centralized 
governance, concerns over inefficiencies, and the need to distribute 
financial and administrative responsibilities (Bardhan and Mookherjee 
2006; Gunnarsson et al. 2009; Glewwe and Muralidharan 2016; Saguin and 
Ramesh 2020). Education systems are inherently complex, involving multiple 
stakeholders, diverse inputs, and long-term outcomes. Decentralization has 
been promoted as a strategy to improve efficiency, enhance equitable access, 
and balance the roles of public and private providers. Decentralization shifts 
the decision-making to local levels and aims to ease the administrative 
burden on central governments while empowering local officials, who are 
often better positioned to understand community needs and capacities. 
Beyond being passive consumers, households and communities can play a 
crucial role as co-producers of education, advocating for increased funding, 
better management, and higher quality. This localized approach can help 
reduce information asymmetries and foster more responsive governance. 
In large and geographically dispersed education systems, such as that of the 
Philippines, decentralization’s potential benefits can lead to more effective, 
context-specific solutions.

But decentralization is not a panacea; its success depends on various 
factors such as political dynamics, local capacities, and the quality of 
implementation, and their influence is often unclear. Unequal fiscal and 
administrative resources within countries can create disparities, with larger 
and wealthier jurisdictions benefiting from economies of scale, while poorer 
regions struggle with limited resources (Prud’homme 1995; Oates 2001). 
Although intergovernmental grants can help mitigate these disparities, they 
remain imperfect instruments (Bellofatto and Besfamille 2018). Moreover, 
power dynamics—shaped by land ownership, kinship, and political or 
ethnic affiliations—can exacerbate inequalities through local elite capture, 
corruption, and political manipulation (Bardhan 2002; Dasgupta and Beard 
2007; Fan, Lin, and Treisman 2009). 

This paper reviews the experience of countries with decentralized education 
systems, and examines the key design and implementation challenges of those 
reforms, with the aim of extracting lessons relevant to the Philippines. It is 
structured as follows: Section II reviews international experiences, focusing 
on governance structures, fiscal allocation, and regional inequalities, with 
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evidence drawn mostly from studies on Asia and Latin America. It discusses 
the roles of central government, the distribution of decision-making authority 
to subnational governments, and fiscal allocation. Section III briefly reviews 
past decentralization in the Philippines, highlighting key takeaways from 
the experience. Section IV presents five recommendations for designing and 
implementing a future reform approach in the Philippines.

DECENTRALIZING EDUCATION SYSTEMS: 
LESSONS FROM OTHER COUNTRIES
The education reforms of countries over the past three decades show that 
governments have experimented with various modalities of decentralization, 
with different levels of success. The reforms ranged from delegating 
administrative and decision-making functions to lower tiers of government, 
to devolving autonomy to communities and providers. With the delegation 
of authority or responsibility, governments also transferred financial 
control and obligations, empowering lower tiers of government to generate 
and manage public resources, directing them towards local initiatives and 
services. The effectiveness of these reforms depended on the capacity of 
subnational governments to generate revenue, utilize it efficiently, and 
ensure accountability to various stakeholders (Bahl 1999; Yilmaz, Aslam, and 
Gurkan 2010).

Countries have also decentralized authority to citizens through elected 
regional, state, or local leaders, as well as through community-based 
organizations such as school boards. Political decentralization empowered 
communities and local citizens to make decisions with the expectation that 
local institutions and communities are better equipped to gather information, 
monitor behavior, and enforce contracts (Bardhan 2002; Park and Shen 2008; 
Saguin and Ramesh 2020). Active citizen engagement in governance was 
expected to facilitate consensus-building, mitigate market and government 
failures, improve policy formulation, and enhance government accountability 
(Mansuri and Rao 2013). 

The experiences of many countries with decentralization reveal complex 
insights into effective reform design and implementation. However, a key 
overarching lesson is that no single model fits all contexts. Successful reforms 
often require a trial-and-error approach and a willingness to make midcourse 
adjustments based on evidence.
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No One Path Leads to Effective Decentralization

Decentralization reforms have taken diverse paths, with countries often 
struggling to design systems that effectively address their key educational 
goals and challenges. This has frequently led to cycles of progress and 
setbacks. A notable example is the People’s Republic of China, where leaders 
have long debated the merits of decentralizing the country’s vast education 
system. After an initial decentralization effort followed by recentralization, 
the Communist Party reaffirmed its commitment to decentralization in 
1985, with the central government maintaining a guiding and supervisory 
role, overseeing major policies, principles, and overall planning (Hawkins 
2000). In 1993, to address systemic weaknesses, the State Council established 
a multi-tiered educational supervision structure, involving the National 
Educational Supervision Agency alongside corresponding local agencies 
(Tsui and Wang 2004). Under this framework, the central government set 
overarching regulations, provincial authorities developed region-specific 
policies aligned with national objectives, and local governments—townships 
in rural areas and districts in urban settings—ensured the implementation of 
nine years of compulsory education. However, early implementation revealed 
that township governments lacked the capacity to manage schools effectively. 
As a result, in 2001, the responsibility for financing and overseeing basic 
education in rural areas was transferred back to the county level.

In the 1990s, Indonesia’s regional governments had little autonomy 
over education (Bjork 2003). In 1994, in a significant change towards 
decentralization, the central government mandated that all elementary and 
junior high schools dedicate 20 percent of their total instructional hours 
to locally-tailored subject content. While control over the curriculum was 
decentralized to the provinces, districts, and individual schools, neither 
the provincial offices nor the local schools received additional funds to 
implement the program. Schools had to rely on their own general operating 
budget or raise additional funds, including fees from parents. The 2000 “big 
bang” decentralization attempted to resolve this misalignment between 
authority and fiscal resources and expenditures (Hofman and Kaiser 2004). 
It granted sweeping political power as well as revenue-collecting rights 
to districts and municipalities, shifting the governance and management 
of primary and junior secondary education to district governments, the 
responsibility for upper secondary education to provincial governments, 
and the authority over tertiary education to the central government. The 
reform expanded the revenue-raising ability of district governments and 
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allowed them to determine their own financial management, accounting, and 
procurement systems within broad guidelines, but the reform limited local 
spending autonomy (Bjork 2003; Leer 2016).

In contrast to China and Indonesia, Colombia followed an iterative design 
and gradual implementation approach to its decentralization (Elacqua et 
al. 2021). In 2002, the government transferred the management of public 
schools to municipalities, but selectively, based on the population size of 
municipalities. Where population exceeded 100,000, public schools were 
transferred to the municipality; otherwise, they continued to be managed by 
their departments. The certified municipalities were given greater managerial 
and financial autonomy, while non-certified municipalities lost their limited 
powers to their respective departments. After 2001, other certification 
criteria besides population size were imposed—the fiscal, technical and 
administrative capacity of municipalities to manage schools. The resource 
transfers for education were used to pay teaching and administrative staff 
of public schools and for construction and maintenance of infrastructure. 
An evaluation of the reform found that average student performance in the 
certified municipalities was significantly better than in the non-certified 
municipalities (Melo-Becerra et al. 2020; Elacqua et al. 2021).

Balancing Centralized and Decentralized Roles, 
A Design Challenge

A concern regarding decentralization is diminishing the central government’s 
involvement over some key functions that it may be better equipped to fulfill 
compared to subnational governments. Finding the right balance between 
centralized and decentralized functions, however, is not easy. Central 
governments must redefine their most important function from delivery to 
a more strategic one, that is, to rules-setting, enforcement and adjudication, 
and establishing incentives and guardrails to improve system performance 
and equity. Local leaders and managers must also be ready and able to take 
on additional roles.

Specific administrative design and implementation challenges of 
decentralization have received substantial attention in the literature. These 
challenges have to do with defining the locus of decision domains; how 
far to devolve decision-making, which decisions to devolve, and to whom 
continue to be debated. The discourse implies that decentralization can be 
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partial and selective, rather than complete and across-the-board, and that 
it demands harmonization and coherence in its design. There are a few on-
going experiments worldwide about the devolution of limited functions to 
intermediate governments and local governments, and to community-based 
management and financing of schools. 

Illustrating the scope of the design challenge, Figure 1 summarizes the 
locus of key decision domains in public lower secondary education in OECD 
countries,2 whether at the central or state level, regional or sub-regional 
level, local level, or multiple levels. Across 36 OECD countries and economies 
with available data, about one-third of decision areas are made at the central 
or national level; one-third, at the school level; 13 percent, at the local level, 
the level just above the school level; and about 5 percent, at the regional 
or sub-regional levels (OECD 2018). In some countries, decisions are taken 
by a combination of government levels; in OECD countries, 14 percent of 
decisions are shared, on average, by multiple levels.

Figure 1 shows that, in most countries, schools or local authorities decide on 
instruction, while in about half of them, personnel management and resource 
use are handled locally. Planning, curriculum standards, teacher salaries, 
and resource allocation typically remain centralized. Responsibilities also 
vary across education levels, adding complexity.

When allocating authority and defining roles in education, many governments 
have been reluctant to delegate curriculum decisions, viewing education as 
integral to national identity. China, for instance, strictly controls textbooks, 
school qualifications, and moral-political education, limiting local curriculum 
autonomy to arts and sports (Hawkins 2000). Similarly, Indonesia has upheld 
centralized curriculum standards, reversing earlier decentralization efforts 

2	 Figure 1 is based on the Locus of Decision-making survey developed by OECD (2022). The 
survey categorizes education decisions into four domains (organization of instruction, 
personnel management, planning and structures, and resource management). In each domain, 
the survey determines the roles played by actors at different levels of the system for each of 
about one hundred different decisions. These decisions are based on a streamlined version of 
earlier rounds of data collection in 2003, 2007 and 2011.  The survey covers 29 developed 
and 7 developing countries. An earlier study of five East Asian countries using a similar 
grouping of decisions by King and Guerra (2005) found that curriculum content, instruction 
time, teachers’ salaries, and allocating resources to schools remained the domain of the 
national or state and provincial governments, whereas the choice of teaching methods and 
support activities for students (such as remedial classes) was left entirely to schools.
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(Arze del Granado et al. 2008; Muttaqin et al. 2016). Brazil and Colombia 
have also maintained central control over curriculum-setting and quality 
assurance (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011; Elacqua et al. 2021).  Teacher 
management too has been a design challenge and a source of confusion and 
inefficiencies. In Indonesia, while districts oversee personnel, key functions 
such as promotions and payroll records remain centralized (Bjork 2004; 
Ostwald and Samphantharak 2016). In Colombia, local governments manage 
permanent teacher contracts, yet the central government retains control over 
hiring limits and temporary teacher contracts (Elacqua et al. 2021).

Figure 1. Percentage of decisions taken at each level of government, OECD 
countries, and economies, by domain of decision-making

Source: OECD (2018)
Notes: These data pertain to lower public secondary schools in 36 OECD countries and partners.
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Vertical and Horizontal Fiscal Imbalances Imperil 
Reform Effectiveness

Vertical fiscal imbalance occurs when local governments lack sufficient 
resources to deliver services due to limited revenue sources, inadequate 
transfers, and restricted fiscal autonomy (Bird and Vaillancourt 1998; Bahl 
1999). In contrastS, horizontal fiscal imbalance arises when poorer regions 
have lower taxable capacity despite higher expenditure needs. Properly 
designed intergovernmental transfers can help equalize fiscal conditions. 
Granting local governments greater autonomy over their expenditures also 
enhances efficiency. 

Latin American reforms illustrate different paths to fiscal balance. In 
Argentina, a long-term federal country with a history of strong provincial 
governments and politics, approximately one-half of total public 
expenditures occurred at the subnational level, indicating a high degree of 
fiscal decentralization on the expenditure side—but the national government 
still collected the most important taxes. The result was a significant degree of 
vertical imbalance, and a complicated legal framework of intergovernmental 
transfers and tax-sharing regime to address horizontal imbalances (Nicolini 
et al. 2002).

Chile’s experience during the past two decades also demonstrates the 
importance of giving local governments adequate resources to fulfill their 
responsibilities. Panel data between 2005 and 2013 show that municipalities 
with greater autonomy performed better when administrating schools, but 
success critically depended on the level of resources of local governments 
and whether they had the autonomy to decide on how to use them once all 
basic municipal obligations were met (Letelier and Ormeño 2018).

Optimizing fiscal transfers remains a challenge. Formula-based allocations 
improve transparency and predictability, but there are no guarantees that the 
chosen formula will result in adequate transfers to meet local needs (De Mello 
Jr. 2000; Bird and Smart 2002). In addition, the implementation of a formula-
based mechanism depends on the availability of reliable, accurate, and 
timely data from local areas, and on the quality and integrity of constructing 
the allocation formula itself. There are other allocation mechanisms, such 
as a hold-harmless provision that is based on existing policies and previous 
allocations, but this approach does not consider significant changes in local 
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needs and preferences over time that may be due to demographic shifts and 
economic growth.

To address regional disparities, some countries have adopted additional 
approaches such as capitation grants to rural schools and scholarships for 
indigenous and low-income students. For instance, Brazil launched a fund 
in 1996 to equalize basic education financing, ensuring a minimum per-pupil 
expenditure across the country. In mid-2023, a constitutional amendment 
doubled the federal government’s contribution to the fund, resources that 
will be transferred directly to the poorest municipalities to further improve 
the equity of public investments in education (Loureiro et al. 2020).

Unequal Administrative and Technical Capacities 
across Regions Weaken Implementation

Regional disparities in education stem not only from fiscal imbalances, 
but also from mismatches between decentralized functions and local 
implementation capacity. Many subnational governments lack the expertise to 
effectively manage devolved responsibilities, and marginalized communities 
may struggle to voice their needs. 

Argentina’s experience with devolving secondary education to provincial 
control and further to local schools and communities in the 1990s illustrates 
this point. The devolution enhanced average student performance, but 
unequal local administrative capacities meant that only those schools in 
non-poor municipalities in well-governed provinces benefited (Galiani, 
Gertler, and Schargrodsky 2008). It had no discernible impact on schools in 
non-poor municipalities within poorly governed provinces or on schools in 
poor municipalities within well-governed provinces. Furthermore, test scores 
declined in schools transferred to poor municipalities within inadequately 
managed provinces. These results suggest that decentralization not only 
exacerbated disparities in educational outcomes, but also diminished 
outcomes for students in schools in impoverished areas that lacked technical 
skills and advocacy avenues.

Building local institutional capacities is essential for effective decentralization. 
In Uttar Pradesh, India, local stakeholders who had previously been excluded 
from decision-making were neither prepared nor willing to engage without 
first receiving proper training (Banerjee et al. 2010). In contrast, Ceará, one 
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of Brazil’s poorest states, successfully eliminated geographic disparities by 
prioritizing technical over political criteria for choosing school leadership 
(Loureiro et al. 2020). This approach significantly strengthened local 
administrative and technical capacities within just a decade.	

Citizen Participation and School-based Management

School autonomy and greater parental participation have been frequently 
regarded as ways to improve schools—but under what circumstances does this 
happen? Theory suggests that schools that have the autonomy and capacity to 
manage are better at improving educational outcomes. A cross-country study 
of Latin American countries confirms that schools with more experienced 
principals, more educated parents, and better socioeconomic standing are 
more likely to act autonomously, promote parental participation, and provide 
adequate school supplies, and that central mandates are not sufficient to 
produce these behaviors (Gunnarsson et al. 2009). 

Other studies have also found that engaging the community can make 
schools more responsive to local needs and accountability. Their involvement 
makes financial decisions more transparent, curb corruption, and improve 
legitimacy. For example, in Indonesia, communities where elites and non-
elites were able to participate in self-governance were better able to redress 
elite capture when it occurred (Dasgupta and Beard 2007). What seemed to 
matter was whether local government officials were elected or appointed 
(Chowdhury and Yamauchi 2010). But to be effective in schools, community 
participation requires structured opportunities to support classroom teaching 
and school management (Silberstein 2023). 

School-based management (SBM) transfers decision-making authority to 
schools. It has been widely adopted and studied, but its impact on education 
outcomes remains mixed (See Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011; Santibanez, 
Abreu-Lastra, and O’Donoghue 2014; Carr-Hill et al. 2018;3 Barrera-Osorio et 

3	 For example, Carr-Hill et al. (2018) reviewed 35 quantitative and qualitative studies evaluating 
17 individual interventions on the effectiveness of school-based decision-making on 
educational outcomes. The studies indicate that SBM has yielded robust positive effects on 
student test scores, especially in middle-income countries, but weaker beneficial effect on 
drop-out, repetition rates, and teacher attendance. They also find that these reforms are less 
effective in communities with low levels of education and where parents have much lower 
status than school personnel and are not able to express their needs and preferences.
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al, 2020; Anand et al. 2023). Some of the reasons for the mixed results are 
that central authorities may have severely limited the autonomy of school 
managers; the roles of the stakeholders are unclear or confusing, resulting 
in conflictual power dynamics within the school; and schools do not have 
adequate financial resources or management and technical capacities. 
Bloom et al. (2015) found that autonomous government schools, such as U.K. 
academies and U.S. charter schools, have significantly higher management 
scores and better educational outcomes than regular government schools and 
private schools. 

Harmonized Public and Private Roles in One System

The private sector plays an increasingly significant role in education across 
many developing countries, including basic schooling (Bangay 2005; Andrabi, 
Das, and Khwaja 2008; Sari 2019). One reason for this expansion is that highly 
motivated students with supportive parents opt for more selective private 
schools (Yamauchi 2005). Another explanation is that schools which rely 
more on local funding, such as fees and parental contributions, face stronger 
pressure for efficiency (Jimenez and Paqueo 1996; James, King, and Suryadi 
1999). 

Should decentralization reforms include the supervision and subsidy of 
private providers? Latin American countries have experimented with 
involving private schools in education reform, highlighting key challenges 
that must be addressed. Since the 1980s, Chile has minimized regulations 
for private schools to encourage competition, easing requirements for state 
funding, curriculum standards, and teacher labor laws (Bellei and Muñoz 
2023). School rankings based on standardized test scores aim to help parents 
make informed choices. The reform assumes competition would improve 
school performance, but studies have found that it did not benefit students 
equally (Hsieh and Urquiola 2006; Contreras et al. 2010). While parents could 
choose schools, private institutions could select students, often excluding 
disadvantaged students through selective admissions. 

Colombia’s Concession Schools program took a more targeted approach, 
contracting successful private school operators to manage publicly-funded 
schools. These institutions, benefiting from greater flexibility, fewer 
bureaucratic constraints, and strong performance-based accountability, were 
expected to deliver high-quality education to low-income students (Gershberg, 
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González, and Meade 2012). Evaluations of the program confirmed its positive 
impact, with their students achieving higher average scores in math and 
reading tests (Barrera-Osorio 2007; Bonilla 2011).

PHILIPPINE EXPERIENCE WITH 
DECENTRALIZATION
Decentralization is not new to the Philippines. Like many other countries, the 
Philippines decentralized parts of government three decades ago. The Local 
Government Code of 1991 (LGC) was the basis for decentralizing several 
government sectors (health, social welfare, local public works, agriculture). 
It devolved substantial spending, taxing, and borrowing powers to local 
government units (LGUs) on the expectation that moving governance closer 
to the people would generate welfare gains and diversify revenue sources (De 
Guzman 2007; Balisacan, Hill, and Piza 2008; Diokno 2012; Llanto 2012). 

A system of automatic revenue-sharing—block grants transferred through 
the Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA)—replaced the previous method of 
negotiated transfers to lower levels of government (Eaton 2001). Instead, 
40 percent of the central government's tax revenues were automatically 
distributed to LGUs based on vertical and horizontal allocation formulas, and 
within LGUs, the grants were split according to population size, land area, 
and an equal-sharing provision (Manasan 1992).4 The law also gave LGUs 
greater fiscal autonomy and flexibility in managing spending, taxation, and 
borrowing, but within limits set by the national government, such as the 
maximum tax rates that they could impose. 

On the expenditure side, the LGC left a need for a clearer and more 
accountable assignment of expenditure. National government agencies were 
able to control devolved activities, and national politicians were able to insert 
funding for pet projects, distorting local decision-making and preferences 
(Diokno 2012; Llanto 2012). Nonetheless, Diokno-Sicat, and Maddawin 

4	 The LGC has a specific vertical allocation formula which assigns 23 percent to provincial 
governments, 23 percent to city governments, 34 percent to municipal governments, and 
20 percent to barangays.  Likewise, it has a horizontal allocation formula which distributes 
the allotment to individual local governments as follow: 50 percent based on population, 25 
percent equal share to all, and 25 percent by land area (Manasan 2009). The block grants 
of 40 percent of internal revenues, however, were eventually not considered sufficient to 
undertake the functions devolved to LGUs (Manasan 2009).
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(2018) estimate that local policymakers exercised an average of 72 percent 
discretionary power over LGU expenditures in 2009-2016.

The LGC was a historic and ambitious decentralization act. Soon thereafter, 
however, legislators attempted to claw back authority over devolved functions, 
reflecting national politicians’ strong resistance to transfer authority 
to, and broaden the fiscal autonomy of, local leaders (Eaton 2001). This 
resistance derived from concerns about the capacity of local governments 
to deliver. Twenty-five years since, reviews of the Philippine experience with 
decentralization find only mixed evidence about its impact (Manasan 2009; 
Diokno 2012; Llanto 2012; Abrigo, Ortiz, and Tam 2017; Diokno-Sicat and 
Maddawin 2018).5 This assessment was partly due to significant variation in 
how the reform was implemented across LGUs and the wide heterogeneity in 
their political and economic conditions. This past decentralization experience 
serves as a cautionary note for the future reform of the education system.

The LGC was applied in a very limited way to the education system. 
Elementary, secondary, and tertiary education remained the responsibility 
of the national government. LGUs were permitted to establish their own 
schools and universities, but these operated under the overall supervision of 
the corresponding central government agencies. The LGC also devolved the 
construction and maintenance of elementary and secondary school buildings 
to municipalities and cities. To finance these responsibilities, education gets a 
share of general block grants (IRA) and a Special Education Fund (SEF), which 
is a one-percent tax on assessed values of real properties owned by the LGU. 
Half of the SEF is remitted to provinces for education projects and the other 
half is spent at the municipality or city level, with the provincial Local School 
Board allocating the SEF among its municipalities. It is sometimes used to 
cover the costs of construction and repair of schools, as well as equipment, 
educational research, books, and sports development. Many LGUs have also 
used it to establish new secondary schools and hire more teachers, or to top 
off the salaries of the centrally-hired school teachers (Manasan 2002). 

Besides some fiscal decentralization, the education system experienced an 
early form of administrative decentralization, but as part of a World Bank-

5	 Abrigo, Ortiz and Tam (2017) cite the large knowledge gap that needs to be filled to fully 
understand the impact of decentralization on the health sector because the analytical method 
used in previous studies does not lead to causal inference.
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supported project launched in the 1990s through the Third Elementary 
Education Project (TEEP). The project introduced school-based management 
in selected provinces, initially in 23 provinces considered as the most socially 
depressed areas by the Social Reform Agenda. In 2006, SBM was scaled to 
other non-TEEP provinces with the support of neighboring TEEP divisions. 
Two impact evaluations found generally positive effects. One revealed the 
effects of implementation delays, but found a small positive effect on student 
test scores after two years of exposure to the project (Khattri et al. 2012). The 
other evaluation found significantly larger effects after three years (Yamauchi 
2014).

A FUTURE AGENDA FOR DECENTRALIZING 
THE PHILIPPINE EDUCATION SYSTEM
The 2022 Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) results 
underscore the significant gap between Philippine students and their 
OECD and Southeast Asian peers (OECD 2023). In a knowledge-driven 
world, educational disparities can directly impact future competitiveness. 
Recognizing this challenge, the Department of Education launched Sulong 
EduKalidad in 2019 to strengthen basic education and better prepare students 
for the global economy.6

But can decentralization drive the transformative change needed in the 
vast and dispersed Philippine education system? The experiences of other 
countries, discussed above, provide valuable lessons on the design and 
implementation of decentralizing an education system, as well as the pitfalls 
to avoid. Drawing from these insights, we identify five key agenda items for 
education decentralization in the Philippines. These are:

1.	 Adopt a phased, selective, and iterative decentralization process, instead 
of a “big bang” or wholesale reform; 

6	 It includes four components: a review and update of the K to 12 curriculum review so that 
third-graders become readers and secondary school graduates are employable; upgrading 
the learning environment, providing schools with appropriate technology for learning 
and administrative use; teacher upskilling and reskilling through harmonized training 
and development programs; and greater engagement of stakeholders for support and 
collaboration.
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2.	 Prioritize and focus on the strategic roles of the central government;

3.	 Assign clear functions, responsibilities, and authority to lower levels of 
government, communities, schools, and the private sector; 

4.	 Address vertical and horizontal fiscal imbalances, aligning fiscal transfers 
and resource sharing with the assigned roles and responsibilities of 
subnational governments, and reduce regional disparities;

5.	 Integrate a monitoring and evaluation system at the outset of the reform 
process and establish reporting mechanisms.

1.	 Adopt a phased, selective and iterative decentralization 
process

Decentralization can enhance Philippine education, but success requires 
careful planning. Reforms must restructure institutions, adjust fiscal 
and personnel policies, and involve key government agencies. A phased, 
selective, and evidence-based approach is crucial. Options include 
implementing reforms by education level, transferring functions first 
to provinces and chartered cities, phasing geographically, or initially 
devolving a limited set of functions. Clear role delineation is essential to 
prevent inefficiencies and maintain trust. 

This recommendation is consistent with the careful study by Juco et al. 
(2023) which concludes that, despite 2021 Executive Order No. 138 (EO 
No. 138) which laid the guidelines for the effective transition of functions 
and responsibilities to local governments, there is wide variation in local 
government prioritization of devolved functions and capacity. The self-
assessment of local governments identifies the importance of providing 
training to local governments during a transition phase and the need 
for a mechanism to collect accurate and comprehensive baseline 
data for devolved functions. The study also argues for an asymmetric 
decentralization strategy, and for greater coordination and guidance 
from national agencies.
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Phasing and sequencing the decentralization process should be based on 
a clear framework of reform readiness.7 To illustrate what this means, 
consider the third option of selecting the regions to decentralize first. The 
concept of reform readiness implies applying specific criteria that are 
based on a region’s capacity to fulfill the functions and responsibilities 
transferred to it. Given the large variation across regions, a one-size-fits-
all reform is not likely to be the wisest model to adopt. Reform readiness 
refers to a region’s administrative, technical, and fiscal capacities, as 
well as to its level of political commitment to the reform and its goals 
and the presence of effective leadership. A region’s previous experiences 
with implementing past programs (e.g., decentralized health services) 
could be predictive of its future performance regarding decentralized 
education services. 

Once the political decision to decentralize is made, a preparation phase 
to develop coherent and realistic design and implementation plans is 
the first step. Uncoupling reform design from an implementation plan 
spells trouble. This preparation phase of analysis, consultation, and 
communication, and training activities is essential and should involve 
key stakeholders. And, the commitment to an iterative reform process 
means a readiness to regard the reform as an opportunity to launch 
future promising approaches, with an openness to redesign or retrofit, as 
needed, on the basis of hard evidence, towards better solutions.8

2.	 Prioritize and focus on strategic roles for the central 
government

Decentralization debates often focus on transferring functions, but 
strengthening the national agencies is equally vital. Healey and Crouch 

7	 Bahl and Martinez-Vasquez (2006) propose a six-step sequencing of fiscal decentralization that 
minimizes its chances for failure: Step 1 is to launch a national debate on the issues related to 
decentralization policy; step 2 is to design the policy and write a policy paper on it; step 3 is 
to pass the decentralization law; step 4 is to develop the implementing regulations; step 5 is to 
implement the decentralization program; and step 6 is to monitor, evaluate and retrofit.

8	 The analysis of efficiency of education provision in Colombia by Melo-Becerra et al. (2020) 
suggests an approach to defining reform readiness and to identifying which local municipalities 
are most likely to perform well under a decentralized context. The causes of regional 
disparities may be based on institutional, historical, political and even geographical differences, 
so these are factors to consider in the development of a readiness index.
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(2012) list four basic principles to guide the choice of which functions 
to devolve and which ones more appropriately belong to central 
agencies. They are the presence of economies of scale;9 the pursuit of 
national goals; the importance of having national standards because 
of the presence of national markets; and jurisdictional spillovers. A 
fifth principle to add to this list is greater equity across regions. The 
Philippines already implements a revenue-equalizing formula for central 
government transfers to cities and municipalities that distinguishes 
among geographical areas by “class” (Manasan 2009), but the experience 
of other countries and of the Philippines indicate that more pro-poor 
programs are needed. 

Governments have two powerful tools in their toolbox to fulfill their 
functions—providing incentives, such as taxing authority, fiscal 
distribution, and performance-based autonomy, and using guardrails, 
such as legislative and fiscal constraints, and enforcement—to balance 
decentralization’s benefits and risks. Guardrails are important because 
the benefits from decentralization may be counterbalanced by risk of 
corruption and capture by local elites (Bardhan and Mookherjee 2006; 
Albornoz and Cabrales 2013). Ultimately, the path, depth and reform 
outcomes depend on how effectively these tools are used and on the 
quality of leadership at multiple levels of government.

3.	 Assign clear functions, responsibilities and authority to 
lower levels of government, communities, schools, and the 
private sector

Clear delineation and consistency in the assignment of functions and 
responsibilities among subnational governments help to avoid confusion, 
duplication, inaction, and inefficiencies due to overlapping or redundant 
functions. Within each of the broad decision domains shown in Figure 
1 are specific decisions that also must be assigned. For example, the 

9	 This principle refers to an extremely important design decision in decentralization – on what 
basis to define agglomerated or decentralized areas. For example, as mentioned earlier, 
Colombia initially defined eligibility for decentralization only on the basis of population size. 
On one hand, the decision can result in fragmenting subnational areas such that each local 
government is unable to benefit from the economies of scale of delivering public goods; on 
the other hand, decentralization can help ensure that local populations are able to meet their 
needs for public services (Capuno 2012; Canare 2021). 
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design of a basic curriculum will continue to rest with the central 
government, but provincial and municipal governments are authorized 
to add local content to this basic curriculum. Teachers and principals 
design how to assess student performance in their school, but the central 
government requires schools to apply also a national student assessment 
for the purpose of monitoring the overall quality (and equity) of the 
country’s education system or for regulating the transition of students 
from one school cycle to another. Table 1 includes a long, though not 
comprehensive, list of decision domains and their constituent functions.

Table 1. Constituent functions under each major decision domain in 
education systems

ORGANIZATION OF 
INSTRUCTION

PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT

PLANNING AND 
STRUCTURES

RESOURCES AND 
FINANCES

	◼ Instruction time 
(required days 
in school year, 
number of hours)

	◼ Design of programs 
of study & course 
content

	◼ Textbooks 
(development & 
selection) 

	◼ Teaching methods 
(development & 
use)

	◼ Mode of grouping 
students in 
classrooms 

	◼ Support activities 
for students 

	◼ Creation/closure of 
schools

	◼ Creation/abolition 
of grades

	◼ Setting qualifying 
exams 

	◼ Setting credentials

	◼ Student 
assessments (design 
& application)

	◼ Education 
technology 
(selection & use)

	◼ Recruiting 
and selecting 
teachers, 
principals and 
non-teaching 
staff

	◼ Firing of 
teachers, 
principals and 
non-teaching 
staff

	◼ Teacher 
deployment 

	◼ Assignment of 
principals to 
schools

	◼ Setting salaries 
and non-salary 
compensation 
of teachers, 
principals and 
non-teaching 
staff 

	◼ In-service 
training for 
teaching and 
non-teaching 
staff

	◼ Career 
development 
of teachers, 
principals and 
non-teaching 
staff

	◼ Establishing or 
closing a school

	◼ Relocating a 
school 

	◼ Expansion 
of school 
infrastructure 
(e.g., adding a 
school building, 
classroom, or 
gym)

	◼ Improving school 
infrastructure 
(maintenance, 
repairs)

	◼ Preparing 
annual school 
budgets

	◼ Allocation for 
pay of teaching 
staff 

	◼ Allocation for 
non-salary 
current 
expenditures 

	◼ Allocation 
for capital 
expenditures 

	◼ School use 
for capital 
expenditure

	◼ Special funds 
for minority or 
disadvantaged 
students

Source: Author, based on OECD (2022); King and Guerra (2005)
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The assignment of these functions and subfunctions must meet key 
principles:

	◼ Responsibility must align with authority. Central governments 
may resist full decentralization for political reasons, leading to 
restrictive, partial reforms.

	◼ Responsibility must align with fiscal resources. Adequate 
funding is essential for effective function execution.

	◼ Responsibility must match administrative, technical, and 
political capacity. Those assigned functions must be prepared 
and empowered, with training programs considered for capacity 
gaps. Increased local autonomy can also foster innovation 
(Capuno 2011).

	◼ Coordination among stakeholders is crucial. Legal clarity does 
not guarantee effective implementation. In India, differing 
interpretations and lack of awareness hindered reforms (Pandey 
2023).

A discussion of private schools is also relevant here. While public 
institutions dominate most education systems, many operate as a public-
private mix, creating complex relationships between governments, 
businesses, and religious organizations. In decentralization reforms, 
private schools can be involved in various ways: government can provide 
direct subsidies to privately owned and managed schools, issue vouchers 
for students to attend private institutions, or devolve the management 
of public schools to private entities. Additionally, specific school 
services, such as meal programs, textbook production and distribution, 
and student transportation, can be outsourced to private contractors. 
And, although private schools typically have autonomy over staffing, 
operations, and infrastructure, they can still be required to follow a 
national curriculum to ensure alignment and facilitate student mobility 
between public and private systems.
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4.	 Address vertical and horizontal fiscal imbalances

The central government must ensure fiscal support aligns with devolved 
functions, particularly for poorer areas, or grant local revenue-generation 
authority. Fiscal imbalances should be avoided if decentralization is 
to succeed. Key fiscal decentralization principles include (Bird and 
Vaillancourt 1998; Bird and Slack 2014):

	◼ Local taxing power is essential. Limitations on the capacity of 
local governments to raise revenue maintain their reliance on the 
central government and constrains their ability to deliver public 
services effective. Addressing the need for vertical fiscal balance, 
in 2019 the Mandanas-Garcia Supreme Court (“Mandanas”) ruling 
increased the tax base for intergovernmental fiscal transfers in 
support of local governments’ autonomy and revenue-raising 
capacity (Juco et al. 2023). This is a good start.

	◼ Expenditure autonomy is necessary. Local governments and 
their constituents benefit from having greater discretion in 
choosing the local public-good mix. Greater discretion enables 
local governments to better match public goods to community 
needs, but reliance on central transfers often restricts local 
budget autonomy. 

	◼ Local governments are more attuned to community needs, but 
risk elite capture. Local political interests can undermine the 
accountability of local governments and lead to a weak budget 
constraint (Albornoz and Cabrales 2013). However, elections 
seem to be an effective disciplining device in the Philippines. 
Incumbent governors improve their re-election chances by 
spending more on economic development services, other things 
being constant (Solon, Fabella, and Capuno, 2009). Additionally, 
when local policymakers are able to exercise considerable 
discretion over their spending, local development depends on 
the size of their resources (Diokno-Sicat and Maddawin 2018).
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5.	 Integrate monitoring and evaluation mechanisms at the 
outset of the reform process

A consolidated monitoring, tracking and evaluation system is crucially 
important when implementing a reform as complex as decentralization. 
When the reform process is designed to proceed in phases and to be open 
to mid-course tweaks and reversals, a periodic assessment of the process 
and its immediate and short-term impacts is critical. A monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) approach established at the outset should be the basis 
for learning about implementation and the outcomes and impacts of 
the reform. And safeguards are needed to protect M&E from political 
interests to influence their outcomes (Bartsch 2023). 

The Philippines, like many other countries, have had an education 
management and information system (EMIS) for decades. One potential 
use of EMIS data, for example, is to produce and distribute regular school 
report cards with aggregate and comparative information on school and 
student performance. Andrabi, Das, Khwaja (2008) analyzed the impact 
of school report cards in Pakistan, and found that they significantly 
improved student test scores and increased primary enrollment. 

The desired characteristics of a monitoring and evaluation approach for 
a phased, selective, and iterative education reform are:

	◼ Relevant and coherent: A clear theory of change should guide 
decisions about indicators, data collection instruments, sampling 
design, and analytical methods.

	◼ Independent and impartial: To achieve this, the effort must 
be led, designed, and undertaken by respected, third-party 
evaluation experts who are independent of the reform planners 
and implementors, but advised by a panel of representatives of 
multiple stakeholders.

	◼ Credible and reliable: Involving specialists in education, finance, 
policy, and statistics will help obtain political and public support. 

	◼ Timely and consistent: Baseline data and follow-ups should 
align with reform phases to measure impact. If one evaluates 
too early, there is a risk of finding only partial or no impact; too 

22



late, and the reform may have lost political and public support 
or corrective changes to the reform may be too late (King and 
Behrman 2009).

	◼ Transparent and collaborative. Stakeholders who will be 
contributing to the reform process are also potential collaborators 
in M&E. Given the ubiquitous instruments for speedy information 
and communication even in rural areas of the country, such a 
mechanism should be possible to develop quickly.

	◼ Cost-effective and cost-efficient. Several data collection initiatives 
provide information on educational progress in the Philippines. 
Finding ways to link and use these various databases for M&E 
is analytically challenging because they do not share a sampling 
design or harmonized survey instrument. Nevertheless, they are 
important resources for understanding various aspects of the 
education system.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The author thanks the UP President Edgardo J. Angara Fellowship (UPPEJA) 
for its funding support. The author is extremely grateful for the helpful 
comments of members of the Second Congressional Education Commission 
on Education (EDCOM II) and of the participants in the two forums during 
which the longer working paper was discussed.

DECLARATION OF FUNDING
This research project was funded by the UP President Edgardo J. Angara 
(UPPEJA) Fellowship in support of the Second Congressional Commission on 
Education (EDCOM II). The funding source played no role in the design of the 
study, data interpretation, or decision to publish the findings as the author 
maintained complete autonomy in the research process, ensuring objectivity 
and impartiality in the presentation of results.

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The author did not declare a conflict of interest.

23



REFERENCES

Abrigo, Michael Ralph M., and Danica Aisa P. Ortiz. 2018.  “Devolution of health services, 
fiscal decentralization, and antenatal care in the Philippines.” PIDS Discussion Paper 
Series (No. 2018-42), Philippine Institute for Development Studies. Link.

Albornoz Facundo, and Antonio Cabrales. 2013. “Decentralization, Political Competition, and 
Corruption.” Journal of Development Economics 105 (1): 103-111. Link/doi.

Anand, Gautam, Aishwarya Atluri, Lee Crawfurd, Todd Pugatch, and Ketki Sheth. 2023. 
Improving school Management in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: A Systematic Review. 
Washington, DC: Center for Global Development.

Andrabi, Tahir, Jishnu Das, and Khwaja, Asim Ijaz Khwaja. 2008. “A Dime a Day: The 
Possibilities and Limits of Private Schooling in Pakistan.”  Comparative Education 
Review 52 (3): 329-355. Link/doi.

Arze del Granado, Francisco Javier, Jorge Martinez-Vazquez, and Rentanida Renata 
Simatupang. 2008. “Local Government Fiscal Competition in Developing Countries: 
The Case of Indonesia.” Urban Public Economics Review 8 (1): 13–45. Link/doi.

Bahl, Roy. 1999. “Fiscal Decentralization as Development Policy.” Public Budgeting & Finance, 
19 (2): 59–75. Link/doi.

Bahl, Roy, and Jorge Martinez-Vazquez. 2006. “Sequencing Fiscal Decentralization.” World 
Bank Policy Research Working Paper 3914, World Bank. Link/doi.

Balisacan, Arsenio M., Hal Hill, and Sharon Faye Piza. 2008. “Regional Development 
Dynamics and Decentralization in the Philippines: Ten Lessons from a 'Fast Starter.'” 
ASEAN Economic Bulletin 25 (3): 293-315. Link/doi.

Banerjee, Abhijit V., Rukmini Banerji, Esther Duflo, Rachel Glennerster, and Stuti Khemani. 
2010. “Pitfalls of Participatory Programs: Evidence from a Randomized Evaluation in 
Education in India.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 2 (1): 1-30. Link/doi.

Bangay, Colin. 2005. “Private Education: Relevant or Redundant? Private Education, 
Decentralisation, and National Provision in Indonesia.”  Compare: A Journal of 
Comparative and International Education 35 (2): 167-179. Link/doi.

Bardhan, Pranab. 2002. “Decentralization of Governance and Development.”  Journal of 
Economic Perspectives 16 (4): 185-205. Link/doi.

Bardhan, Pranab and Dilip Mookherjee. 2006. “Decentralisation and Accountability in 
Infrastructure Delivery in Developing Countries.” Economic Journal 116 (508): 101-127. 
Link/doi.

Barrera-Osorio, Felipe, 2007. “The Impact of Private Provision of Public Education: Empirical 
Evidence from Bogota's Concession Schools.” Policy Research Working Paper 4121, 
The World Bank.

24



Barrera-Osorio, Felipe, Paul Gertler, Nozomi Nakajima, Harry A. Patrinos. 2020. “Promoting 
Parental Involvement in Schools: Evidence from Two Randomized Experiments.” 
Working Paper 28040, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Bartsch, Sebastian. 2023. “Measuring Performance and Promoting Accountability in the 
Context of Decentralization and Local Governance Reforms.” In Decentralization, Local 
Governance, and Localizing the Sustainable Development Goals in Asia and the Pacific, 
edited by Bruno Carrasco, Hanif A. Rahemtulla, Rainer Rohdewohld, 131-158. London 
and NY: Routledge.

Bellei, Cristian, and Gonzalo Munoz. 2023. “Models of  Regulation, Education Policies, 
and  Changes in  the  Education System: A  Longterm Analysis of  the  Chilean Case.” 
Journal of Educational Change 24 (1): 49–76. Link/doi.

Bellofatto, Antonio and Martin Besfamille. 2018. “Regional State Capacity and the Optimal 
Degree of Fiscal Decentralization.” Journal of Public Economics 159 (1): 225-24. Link/doi.

Bird, Richard M., and Enid Slack. 2014. “Local Taxes and Local Expenditures in Developing 
Countries: Strengthening the Wicksellian Connection.”  Public Administration and 
Development 34 (5): 359-369. Link/doi.

Bird, Richard M., and Michael Smart. 2002. “Intergovernmental Fiscal Transfers: International 
Lessons for Developing Countries.” World development 30 (6): 899-912. Link/doi.

Bird, Richard M., and François Vaillancourt. 1998. “Fiscal Decentralization in Developing 
Countries: An Overview.” In  Fiscal Decentralization in Developing Countries, 1-48. 
Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press.

Bjork, Christopher. 2003. “Local Responses to Decentralization Policy in 
Indonesia.” Comparative Education Review 47 (2): 184-216. Link/doi.

___. 2004. “Decentralisation in Education, Institutional Culture and Teacher Autonomy in 
Indonesia.” International review of education 50 (3). 245-262. Link/doi.

Bonilla, Juan. 2011. “Contracting Out Public Schools for Academic Achievement: Evidence 
from Colombia.” Dissertation,   Departamento de Economia, Universidade de São 
Paulo.

Bruns, Barbara, Deon Filmer, and Harry Anthony Patrinos. 2011. Making Schools Work: New 
Evidence on Accountability Reforms. Washington, DC: World Bank Publications.

Canare, Tristan. 2021. “Decentralization and Welfare: Theory and an Empirical Analysis 
Using Philippine Data.” Public Sector Economics 45 (1): 93-123. Link/doi.

Capuno, Joseph J. 2009. “A Case Study of the Decentralization of Health and Education 
Services in the Philippines.” Human Development Network Discussion Paper Series 3, 
Human Development Network. Link.

___. 2011. “Incumbents and Innovations under Decentralization: An Empirical Exploration 
of Selected Local Governments in the Philippines.” Asian Journal of Political Science 19 
(1): 48-73. Link/doi.

25



___. 2012. “Agglomeration and Sub‐Regional Disparities under Decentralization: Evidence 
of Spatial Clustering of Land Values in the Philippines.”  Review of Urban & Regional 
Development Studies 24 (3): 106-120. Link/doi.

Carr-Hill, Roy, Caine Rolleston, Rebecca Schendel, and Hugh Waddington. 2018. “The 
Effectiveness of School-Based Decision Making in Improving Educational Outcomes: A 
Systematic Review.” Journal of Development Effectiveness 10 (1); 61-94. Link/doi.

Chowdhury, Shyamal, and Futoshi Yamauchi. 2010. “Has Decentralization in Indonesia Led 
to Elite Capture of Reflection of Majority Preference?.” Working Paper No. 14., JICA 
Research Institute. Link/doi.

Contreras, Dante, Paulina Sepulveda, Sebastian Bustos. 2010. “When Schools Are the Ones 
that Choose: The Effects of Screening in Chile.” Social Science Quarterly 91 (5): 1349–
1368. Link/doi.

Dasgupta, Aniruddha and Victoria Beard. 2007. “Community Driven Development, Collective 
Action and Elite Capture in Indonesia.” Development and Change 38 (2): 229–249. Link/
doi.

De Guzman, Allan B. 2007. “Chronicling Decentralization Initiatives in the Philippine Basic 
Education Sector.”  International Journal of Educational Development  27 (6): 613-624. 
Link/doi.

De Mello Jr, Luiz R. 2000. “Fiscal Decentralization and Intergovernmental Fiscal Relations: A 
Cross-Country Analysis.” World Development 28 (2): 365-380. Link/doi.

Diokno, Benjamin E. 2012. “Fiscal Decentralization after 20 years: What have We Learned? 
Where do We go from Here?.” The Philippine Review of Economics 49 (1): 9-26. Link/doi.

Diokno-Sicat, Justine, and Ricxie B. Maddawin. 2018. A Survey of Literature on Philippine 
Decentralization.” Discussion Paper Series no. 2018-23, Philippine Institute for 
Development Studies. Link/doi.

Eaton, Kent. 2001. “Political Obstacles to Decentralization: Evidence from Argentina and the 
Philippines.” Development and Change 32 (1): 101-127. Link/doi.

Elacqua, Gregory, Isabela Munevar, Fabio Sanchez, and Humberto Santos. 2021. “The 
Impact of Decentralized Decision-Making on Student Outcomes and Teacher Quality: 
Evidence from Colombia.” World Development 141 (1): 105378. Link/doi.

Fan, C. Simon, Chen Lin, and Daniel Treisman. 2009. “Political Decentralization and 
Corruption: Evidence from Around the World.” Journal of Public Economics 93 (1-2): 14-
34. Link/doi.

Galiani, Sebastian, Paul Gertler, and Ernesto Schargrodsky. 2008. “School Decentralization: 
Helping the Good get Better, but Leaving the Poor Behind.”  Journal of Public 
Economics 92 (10-11): 2106-2120. Link/doi.

Gershberg, Alec Ian, González, Pablo Alberto Gonzalez, and Ben Meade. 2012. “Understanding 
and Improving Accountability in Education: A Conceptual Framework and Guideposts 

26



from Three Decentralization Reform Experiences in Latin America.”  World 
Development 40 (5): 1024-1041. Link/doi.

Glewwe, Paul, and Karthik Muralidharan. 2016. “Improving Education Outcomes in 
Developing Countries: Evidence, Knowledge Gaps, and Policy Implications.” 
In Handbook of the Economics of Education, 653-743. Elsevier.

Grauwe, Anton De. 2005. “Improving The Quality of Education Through School-Based 
Management: Learning From International Experiences.”  International Review of 
Education 51 (4): 269-287. Link/doi.

Gunnarsson, Victoria, Peter Orazem, Mario Sánchez, and Aimee Verdisco. 2009. “Does Local 
School Control Raise Student Outcomes? Evidence on the Roles of School Autonomy 
and Parental Participation.”  Economic Development and Cultural Change  58 (1): 25-52. 
Link/doi.

Hawkins, John N. 2000. Centralization, Decentralization, Recentralization—Educational 
Reform in China. Journal of Educational Administration 38 (5): 442-455. Link/doi.

Healey, F. Henry, and Luis Crouch. 2012. Decentralization for High-Quality Education: Elements 
and Issues of Design. North Carolina: RTI Press.

Hofman, Bert, and  Kai Kaiser. 2004. The Making of the ‘Big Bang’ and its Aftermath: A 
Political Economy Perspective.” In Reforming Intergovernmental Fiscal Relations and the 
Rebuilding of Indonesia, 15-46. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Hsieh, Chang-Tai, and Miguel Urquiola. 2006. “The Effects of Generalized School Choice on 
Achievement and Stratification: Evidence from Chile’s Voucher Program.” Journal of 
Public Economics 90 (2006): 1477–1503. Link/doi.

James, Estelle, Elizabeth M. King, and Ace Suryadi. 1996. “Finance, Management, and Costs 
of Public and Private Schools in Indonesia.” Economics of Education Review 15 (4): 387-
398. Link/doi.

Jimenez, Emmanuel, and Vicente Paqueo. 1996. “Do Local Contributions Affect the Efficiency 
of Public Primary Schools?.” Economics of Education Review 15 (4): 377-386. Link/doi.

Juco, Marianne N., Rixcie B. Maddawin, Roberto Hector G. Palomar, Mark Gerald C. Ruiz, 
Charlotte Justine Diokno-Sicat. 2023. “Baseline Study on the State of Devolution in the 
(Pre-Mandanas) Philippines.” PIDS Discussion Paper Series (No. 2023-09), Philippine 
Institute for Development Studies. Link/doi.

Khattri, Nidhi, Cristina Ling, and Shreyasi Jha.  2012. “The Effects of School-Based 
Management in the Philippines: An Initial Assessment using Administrative 
Data.” Journal of Development Effectiveness 4 (2): 277-295. Link/doi.

King, Elizabeth M., and Jere R. Behrman. 2009. “Timing and Duration of Exposure in 
Evaluations of Social Programs.” The World Bank Research Observer 24 (1): 55-82. Link/
doi.

27



King, Elizabeth M. King and Susana Cordeiro Guerra. 2005. “Education Reforms in East Asia: 
Policy, Process, and Impact.” In East Asia Decentralizes: Making Local Government Work, 
179-208. Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Leer, Jane. 2016. “After the Big Bang: Estimating the effects of decentralization on educational 
outcomes in Indonesia through a difference-in-differences analysis.” International 
Journal of Educational Development 49 (2016): 80-90. Link/doi.

Letelier Leonardo, and Hector Ormeño. 2018. “Education and Fiscal Decentralization: 
The Case of Municipal Education in Chile.”  Environment and Planning C: Politics and 
Space 36 (8): 1499-1521. Link/doi.

Llanto, Gilberto M. 2012. “The Assignment of Functions and Intergovernmental Fiscal 
Relations in the Philippines 20 Years after Decentralization.” Philippine Review of 
Economics 49 (1): 37-80. Link/doi.

Loureiro, Andre, Louisee Cruz, Ildo Lautharte, David K. Evans. 2020.  The State of Ceará in 
Brazil is a Role Model for Reducing Learning Poverty. Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Manasan, Rosario G. 1992. “Intergovernmental Fiscal Relations, Fiscal Federalism, and 
Economic Development in the Philippines.” Working Paper Series No. 92-04, Philippine 
Institute for Development Studies. Link/doi.

_____. 2009.  Local Public Finance in the Philippines—Balancing Autonomy and Accountability. 
Singapore: World Scientific Press.

Mansuri, Ghazala and Vijayendra Rao. 2013.  Localizing Development: Does Participation Work?. 
Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Melo-Becerra, Ligia Alba, Lucas Wilfried Hahn-De-Castro, Dalma Sofia Ariza, Cristian 
Oswaldo Carmona. 2020. Efficiency of Local Public Education in a Decentralized 
Context. International Journal of Educational Development 76 (1): 102194.

Muttaqin, Tatang, Marijtje van Duijn, Liesbet Heyse and Rafael Wittek. 2016. “The Impact 
of Decentralization on Educational Attainment in Indonesia.” In  Decentralization and 
governance in Indonesia, 79-103. Publisher City: Publisher.

Nicolini, J.P., Posadas, J., Sanguinetti, J., Sanguinetti, P., &, Tommasi, M., 2002. 
Decentralization, fiscal discipline in sub-national governments and the bailout 
problem: The case of Argentina.

Oates, Wallace E. 2001. “Fiscal Decentralization and Economic Development. Some 
Reflections.”   Journal of Applied Economics Volume Number (Issue Number): Page 
Range. Link/doi.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). 2018. “How Decentralised 
are Education Systems, and what does it mean for Schools?.”  Policy Brief, OECD.  https://
doi.org/10.1787/e14575d5-en.

___. 2022. Education at a Glance 2022: OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1787/3197152b-en

28



___. 2023. PISA 2022 Results (Volume I) The State of Learning and Equity in Education. Paris: 
OECD Publishing.

Ostwald, Kai, Yukhi Tajima, and Krislert Samphantharak. 2016. “Indonesia’s Decentralization 
Experiment: Motivations, Successes, and Unintended Consequences.” Journal of 
Southeast Asian Economies (JSEAE) 33 (2): 139-156. Link/doi.

Pandey, Priyanka. 2023. “Does Information Improve Service Delivery? A Randomized Trial in 
Education in India.” Plos One 18 (3): 0280803. Link/doi.

Park, Albert and Minggao Shen. 2008. “Refinancing and Decentralization: Evidence from 
China.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 66 (3-4): 703-730. Link/doi.

Prud'homme, Remy. 1995. “The Dangers of Decentralization.” The World Bank Research Observer 
10 (2): 201-20. Link/doi.

Saguin, Kidjie Ian and M. Ramesh. 2020. “ Bringing Governance Back into Education Reforms: 
The Case of the Philippines.” International Review of Public Policy  2 (2): 159-177. Link/
doi.

Santibanez, Lucrecia, Raul Abreu-Lastra, and Jennifer L. O’Donoghue. 2014. “School Based 
Management Effects: Resources or Governance Change? Evidence from Mexico.” 
Economics of Education Review 39 (1): 97-109. Link/doi.

Sari, Virgi A. 2019. “Educational Assistance and Education Quality in Indonesia: The Role of 
Decentralization.” Population and Development Review 45 (1): 123-154. Link/doi.

Silberstein, Jason. 2023. “Should Communities Be Managing, Governing or Supporting 
Schools? A Review Essay on the System Conditions under Which Different Forms 
of Community Voice Can Improve Student Learning.” Working Paper 23/141, RISE 
Programme.

Solon, Jose Orville C., Raul V. Fabella, and Joseph J. Capuno. 2009. “Is Local Development 
Good Politics? Local Development Expenditures and the Re-Election of Governors in 
the Philippines in the 1990s.” Asian Journal of Political Science 17 (3): 265-284. Link/doi.

Tsui, K.Y., and Youqiang Wang. 2004. “Between Separate Stoves and a Single Menu: Fiscal 
Decentralization in China.” The China Quarterly 177 (1): 71-90. Link/doi.

Yamauchi, Futoshi. 2005. “Why Do Schooling Returns Differ? Screening, Private Schools, and 
Labor Markets in the Philippines and Thailand.”  Economic Development and Cultural 
Change 53 (4): 959-981. Link/doi.

___. 2014. “An Alternative Estimate of School-Based Management Impacts on Students’ 
Achievements: Evidence from the Philippines”. Journal of Development Effectiveness  6 
(2): 97-110. Link/doi.

Yilmaz, Serdar, Aslam, Ghazia. and Gurkan, Asli, 2010. A framework for the assessment of 
the fiscal decentralization system. Social Development Note, No. 123 (February). 
Washington, DC: The World Bank Group.

29





THE UP CIDS  
DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES

The UP CIDS Discussion Paper Series features preliminary researches that 
may be subject to further revisions and is circulated to elicit comments and 
suggestions for enrichment and refinement. They contain findings on issues 
that are aligned with the core agenda of the research programs under the 
University of the Philippines Center for Integrative and Development Studies 
(UP CIDS). 

CENTER FOR INTEGRATIVE AND DEVELOPMENT 
STUDIES

Established in 1985 by University of the Philippines (UP) President Edgardo J. 
Angara, the UP Center for Integrative and Development Studies (UP CIDS) is the 
policy research unit of the University that connects disciplines and scholars across 
the several units of the UP System. It is mandated to encourage collaborative and 
rigorous research addressing issues of national significance by supporting scholars 
and securing funding, enabling them to produce outputs and recommendations for 
public policy.

The UP CIDS currently has twelve research programs that are clustered under 
the areas of education and capacity building, development, and social, political, 
and cultural studies. It publishes policy briefs, monographs, webinar/conference/
forum proceedings, and the Philippine Journal for Public Policy, all of which can be 
downloaded free from the UP CIDS website.

THE PROGRAM

The Program on Higher Education Research and Policy Reform (HERPRP) aims to 
chart a research agenda, systematically build an evidence base for policy analysis, and 
create a network of experts and researchers doing work in this sector. HERPRP also 
serves as a convening body seeking to build partnerships and working collaborative 
networks among stakeholders.



EDITORIAL BOARD
Rosalie Arcala Hall 

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

Honeylet L. Alerta
DEPUTY EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

PROGRAM EDITORS
	◼ EDUCATION AND  

CAPACITY BUILDING CLUSTER

Dina S. Ocampo
Lorina Y. Calingasan
EDUCATION RESEARCH PROGRAM

Rosalie B. Arcala Hall
PROGRAM ON HIGHER EDUCATION  
RESEARCH AND POLICY REFORM

Romylyn Metila
Marlene Ferido
ASSESSMENT, CURRICULUM, AND  
TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH PROGRAM

Ebinezer R. Florano
PROGRAM ON DATA SCIENCE FOR  
PUBLIC POLICY

	◼ DEVELOPMENT CLUSTER

Annette O. Balaoing-Pelkmans
PROGRAM ON ESCAPING THE  
MIDDLE-INCOME TRAP: CHAINS FOR CHANGE

Antoinette R. Raquiza
Julius Lustro
POLITICAL ECONOMY PROGRAM

Eduardo C. Tadem
Maria Dulce Natividad
PROGRAM ON  
ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT

Iris Thiele Isip-Tan
PROGRAM ON HEALTH  
SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT

	◼ SOCIAL, POLITICAL, AND  
CULTURAL STUDIES CLUSTER

Rogelio Alicor L. Panao
PROGRAM ON SOCIAL AND  
POLITICAL CHANGE

Darwin J. Absari
ISLAMIC STUDIES PROGRAM

Herman Joseph S. Kraft
Francis Rico C. Domingo
STRATEGIC STUDIES PROGRAM

Marie Aubrey J. Villaceran
Frances Antoinette C. Cruz
DECOLONIAL STUDIES PROGRAM

	◼ NEW PROGRAMS

Maria Angeles O. Catelo
FOOD SECURITY PROGRAM

Weena S. Gera
URBAN STUDIES PROGRAM

Benjamin M. Vallejo, Jr.
CONSERVATION AND BIODIVERSITY

Rosalie B. Arcala Hall
LOCAL AND REGIONAL STUDIES NETWORK

EDITORIAL STAFF
Jheimeel P. Valencia
COPYEDITOR

Alexa Samantha R. Hernandez
EDITORIAL ASSISTANT

Jessie Feniquito
Mikaela Anna Cheska D. Orlino
LAYOUT ARTISTS



UNIVERSITY OF THE PHILIPPINES
CENTER FOR INTEGRATIVE AND DEVELOPMENT STUDIES

Lower Ground Floor, Ang Bahay ng Alumni, Magsaysay Avenue
University of the Philippines Diliman, Quezon City 1101

Telephone (02) 8981-8500 loc. 4266 to 4268 
(02) 8426-0955

Email cids@up.edu.ph
cidspublications@up.edu.ph

Website cids.up.edu.ph

Get your policy papers published.  
Download open-access articles.
The Philippine Journal of Public Policy: Interdisciplinary Development Perspectives (PJPP), 
the annual peer-reviewed journal of the UP Center for Integrative and Development Studies 
(UP CIDS), welcomes submissions in the form of full-length policy-oriented manuscripts, 
book reviews, essays, and commentaries. The PJPP provides a multidisciplinary forum for 
examining contemporary social, cultural, economic, and political issues in the Philippines 
and elsewh ere. Submissions are welcome year-around. 

For more information, visit cids.up.edu.ph. All issues/articles of the PJPP can be downloaded 
for free.

Get news and the 
latest publications.
Join our mailing list: bit.ly/signup_cids 
to get our publications delivered straight  
to your inbox! Also, you’ll receive news of 
upcoming webinars and other updates. 

We need your  
feedback.
Have our publications been useful? Tell 
us what you think: bit.ly/dearcids.


