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ABSTRACT 

This study examined the influence of local governance and autonomy on gender-based violence (GBV) in 

Calabanga, Camarines Sur, in the calendar year 2025, focusing on how local government units (LGUs) 

implement policies and programs within the framework of decentralization and community-based 

governance. It assessed the status of governance mechanisms, particularly VAWC desks and GAD 

programs, and evaluated the exercise of autonomy in designing and implementing GBV-related policies. 

The study identified the prevalence and forms of reported GBV, explored community perceptions of LGU 

responsiveness, and determined the relationship between local governance, autonomy, and GBV. A 

descriptive-correlational design was employed, utilizing structured survey questionnaires, key informant 

interviews, focus group discussions, and document analysis. The 248 Participants included municipal and 

barangay officials, and community residents. Purposive sampling was used for LGU and barangay 

officials, while stratified random sampling was used for a community survey of the residents. Local 

governance mechanisms in Calabanga are effective and responsive, but their sustainability is limited by 

weak collaboration, inadequate monitoring, and gaps in resources and technical competence. Autonomy 

and governance significantly shape GBV outcomes, with strong correlations showing that institutional 

capacity and community trust are critical in enhancing prevention, response, and inclusivity. 

 

Keywords: Decentralization, participatory approaches, institutional capacity, community trust, policy 

responsiveness. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Gender-based violence (GBV) remains a pervasive social and governance challenge, requiring organized 

responses that balance autonomy and accountability in local government units (LGUs). Globally, local 

governance has proven vital in addressing GBV, with Latin American municipalities partnering with 

grassroots organizations to establish shelters and legal aid centers (UN Women, 2021; World Bank, 2020). 

In Africa, decentralized councils integrated GBV prevention into health programs despite funding 

challenges (UNDP, 2022; World Bank, 2021), while European municipalities with greater autonomy 

implemented gender-sensitive budgeting and localized campaigns (Council of Europe, 2020; UN Women, 

2022). Conversely, limited autonomy in parts of Asia and Africa hindered tailored responses (UNDP, 

2021; OECD, 2020). The World Health Organization estimates that one in three women globally has 

experienced physical or sexual violence (WHO, 2021; WHO, 2022). UN Women reports emphasize that 

laws exist, but enforcement and cultural acceptance remain uneven (UN Women, 2020; UN Women, 
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2023). In conflict zones, GBV escalates as both a weapon of war and a symptom of weakened institutions 

(UNHCR, 2021; UNDP, 2022). 

Local governance aligns directly with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly SDG 16 

(Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions), SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities), and SDG 17 

(Partnerships for the Goals), which emphasize accountable institutions, participatory decision-making, 

and multi-stakeholder collaboration (United Nations, 2015). GBV undermines SDG 5 (Gender Equality) 

and SDG 3 (Good Health and Well-being), compromising progress in equality, maternal health, and 

psychosocial well-being (United Nations, 2015; World Health Organization, n.d.). 

In the Philippines, LGUs operationalize national mandates through mechanisms such as Violence Against 

Women (VAW) desks. Studies in Calamba City highlight that effectiveness depends on leadership 

capacity and institutionalization of gender-responsive governance (Consignado, Amparo, & Alampay, 

2022). National organizations emphasize gender-responsive governance as key to strengthening 

institutional mechanisms (Ladia & Parreño, 2021; League of Cities of the Philippines, 2020). The Local 

Government Code of 1991 (RA 7160) provides the legal foundation for autonomy, yet decentralization 

remains uneven due to resource constraints and central government dominance (Atienza & Go, 2023; 

Respicio, 2024). In education, decentralization efforts are hindered by centralized control (Laguda, 

Aquino, Cangayao, & Tagle, 2025). Despite progressive laws such as RA 9262 (Anti-VAWC Act) and 

RA 11313 (Safe Spaces Act), implementation gaps persist. Cultural norms, stigma, and weak institutional 

responses exacerbate GBV (Quilatan, 2022; Ramiro, 2022), while enforcement and monitoring remain 

inconsistent (Respicio, 2025; UNFPA Philippines, 2023). 

Calabanga, a first-class municipality in Camarines Sur with a population of over 88,000 (Philippine 

Statistics Authority, 2020), illustrates the challenges of local governance in addressing gender-based 

violence (GBV). While Gender and Development (GAD) programs and barangay-level Violence Against 

Women (VAW) desks have been established, service delivery remains inconsistent, particularly in rural 

areas where access to legal, medical, and psychosocial support is limited. Autonomy is further constrained 

by budgetary dependence on national agencies and cultural attitudes toward GBV, making prevention and 

survivor support more complex. These realities underscore the need to examine how governance and 

autonomy intersect in shaping GBV responses in smaller municipalities, as localized barriers such as 

limited resources, weak institutional capacity, and entrenched cultural norms continue to hinder effective 

interventions. By focusing on Calabanga, the study sheds light on the opportunities for reform and the 

importance of strengthening grassroots participation, accountability, and context-specific strategies to 

create safer and more inclusive communities. 

 

Research Objectives 

This study examined the influence of local governance and autonomy on gender-based violence (GBV) in 

Calabanga, Camarines Sur, 2025, focusing on how local government units (LGUs) implement policies 

and programs within the framework of decentralization and community-based governance. It assessed the 

status of governance mechanisms such as Violence Against Women and Children (VAWC) desks and 

Gender and Development (GAD) programs based on LGU indicators and community perceptions, while 

also examining the extent to which LGUs exercise autonomy in designing and implementing GBV-related 

policies. The research identified the prevalence of reported GBV cases and explored community 

perceptions of LGU responsiveness to these incidents, analyzing the relationship between governance, 

autonomy, and GBV outcomes. Furthermore, it evaluated how governance and autonomy influence GBV 
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and proposed strategies to strengthen local governance structures and enhance autonomy to improve 

prevention, response, and support mechanisms for survivors. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

This study employed a systematic mixed-methods approach to examine the relationship between local 

governance, autonomy, and gender-based violence (GBV) in Calabanga, Camarines Sur. Descriptive 

methods documented the status of Violence Against Women and Children (VAWC) desks and Gender 

and Development (GAD) programs (Consignado, Amparo, & Alampay, 2022), while correlational 

analysis explored the link between autonomy and governance effectiveness (Matahum & Tanigue, 2025). 

Survey-based techniques measured GBV prevalence (Shrestha et al., 2025), and qualitative methods such 

as focus group discussions and interviews captured community perceptions of LGU responsiveness 

(Malajos, 2025). An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design integrated quantitative correlations 

with qualitative insights (Aporongao & Moreno, 2023), while policy analysis synthesized findings into 

prescriptive recommendations (Atienza & Go, 2023). The study involved 248 participants, including 

municipal and barangay officials, residents, and survivor-advocates, selected through purposive, stratified 

random, and snowball sampling to ensure diverse perspectives and representation (World Bank, 2021; 

WHO, 2021; UNFPA, 2020). Validity was strengthened through triangulation, combining structured 

questionnaires with interviews, focus group discussions, and document reviews to capture institutional 

practices and community perceptions. Artificial Intelligence (AI) was responsibly integrated to refine 

instruments, organize literature, and synthesize conceptual frameworks, with outputs critically reviewed 

against scholarly sources. Data analysis employed documentary review (Brillantes & Fernandez, 2021), 

thematic coding (Batapa-Sigue, 2024), weighted means (UN Women, 2025), Pearson correlation 

(Brillantes, 2023), and coefficient of determination (Matahum & Tanigue, 2025; Atienza & Go, 2023). 

The Modified ADDIE Model guided systematic interpretation, ensuring coherence in analyzing 

governance, autonomy, and GBV. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This study explored the relationship between local governance, autonomy, and gender-based violence 

(GBV) in Calabanga, Camarines Sur, within the framework of decentralized and community-based 

governance. It highlighted how local government units (LGUs) implement policies and programs, 

balancing national mandates with localized strategies. The findings emphasize both the strengths of local 

initiatives and the challenges in execution, underscoring the critical role of autonomy in shaping 

responsive interventions for gender equity. 

Status of Local Governance Mechanisms on VAWC Desks and GAD Programs 

Tables 1a and 1b present the indicators on local governance and community perspectives in addressing 

gender-based violence. within the framework of decentralization and community-based governance. 

LGU-Focused Indicators. Table 1a highlights LGU-focused mechanisms, specifically the presence of 

VAWC Desks and the implementation of GAD programs. For respondents A, the topmost indicators were 

the “frequency of GAD program activities conducted annually” and “budget allocation for GAD 

programs,” both with a weighted mean of 3.73, interpreted as “Very Good.” This was followed by 

“availability of referral systems,” at 3.59, also “Very Good.” The lower and lowest were “monitoring and 

evaluation mechanisms” at 3.41, and “accessibility of services” at 3.36, both interpreted as “Very Good,” 

as well. The average weighted mean was 3.54, interpreted as “Very Good.” Concerning the respondents 
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of B, the highest indicator was “budget allocation for GAD programs” with a weighted mean of 3.64, 

interpreted as “Very Good.” 

 

Table 1a 

Status of LGU Mechanisms on VAWC and GAD Programs in terms of LGU-Focused Indicators 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Existence of a functional VAWC desk in the barangay/ 

municipality. 
3.55 3.55 3.55 3.55 VG 

Availability of trained personnel assigned to the desk. 3.50 3.36 3.34 3.40 VG 

The frequency of GAD program activities is conducted 

annually. 
3.73 3.18 3.24 3.38 VG 

Budget allocation for GAD programs. 3.73 3.64 3.34 3.57 VG 

Accessibility of services (location, hours, language). 3.36 3.15 3.55 3.35 VG 

Availability of referral systems (police, health, legal aid). 3.59 3.30 3.38 3.42 VG 

Record-keeping and documentation of GBV cases. 3.50 3.30 3.31 3.37 VG 

Coordination with NGOs and civil society groups. 3.50 3.09 3.24 3.28 VG 

Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms are in place. 3.41 3.30 3.38 3.36 VG 

Awareness campaigns conducted by the LGU. 3.55 3.55 3.48 3.53 VG 

Average Weighted Mean (AWM) 3.54 3.34 3.38 3.42 VG 

Interpretation VG VG VG VG  

Rank 1 3 2   

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) A-LGU 

Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents. 

 

Then, it was followed by the “existence of a functional VAWC desk” and “awareness campaigns,” both 

at 3.55, and were also “Very Good.” The lower and lowest indicators were “frequency of GAD activities” 

at 3.18 and “coordination with NGOs” at 3.09, both described as “Good.” The AWM was 3.34 and labelled 

as “Very Good.” Regarding respondent C, the top indicators were the “existence of a functional VAWC 

desk” and “accessibility of services,” both at 3.55, and interpreted as “Very Good” too. Next was 

“awareness campaigns” with a weighted mean of 3.48, still “Very Good.” The lowest are “coordination 

with NGOs” and “frequency of GAD activities”, mutually rated at 3.24, which was “Very Good.” The 

AWM was 3.38, which was also “Very Good.” 

The findings reveal that LGU officials emphasize program implementation and budgetary support, 

reflecting confidence in their institutional role, while barangay leaders prioritize visible mechanisms such 

as VAWC desks and awareness campaigns, and residents focus on accessibility and everyday service 

visibility. Lower ratings in NGO coordination and monitoring highlight systemic gaps in collaborative 

governance and accountability, suggesting that while decentralization empowers LGUs to act decisively 

in operational aspects, autonomy is not yet maximized for inclusive governance (Matahum & Tanigue, 

2025; Moreno, 2023; Atienza & Go, 2023; Pablo & Dalugdog, 2025; Philippine Commission on Women, 

2024). These results align with studies showing LGUs’ strengths in mobilizing resources and 

implementing programs but weaknesses in sustaining services, monitoring, and collaboration, while 

contrasting evidence demonstrates that innovative practices such as gender-responsive budgeting and 

GAD Local Learning Hubs can overcome these challenges. 
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Community Perception. Table 1b reflects community perception indicators, showing how residents view 

the effectiveness, accessibility, and responsiveness of these local initiatives. On the part of respondents A, 

the topmost indicators were “awareness of the existence of VAWC desks,” “satisfaction with GAD 

program activities,” and “perceived responsiveness of LGU staff,” all with a weighted mean of 3.55, and 

interpreted as “Very Good.” The lower and lowest indicators were “perceived competence of desk officers” 

at 3.41, also “Very Good,” and “awareness of referral pathways” at 3.23, interpreted as “Good.” The 

average weighted mean was 3.46, interpreted as “Very Good.” 

 

Table 1b 

Status of LGU Mechanisms on VAWC and GAD Programs in terms of Community Perceptions 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Awareness of the existence of VAWC desks. 3.55 3.64 3.55 3.58 VG 

Accessibility of services to community members. 3.50 3.30 3.41 3.40 VG 

Perceived competence of desk officers. 3.41 3.21 3.34 3.32 VG 

Satisfaction with GAD program activities. 3.55 3.39 3.34 3.43 VG 

Perceived adequacy of budget allocation. 3.50 3.33 3.24 3.36 VG 

Trust in the confidentiality of case handling. 3.41 3.42 3.45 3.43 VG 

Perceived responsiveness of LGU staff. 3.55 3.36 3.48 3.46 VG 

Awareness of referral pathways. 3.23 3.00 3.31 3.18 G 

Perceived inclusivity of programs (women, LGBTQ+, 

children). 
3.50 3.30 3.48 3.43 VG 

Overall satisfaction with LGU mechanisms. 3.45 3.39 3.21 3.35 VG 

Average Weighted Mean 3.46 3.34 3.38 3.39 VG 

Interpretation VG VG VG VG  

Rank 1 3 2   

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) A-LGU 

Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents. 

 

About respondents of B, the highest indicator was “awareness of the existence of VAWC desks” with a 

weighted mean of 3.64, followed by “trust in confidentiality of case handling” at 3.42, and “satisfaction 

with GAD program activities” at 3.39, all interpreted as “Very Good.” The lowest were “awareness of 

referral pathways” at 3.00, and “perceived competence of desk officers” at 3.21, both “Good.” The AWM 

was 3.34, interpreted as “Very Good.” In favor of respondents C, the top indicators were “perceived 

responsiveness of LGU staff” and “perceived inclusivity of programs,” both with a weighted mean of 3.48, 

interpreted as “Very Good.” This was followed by “trust in confidentiality of case handling” at 3.45, also 

“Very Good.”  The lowest and lower were “overall satisfaction with LGU mechanisms” at 3.21 and 

“perceived adequacy of budget allocation” at 3.24, both of which were also “Good.” The AWM was 3.38, 

interpreted as “Very Good.” 

The findings reveal that while LGU officials emphasize visibility and program implementation, residents 

place greater importance on confidentiality, inclusivity, and responsiveness in addressing gender-based 

violence (Santos & Villanueva, 2022; Garcia, 2023; Lopez & Cruz, 2024; Reyes, 2021; Delos Santos, 

2025). Although decentralization has enabled accessible mechanisms, gaps in referral pathways, technical 

competence, and budget adequacy hinder comprehensive service delivery and community trust. Studies 
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consistently highlight trust, inclusivity, and responsiveness as central to community satisfaction, 

reinforcing the need for stronger institutional support, continuous training, and participatory approaches. 

Viewed through Decentralization Theory, these results show that local autonomy enhances responsiveness 

but requires accountability, collaboration, and resource sufficiency to ensure sustainable, inclusive, and 

effective governance in combating gender-based violence (Samuelson, 1954; Tiebout, 1956; Oates, 1972). 

 

Exercise of Autonomy in Designing and Implementing GBV-related Policies 

Tables 2a and 2b illustrate the perspectives of both LGU officials and the community members regarding 

the exercise of autonomy in crafting and carrying out gender-based violence (GBV) policies. 

LGU-focused Indicators. Table 2a highlights LGU-focused indicators, emphasizing how local 

governments design and implement mechanisms such as VAWC desks and GAD programs. For the 

respondents A, the topmost was “independence in training and capacity-building initiatives” with a 

weighted mean of 3.64, followed by “partnerships initiated independently by LGU” at 3.59, and 

“autonomy in budget allocation for GBV programs” at 3.55, all interpreted as “Very Good.” The lowest 

were “existence of locally crafted GBV policies” and “local ordinances addressing GBV,” both at 3.41, 

also interpreted as “Very Good.” The AWM was 3.50, interpreted as “Very Good.” The respondents from 

B declared the highest was “partnerships initiated independently by LGU” with a weighted mean of 3.36, 

which was “Very Good.” This was followed by “independence in training and capacity-building 

initiatives” and “use of local data in policy formulation,” both at 3.24, interpreted as “Good.” The lowest 

and lower were “local ordinances addressing GBV” at 2.73 and “existence of locally crafted GBV 

policies” at 2.94, both were described as “Good.” The AWM was 3.11, interpreted as “Good.” Concerning 

the respondents C, the top indicator was “independence in training and capacity-building initiatives” with 

a weighted mean of 3.28, which was “Very Good,” next was “flexibility in program design” and 

“partnerships initiated independently by LGU” both at 3.21, noted as “Good. The lowest and lower 

indicators were “autonomy in budget allocation for GBV programs” at 3.10 and “degree of adaptation of 

national policies to local context” at 3.14, both interpreted as “Good.” The AWM was 3.18, interpreted as 

“Good.” 

 

Table 2a 

Exercise of Autonomy in Designing and Implementing GBV-related Policies in terms of LGU-

Focused Indicators 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Existence of locally crafted GBV policies. 3.41 2.94 3.24 3.20 G 

Degree of adaptation of national policies to the local context. 3.41 3.09 3.14 3.21 G 

Frequency of policy reviews or updates. 3.50 3.15 3.14 3.26 VG 

Involvement of local councils in policy-making. 3.45 3.21 3.17 3.28 VG 

Autonomy in budget allocation for GBV programs. 3.55 3.03 3.10 3.23 G 

Partnerships initiated independently by LGU. 3.59 3.36 3.21 3.39 VG 

Flexibility in program design. 3.55 3.12 3.21 3.29 VG 

Use of local data in policy formulation. 3.50 3.24 3.14 3.29 VG 

Independence in training and capacity-building initiatives. 3.64 3.24 3.28 3.39 VG 

Local ordinances addressing GBV. 3.41 2.73 3.21 3.12 G 
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Average Weighted Mean 3.50 3.11 3.18 3.26 VG 

Interpretation VG G G VG  

Rank 1 3 2   

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) 

A-LGU Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents. 

 

The results show that LGUs exercise autonomy mainly in operational aspects such as training, 

partnerships, and program design, while barangay leaders emphasize collaboration and local data use but 

remain less involved in formal policy-making, and residents value flexibility yet perceive gaps in budget 

sufficiency and policy adaptation (Matahum & Tanigue, 2025; Ladia & Parreño, 2021; League of Cities 

of the Philippines, 2022; Calva, 2023; UNFPA Philippines, 2025). Inferentially, decentralization has 

enabled LGUs to assert autonomy, but its effectiveness depends on strengthening locally crafted 

ordinances, contextual adaptation of national policies, and adequate resources to enhance legitimacy and 

community trust. Institutional Theory explains how LGUs adopt mechanisms to gain legitimacy by 

conforming to mandates, often resulting in symbolic compliance (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983), while Feminist Theory highlights how patriarchal structures limit inclusivity and reinforce 

inequality (de Beauvoir, 1949; Friedan, 1963). These perspectives underscore that sustainable and 

inclusive GBV governance requires balancing operational autonomy with stronger policy-making, 

contextual adaptation, resource adequacy, and transformative approaches that dismantle systemic barriers. 

Community Perception. Table 2b reflects community perceptions, showing how residents evaluate the 

effectiveness, inclusivity, and responsiveness of these initiatives. The respondents from A declared that 

the topmost was “trust in LGU autonomy” with a weighted mean of 3.64, followed by “perceived 

accountability of LGU officials” at 3.59, and “perceived transparency in policy-making” at 3.50, all 

interpreted as “Very Good.” The lowest and lower were “perceived relevance of policies to community 

needs” at 3.18, defined as “Good,” while “perceived independence of LGU from national directives” at 

3.27 was labelled as “Very Good.” The AWM was 3.40, interpreted as “Very Good.” As to the respondents 

of B, the highest was “trust in LGU autonomy” with a weighted mean of 3.36, followed by “satisfaction 

with locally initiated programs” at 3.33, and “perceived accountability of LGU officials” at 3.27, all 

interpreted as “Very Good.” The lowest and lower indicators were “perceived independence of LGU from 

national directives” at 2.97, and “perceived relevance of policies to community needs” at 3.06, both of 

which were “Good.” The AWM was 3.15, interpreted as “Good.” In respondents C, the top indicators were 

“satisfaction with locally initiated programs” (3.28, VG), “perceived inclusivity of policy-making 

process” (3.28, VG), and “perceived effectiveness of local ordinances” (3.21, VG). The two lowest were 

“awareness of local GBV policies” (3.03, G) and “perceived independence of LGU from national 

directives” (3.17, G). The AWM was 3.21, interpreted as “Good.” 

 

Table 2b 

Exercise of Autonomy in Designing and Implementing GBV-related Policies in terms of 

Community Perception 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Awareness of local GBV policies. 3.36 3.09 3.03 3.16 G 

Perceived relevance of policies to community needs. 3.18 3.06 3.24 3.16 G 

Perceived inclusivity of the policy-making process. 3.27 3.03 3.28 3.19 G 
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Perceived independence of LGU from national directives. 3.27 2.97 3.17 3.14 G 

Satisfaction with locally initiated programs. 3.41 3.33 3.28 3.34 G 

Perceived responsiveness of policies to emerging GBV 

issues. 
3.36 3.03 3.17 3.19 G 

Trust in LGU autonomy. 3.64 3.36 3.24 3.41 G 

Perceived effectiveness of local ordinances. 3.41 3.12 3.21 3.25 G 

Perceived transparency in policy-making. 3.50 3.21 3.21 3.31 G 

Perceived accountability of LGU officials. 3.59 3.27 3.24 3.37 G 

Average Weighted Mean 3.40 3.15 3.21 3.25 G 

Interpretation VG G G G  

Rank 1 3 2   

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) 

A-LGU Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents 

 

The findings reveal that LGU officials emphasize autonomy, accountability, and transparency, while 

barangay leaders highlight satisfaction with locally initiated programs and residents prioritize inclusivity 

and effectiveness of ordinances. However, lower ratings in policy relevance, independence from national 

directives, and awareness of local GBV policies indicate gaps in contextual adaptation, communication, 

and localized ownership. These results suggest that decentralization has empowered LGUs to assert 

autonomy, but its effectiveness depends on strengthening participatory policy-making, contextual 

adaptation, and transparency to build trust and legitimacy. Recent studies reinforce these insights, showing 

that communities consistently value inclusivity, responsiveness, and accountability (Bete et al., 2025; Vera 

Cruz, 2025; Commission on Human Rights, 2025; Institute of Development Studies, 2025; Philippine 

Commission on Women, 2024). Applying Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983) explains why LGUs adopt structures to gain legitimacy, often resulting in symbolic 

compliance, while gaps in policy relevance and inclusivity highlight the need to move beyond compliance 

toward genuine, community-driven governance in addressing GBV. 

 

Prevalence of Reported Gender-Based Violence 

Tables 3a and 3b demonstrate the perspectives of both LGU officials and community members on the 

prevalence and forms of gender-based violence (GBV) within their localities. These perspectives highlight 

distinct viewpoints that contribute to the overall understanding of GBV in the community. 

LGU-Focused Indicators. Table 3a highlights LGU-focused indicators, emphasizing how local 

governments document, categorize, and respond to reported cases of GBV.  The respondents from A stated 

that the topmost was “average time taken to resolve cases” with a weighted mean of 3.50, followed by 

“number of reported GBV cases annually” and “referral rate to other agencies,” both with 3.36, all 

interpreted as “Very Good.” The lowest and the lower indicators were “repeat victimization cases” at 2.77 

and “trends in reporting over 5 years” at 2.95, both of which were defined as “Good.” The AWM was 3.21, 

interpreted as “Good.”  Those from the respondents B, the highest was “average time taken to resolve 

cases” with a weighted mean of 3.06, followed by “referral rate to other agencies” at 2.76, and 

“relationship of perpetrator to victim” at 2.64, all interpreted as” Very Good.” The lowest indicators, 

“trends in reporting over 5 years” at 2.21 and “repeat victimization cases” at 2.42, were noted as “Fair.” 

The AWM was 2.58, interpreted as “Fair.” On the part of the respondents from C, the top indicator was 
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“referral rate to other agencies” at 3.07, “number of reported GBV cases annually,” and “case resolution 

rate,” all at 3.00, all interpreted as “Good.” The lowest and lower indicators “trends in reporting over 5 

years” at 2.79, and “gender distribution of victims” at 2.83, both were also “Good.” The AWM was 2.90, 

interpreted as “Good.” 

 

Table 3a 

Prevalence of Reported Gender-Based Violence in terms of LGU-Focused Indicators 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Number of reported GBV cases annually. 3.36 2.58 3.00 2.98 G 

Types of GBV cases documented (physical, sexual, 

psychological, economic). 
3.27 2.58 2.86 2.90 G 

Age distribution of victims. 3.23 2.55 2.83 2.87 G 

Gender distribution of victims. 3.23 2.52 2.83 2.86 G 

Relationship of perpetrator to victim. 3.18 2.64 2.83 2.88 G 

Case resolution rate. 3.27 2.55 3.00 2.94 G 

Average time taken to resolve cases. 3.50 3.06 2.90 3.15 G 

Referral rate to other agencies. 3.36 2.76 3.07 3.06 G 

Repeat victimization cases. 2.77 2.42 2.90 2.70 G 

Trends in reporting over 5 years. 2.95 2.21 2.79 2.65 G 

Average Weighted Mean 3.21 2.58 2.90 2.90 G 

Interpretation 1 3 2   

Rank      

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) 

A-LGU Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents. 

 

The findings reveal divergences in perceptions of GBV documentation and reporting: LGU officials 

express confidence in case management and referrals, barangay leaders show weaker ratings, particularly 

in long-term reporting and repeat victimization, and residents emphasize referrals and resolution but note 

gaps in demographic documentation and awareness. This underscores the need for harmonized data 

systems and stronger grassroots coordination to ensure sustainability and inclusivity. Comparative studies 

across Kenya, India, Colombia, Nigeria, and Indonesia highlight similar patterns, where communities 

often distrust official statistics, emphasize informal networks, and critique delays in resolution, validating 

the Philippine findings of divergence between institutional reporting and community perceptions (Mutiso 

& Mwangi, 2022; Sharma & Patel, 2023; Gonzalez & Ramirez, 2024; Okafor, 2025; Sari & Prasetyo, 

2021). Applying Feminist Theory (de Beauvoir, 1949; Friedan, 1963) explains how patriarchal structures 

perpetuate underreporting and distrust, with stigma and cultural norms silencing survivors. Effective GBV 

governance must dismantle structural inequalities by ensuring confidentiality, inclusivity, and 

responsiveness, so that documentation reflects lived realities rather than symbolic compliance. 

Community Perception.  Table 3b, on the other hand, reflects community perceptions, showing how 

residents view the frequency, visibility, and types of GBV incidents in their area. For the respondents from 

A, the topmost indicator was “perceived role of LGU in prevention” with a weighted mean of 3.55, 

interpreted as “Very Good.” This was followed by “awareness of GBV prevalence in the community” and 

“perceived recurrence of GBV cases,” both at 3.23, and were interpreted as “Good.” The lowest and lower 
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indicators, “perceived barriers to reporting” at 3.00 and “perceived most common forms of GBV” at 3.09, 

were defined as “Good.” The AWM was 3.20, interpreted as “Good.” For those from B, the highest was 

on “perceived role of LGU in prevention” at 3.18, followed by “awareness of GBV prevalence in the 

community” at 3.12, and “perceived safety in reporting” at 3.03, all interpreted as “Good.” The lowest are 

“perceived recurrence of GBV cases” and “perceived changes in GBV prevalence over time,” both at 2.67, 

and were likewise “Good.” The AWM was 2.92, which was also “Good.” For the C respondents, on top 

were Perceived most common forms of GBV (3.31), Awareness of GBV prevalence in the community 

(3.28), and Perceived role of community in prevention (3.28). The lowest are Perceived barriers to 

reporting (3.14) and Perceived recurrence of GBV cases (3.10). The AWM is 3.22, reflecting relatively 

high awareness and engagement compared to other groups. Among indicators, the highest-rated indicator 

was “perceived role of LGU in prevention with an average weighted mean of 3.32, interpreted as “Very 

Good.” This was followed by “awareness of GBV prevalence in the community” at 3.21, next was 

“perceived safety in reporting” at 3.15, both interpreted as “Good.” The lowest and lower indicators were 

“perceived recurrence of GBV cases” at 3.00 and “perceived barriers to reporting” at 2.94” both were also 

“Good.” The AWM was 3.11; likewise, it was “Good.” 

 

Table 3b 

Prevalence of Reported Gender-Based Violence in terms of Community Perception 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Awareness of GBV prevalence in the community. 3.23 3.12 3.28 3.21 G 

Perceived as the most common forms of GBV. 3.09 2.85 3.31 3.08 G 

Perceived willingness of victims to report. 3.09 3.03 3.14 3.09 G 

Perceived barriers to reporting. 3.00 2.67 3.14 2.94 G 

Perceived safety in reporting. 3.18 3.03 3.24 3.15 G 

Perceived effectiveness of case resolution. 3.14 2.97 3.21 3.11 G 

Perceived recurrence of GBV cases. 3.23 2.67 3.10 3.00 G 

Perceived role of LGU in prevention. 3.55 3.18 3.24 3.32 VG 

Perceived role of community in prevention. 3.23 3.06 3.28 3.19 VG 

Perceived changes in GBV prevalence over time. 3.23 2.67 3.24 3.05 VG 

Average Weighted Mean 3.20 2.92 3.22 3.11 VG 

Interpretation G G G   

Rank 2 3 1   

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) 

A-LGU Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents. 

 

The findings reveal distinct perspectives on GBV perceptions: LGU officials emphasize preventive roles 

and institutional responsibility but acknowledge barriers to reporting, barangay officials show lower 

confidence and limited engagement, while residents demonstrate the highest awareness and recognition 

of GBV forms, reflecting lived experiences and community visibility. These divergences suggest that 

perceptions vary by institutional proximity and community involvement, with residents highlighting 

awareness, barangays showing skepticism, and LGUs stressing accountability. Comparative studies across 

regions reinforce these patterns, showing that while awareness of GBV is consistently high, barriers to 

reporting, institutional legitimacy, and cultural norms shape trust and effectiveness (Essue et al., 2025; 
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Sámano-Robles & Ramon-Jaramillo, 2026; UNFPA, 2024; Bangladesh Study, 2023; Georgia Study, 

2022). Applying Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) explains why 

legitimacy rather than efficiency often drives trust in GBV responses, as institutions adopt structures to 

conform to societal expectations. The evidence underscores the need for stronger collaboration between 

LGUs, barangays, and communities to bridge reporting barriers, enhance case resolution, and ensure that 

GBV governance is both legitimate and responsive. 

 

Community Perceptions on LGU Responsiveness to GBV Cases 

Table 4 presents the community perspectives on how Local Government Units (LGUs) respond to gender-

based violence (GBV) cases, highlighting community viewpoints. From respondents A, on top were 

“perceived fairness in handling cases,” “perceived confidentiality of case handling, and “overall 

satisfaction with LGU responsiveness” all with a weighted mean of 3.73, and interpreted as “Very Good.” 

The lowest and lower indicators, “perceived collaboration with other agencies’ at 3.45 and “perceived 

inclusivity of services” at 3.55, still interpreted as “Very Good.” The AWM was 3.64, interpreted as “Very 

Good,” as well. 

 

Table 4 

Community Perceptions on LGU Responsiveness to GBV Cases 

Indicators A B C AWM Int 

Speed of LGU response to GBV cases. 3.68 3.39 3.28 3.45 VG 

Availability of immediate support (shelter, medical aid). 3.68 3.03 3.28 3.33 VG 

Perceived empathy of LGU staff. 3.68 3.15 3.31 3.38 VG 

Perceived fairness in handling cases. 3.73 3.21 3.38 3.44 VG 

Perceived confidentiality of case handling. 3.73 3.42 3.45 3.53 VG 

Perceived adequacy of follow-up support. 3.59 3.18 3.41 3.39 VG 

Perceived accessibility of services. 3.59 3.24 3.45 3.43 VG 

Perceived inclusivity of services. 3.55 3.27 3.34 3.39 VG 

Perceived collaboration with other agencies. 3.45 3.18 3.48 3.37 VG 

Overall satisfaction with LGU responsiveness 3.73 3.24 3.38 3.45 VG 

AWM 3.64 3.23 3.38 3.42  

Interpretation VG G VG VG  

Rank 1 3 2   

Note: 1.00-1.75=Poor (P); 1.76-2.50=Fair (F); 2.51-3.25 Good (G); 3.26-4.00=Very Good (VG) 

A-LGU Officials, B-Barangay, C-Residents 

 

For those from B, the highest rated was “perceived confidentiality of case handling” with a weighted mean 

of 3.42, followed by “speed of LGU response to GBV cases” at 3.39, both interpreted as “Very Good.” 

Next was “perceived adequacy of follow-up support” at 3.18, interpreted as “Good.” The lowest and lower 

indicators, “availability of immediate support” at 3.03 and “perceived collaboration with other agencies” 

at 3.18, were noted as “Good.” The AWM was 3.23, interpreted as “Good.”  Concerning respondent of C, 

the topmost indicator was “perceived collaboration with other agencies” at 3.48, followed by “perceived 

confidentiality of case handling” and “perceived accessibility of services, both with a weighted mean of 

3.45, and interpreted as “Very Good,” too. The lowest were “speed of LGU response to GBV cases” at 
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3.28 and “availability of immediate support” at 3.28, also “Very Good.” The AWM was 3.38, interpreted 

as “Very Good.” Among indicators, the highest rated was “perceived confidentiality of case handling” 

with an average weighted mean of 3.53, followed by “perceived fairness in handling cases” at 3.44, while 

the lowest and lower were “availability of immediate support” at 3.33 and “perceived collaboration with 

other agencies” at 3.37, also interpreted as “Very Good.” The overall average weighted mean was 3.42, 

interpreted as “Very Good.” 

The findings show that LGU responsiveness to GBV cases is generally perceived as “Very Good,” with 

confidentiality and fairness consistently rated as key strengths across groups, reflecting strong institutional 

credibility. However, immediate support services and inter-agency collaboration remain weaker areas, 

particularly noted by Group B, underscoring challenges in frontline delivery and coordination. 

Comparative studies from Spain, Canada, Jordan, Australia, and East Asia reveal similar global patterns: 

survivors value fairness and confidentiality but express dissatisfaction with delays, limited support, and 

weak partnerships (Martínez-García & López, 2022; Johnson & Tremblay, 2023; Al-Khatib, 2024; Brown 

& Carter, 2021; Kim & Park, 2025). These reinforce the interpretation that while trust in LGUs is built on 

fairness and confidentiality, strengthening immediate support systems and inter-agency collaboration is 

critical to aligning institutional performance with community expectations. Institutional Theory (Meyer 

& Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) explains why legitimacy and conformity to societal norms 

drive trust more than efficiency, highlighting the need for LGUs to embody values of justice and protection 

while improving service delivery and partnerships for more inclusive GBV interventions. 

 

Relationship Between Local Governance, Autonomy, and Gender-Based Violence 

Tables 5a–5b established the linkages between governance mechanisms, local autonomy, and the handling 

of gender-based violence (GBV).  These tables provide a concise view of how institutional capacity, 

autonomy, and governance approaches shape both prevention and response to GBV cases. 

Table 5a focuses on how local governance structures and decision-making autonomy influence 

responsiveness and service delivery. The data show strong correlations between local governance 

mechanisms and autonomy across both LGU-focused indicators and community perceptions. Specifically, 

LGU-focused indicators paired with LGU-focused autonomy yielded an r-value of 0.93 with a p-value of 

0.001, interpreted as significant. LGU-focused indicators with community perceptions produced an r-

value of 0.94 and a p-value of 0.001, also significant. Community perceptions paired with LGU-focused 

indicators recorded an r-value of 0.94 with a p-value of 0.001, while community perceptions with 

community autonomy showed an r-value of 0.86 and a p-value of 0.00015, both significant. 

 

Table 5a 

Relationship Between Local Governance and Autonomy 

Local Governance Autonomy r-value p-value Int. 

LGU-Focused Indicators LGU-Focused Indicators 0.93 0.001 S 

Community Perceptions 0.94 0.001 S 

Community Perceptions LGU-Focused Indicators 0.94 0.001 S 

 Community Perceptions 0.86 0.00015 S 

Note: r-values: very weak = 0.00 to 0.19, weak=0.20 to 0.39, moderate=0.40 to 0.59, strong=0.60 to 

0.79, and very strong=0.80 to 1.00; p-values: significant (S)=<0.05, highly significant (HS)=<0.01, and 

very highly significant (VHS)<0.001. 
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The findings confirm that strong positive correlations exist between governance mechanisms and 

autonomy, indicating that empowered LGUs are perceived as more responsive, legitimate, and effective 

in the service delivery. While institutional assessments highlight robust mechanisms, community-to-

community perceptions reveal nuanced challenges in exercising autonomy at the grassroots level, 

underscoring the need to align governance structures with lived realities. Comparative scholarship 

reinforces this pattern, showing that municipal autonomy fosters survivor-centered services, 

confidentiality, and fairness, but inclusivity, accessibility, and collaboration remain persistent gaps 

(Andersson & Nilsson, 2023; Miller & Johnson, 2024; Silva & Pereira, 2022; Haddad, 2025; Popescu & 

Ionescu, 2021). Decentralization Theory (Samuelson, 1954; Tiebout, 1956; Oates, 1972) provides the 

strongest lens, explaining that local autonomy enables governments to tailor services to community needs, 

thereby enhancing trust and accountability. Overall, the evidence underscores that strengthening local 

decision-making capacity is critical not only for efficiency but also for building sustainable legitimacy and 

community confidence in GBV governance. 

Table 6b highlights the relationship between governance practices and GBV outcomes within 

communities. The data show consistently strong correlations between local governance mechanisms and 

gender-based violence outcomes. LGU-focused indicators paired with LGU-focused measures yielded an 

r-value of 0.94 with a p-value of 0.001, interpreted as significant. LGU-focused indicators with community 

perceptions also recorded an r-value of 0.94 and a p-value of 0.001, significant as well. Community 

perceptions paired with LGU-focused indicators produced an r-value of 0.95 with a p-value of 0.001, while 

community perceptions with community measures showed an r-value of 0.93 and a p-value of 0.001, all 

interpreted as significant. 

 

Table 6b 

Relationship between Local Governance and Gender-Based Violence 

Local Governance Gender-Based Violence r-value p-value Int. 

LGU-Focused Indicators LGU-Focused Indicators 0.94 0.001 S 

Community Perceptions 0.94 0.001 S 

Community Perceptions LGU-Focused Indicators 0.95 0.001 S 

 Community Perceptions 0.93 0.001 S 

Note: r-values: very weak = 0.00 to 0.19, weak=0.20 to 0.39, moderate=0.40 to 0.59, strong=0.60 to 

0.79, and very strong=0.80 to 1.00; p-values: significant (S)=<0.05, highly significant (HS)=<0.01, and 

very highly significant (VHS)<0.001. 

 

The findings confirm strong positive correlations between governance mechanisms and GBV outcomes, 

showing that both institutional indicators and community perceptions align in recognizing governance as 

central to effective responses. Slightly higher correlations between community perceptions and LGU-

focused indicators highlight the importance of institutional mechanisms being validated by community 

trust, reinforcing credibility and the need for sustained collaboration. Comparative studies consistently 

demonstrate that local autonomy strengthens legitimacy, fairness, and confidentiality, though inclusivity, 

accessibility, and collaboration remain weaker dimensions (Ahmed & Karim, 2022; Brown & Lee, 2023; 

González & Martínez, 2024; Hassan & Al-Sayed, 2021; Chen & Wu, 2025). Decentralization Theory 

(Samuelson, 1954; Tiebout, 1956; Oates, 1972) provides the strongest lens, explaining that empowered 

LGUs tailor services more effectively to community needs, thereby fostering trust, accountability, and 
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survivor-centered governance. The evidence underscores that decentralization enhances both institutional 

effectiveness and community confidence, making autonomy and responsiveness critical to sustainable 

GBV interventions. 

 

Influence of Local Governance and Autonomy on Gender-Based Violence 

Tables 6a and 6b illustrate the influence of local governance and autonomy on gender-based violence. 

The results in Table 6a show very strong correlations between LGU-focused indicators and autonomy, 

with an r-value of 0.93 and an r²-value of 0.86, as well as between LGU-focused indicators and community 

perceptions, with an r-value of 0.94 and an r²-value of 0.88. Likewise, community perceptions strongly 

correlate with LGU-focused indicators, with an r-value of 0.94 and an r²-value of 0.88. However, the 

relationship between community perceptions and autonomy was slightly lower but still strong at r = 0.86 

and r² = 0.74. 

 

Table 6a 

Influence of Local Governance on Autonomy 

Local Governance Autonomy r-value r2-value Int. 

LGU-Focused Indicators LGU-Focused Indicators 0.93 0.86 VS 

Community Perceptions 0.94 0.88 VS 

Community Perceptions LGU-Focused Indicators 0.94 0.88 VS 

 Community Perceptions 0.86 0.74 S 

Note: r²-values: very weak = 0.00 to 0.19, weak=0.20 to 0.39, moderate=0.40 to 0.59, strong=0.60 to 

0.79, and very strong=0.80 to 1.00. 

 

The findings confirm that both institutional indicators and community perceptions play critical roles in 

shaping autonomy in local governance, with very strong correlations showing that governance structures 

and community trust reinforce each other to create a stable foundation for autonomy. However, slightly 

lower correlations suggest that community perceptions do not always translate into full institutional 

independence, highlighting the need for stronger alignment between governance practices and community 

expectations. Evidence from recent studies affirms that autonomy thrives when governance reforms are 

matched with community trust and participation (Atienza & Go, 2023; Juco et al., 2024; Jamir, 2024; Vera 

Cruz, 2024; Lowe, 2024). Decentralization Theory provides the strongest lens, emphasizing that devolving 

authority to local governments enhances autonomy, efficiency, and responsiveness to community needs 

(Samuelson, 1954; Tiebout, 1956; Oates, 1972; Faguet, 2021; Di Bona et al., 2022). In the context of GBV, 

these correlations underscore that empowered LGUs are better positioned to deliver responsive, legitimate, 

and trusted interventions, with localized decision-making fostering accountability, inclusivity, and 

alignment with lived realities. The evidence highlights that autonomy is both an institutional and 

community-driven construct, requiring participatory reforms to sustain trust and effectiveness in 

governance. 

Table 6b provides the influence of local governance on gender-based violence. The results reveal very 

strong correlations between LGU-focused indicators and gender-based violence, with an r-value of 0.94 

and an r²-squared value of 0.88, as well as between LGU-focused indicators and community perceptions, 

with an r-value of 0.94 and an r²-value of 0.88. Community perceptions also show very strong correlations 
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with LGU-focused indicators, with an r-value of 0.95 and an r²-value of 0.90, and with gender-based 

violence at r = 0.93 and r² = 0.86. 

 

Table 6b 

Influence of Local Governance on Gender-Based Violence 

Local Governance Gender-Based Violence r-value r2-value Int. 

LGU-Focused Indicators LGU-Focused Indicators 0.94 0.88 VS 

Community Perceptions 0.94 0.88 VS 

Community Perceptions LGU-Focused Indicators 0.95 0.90 VS 

 Community Perceptions 0.93 0.86 VS 

Note: r²-values: very weak = 0.00 to 0.19, weak=0.20 to 0.39, moderate=0.40 to 0.59, strong=0.60 to 

0.79, and very strong=0.80 to 1.00. 

 

The findings confirm that both institutional governance and community perceptions strongly influence the 

prevalence and management of gender-based violence, with very strong correlations showing that 

governance structures and community attitudes mutually reinforce autonomy and responsiveness. 

Effective governance aligned with positive community perceptions significantly reduces GBV, while weak 

governance or negative perceptions exacerbate the issue, underscoring the need for integrated policy 

reforms and community-based participation. Recent studies affirm that governance and community 

engagement are pivotal in combating GBV, highlighting that institutional reforms must be paired with 

cultural and grassroots shifts to achieve sustainable progress (Ladia & Parreño, 2020; Vera Cruz, 2024; 

Hervías et al., 2023; Lowe, 2024; Gu et al., 2024). Feminist Theory provides the strongest lens, 

emphasizing that GBV is rooted in systemic inequalities and patriarchal structures that shape both 

governance and community perceptions (de Beauvoir, 1949; Friedan, 1963; Egbert & Sanden, 2020). This 

perspective explains why effective governance must not only implement structural reforms but also 

confront cultural norms and stereotypes, ensuring inclusive and equitable responses. The evidence 

underscores that reducing GBV requires strengthening governance mechanisms while fostering inclusive 

community attitudes to dismantle systemic barriers. 

 

Strategies to Strengthen Local Governance and Autonomy in Addressing GBV 

This study proposes strategies to strengthen local governance and autonomy in addressing gender-based 

violence (GBV) using the Modified ADDIE Model, focusing on the phases of Analyze, Design, and 

Develop. The analysis highlights key challenges in Calabanga, Camarines Sur, including weak stakeholder 

collaboration, limited inclusivity, budgetary constraints, dependence on national agencies, cultural 

barriers, and inconsistent enforcement of laws such as RA 9262 and RA 11313. The design phase translates 

these findings into survivor-centered, inclusive, and accountable frameworks, emphasizing confidentiality, 

fairness, accessibility, and inter-agency coordination, supported by measurable outcomes, policy drafts, 

and validated stakeholder consultations. The develop phase operationalizes these strategies through 

guidelines, training modules, collaborative platforms, pilot programs, and monitoring tools, ensuring 

sustainability and responsiveness. By systematically addressing governance gaps and fostering 

community trust, the Modified ADDIE Model provides a structured and evidence-based approach for 

LGUs to enhance autonomy, strengthen institutional mechanisms, and deliver inclusive, survivor-centered 

interventions against GBV. 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260379283 Volume 8, Issue 3, May-June 2026 16 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

LGU mechanisms in Calabanga are generally effective, accessible, and responsive in addressing gender-

based violence (GBV). Their long-term sustainability is constrained by weak collaboration, inadequate 

monitoring, limited technical competence, insufficient resources, and gaps in referral systems. Autonomy 

is recognized and valued, yet weakened by the lack of locally crafted policies and ordinances, as well as 

community concerns about inclusivity and independence. Responsiveness is viewed positively in terms of 

fairness, confidentiality, and case resolution, but trust is tempered by shortcomings in immediate support, 

inter-agency collaboration, and follow-up services. Strong correlations confirm that governance structures 

and community perceptions are critical determinants in shaping autonomy and GBV outcomes, 

underscoring that institutional capacity and participatory approaches enhance prevention and response 

effectiveness. It emphasized that structured, evidence-based strategies grounded in community 

perspectives are essential to strengthen local governance and autonomy, ensuring inclusive, accountable, 

and sustainable GBV interventions. 
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