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11 
Cross-case analysis 
and comparison 

Introduction  
The three previous chapters with the six cases provide the empirical evidence for the 
research question of to what extent the planning process contributes to the development 
of the facilities that have to deliver both health and education services. In this chapter a 
comparison will be made. The comparison is based on the scores of the individual six 
cases on the three hypotheses formulated in chapter 6.  

The hypotheses use the dependent variable ‘development’. This variable is measured 
in terms of the changes of three main aspects of infrastructures: staff, buildings and 
equipment. The underlying assumption of the O&OD process and the principle of D by 
D is that the planning process supports this development. The explanatory variables in 
the hypotheses focus on three important elements of this process: the participation from 
the local communities, the extent to which the district council takes into account the 
wishes of these local communities and the extent to which the decisions of this district 
council really support these wishes. The comparison will indicate how much these ex-
planatory variables explain the observed development.  

The structure of this chapter follows the logic of the hypotheses. The following 
section elaborates on the dependent variable development. The established development 
changes are then compared in three sections related to the different phases of the O&OD 
methodology. The next section then examines the extent to which the local people did 
participate in the planning process. The following section examines the extent to which 
the development preferences of the local communities, collected through the O&OD 
process, are taken into account by the district council. Then the impact of the decision-
making at district level on development is explored. This section answers the question: 
to what extent does the bottom-up planning really contribute to local development?  
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The obvious answer to this question is that the bottom-up planning might in an ideal 
situation contributes to development of the primary facilities infrastructures. In this 
regard, other factors are important to explain the extent to which bottom-up planning 
process can explain local development. Thus, the following section examines other 
contributing factors to local development and how they relate to the bottom-up planning 
process. The last section provides explanations for possible impeding factors to bottom-
up planning process: why is it that the bottom-up planning process is not functioning as 
promised?  

Development of Primary Health Facilities and Primary Schools  
The word ‘development’ is a complex term that takes in many different ideas. In this 
study development is considered as an improvement of infrastructure, to be more pre-
cise: an increase of the number of staff, buildings and equipment. It is important to 
underline the coherence of these three elements of infrastructure. An increase of the 
number of staff without a similar increase of the amount of equipment or the improve-
ment of the quality of buildings cannot be considered real development. After all: the 
result might be that there are more staff, but these staff members have no equipment to 
use, or no roof over their heads to deliver their services. The same goes for the other 
elements of infrastructure: too much equipment, while there is not enough (educated) 
staff to use them, or buildings that can not be used while there is insufficient equipment 
can not be considered real development as well. Therefore: real development occurs 
only when the three elements of infrastructure show a simultaneous growth over the 
years.  

Table 11.1 shows whether or not the facilities in the cases show development be-
tween 2005 and 2008. An increase is indicated with a ‘+’. If the element does not 
change or if it decreases this is indicated with a ‘-’.  
 
 
Table 11.1 Changes in infrastructure in the period between 2005 and 2008  

Development Variable Facility name 
Buildings Equipment Staff 

Ngerengere Primary School  + + - 
Mlimani Primary School  + + + 
Malowelo Primary School  + + + 
Tawa Health Centre  - - + 
Kidodi Health Centre  - + + 
Kingorwila Dispensary  + + + 

 
 
The table shows that in Mlimani Primary School, Malowelo Primary School and Kin-
gorwila Dispensary there was a substantial development between 2005 and 2008. In 
Ngerengere Primary School, Tawa Health Centre and Kidodi Health Centre one or more 
elements of the infrastructure stayed behind. Therefore at first sight the conclusion 
might be that in these facilities there was apparently no or less development.  
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On closer inspection, these three cases show that there is actually a difference be-
tween Ngerengere Primary School on the one hand and Tawa Health Centre and Kidodi 
Health Centre on the other. In Ngerengere Primary School the number of staff decreased 
between 2005 and 2008. This decrease can be explained as the number of staff in 2005 
was exceeding the national standards. Therefore the decrease of staff between 2005 and 
2008 was an attempt to bring the number of staff in accordance to the national 
standards. In this respect, the health centres of Tawa and Kidodi differ: in both cases the 
number of buildings stayed at the same level, while in Tawa Health Centre there was 
also no increase of the amount of equipment. In these two facilities the level of the 
infrastructure does not even come close to the national standards.  

Two criticisms spring to mind on using an increase in infrastructure to identify 
development based on the analysis of table 11.1. First of all, the changes in these 
elements might be very small. A small change is regarded as a ‘+’ just as if a change 
was very large. In that sense it is difficult to compare the development in the cases. The 
second ground is illustrated by the case of Ngerengere. The change of infrastructure 
itself does not say anything about the actual demand. The gap between supply and 
demand in terms of the number of clients of the health facilities or the number of pupils 
in the school might be even larger after the period in which a development is shown. In 
other words: the demand might exceed the development of the facility. In that case one 
can hardly speak of a real development, as the quality of the service delivery became 
actually worse than before.  

Therefore it is necessary to incorporate an indicator that reflects the demand. For this 
aim one could use the national standards. These national standards reflect a calculated 
level of buildings, equipment and staff members, on the basis of the number of clients 
or pupils. In table 11.2 the three indicators in 2008 are compared with the national 
minimum standards. If an indicator fulfils or exceeds the national standards, this is 
indicated with a ‘+’. If it is does not meet the national standards it is indicated with ‘-’.  
 
 
Table 11.2 Change in infrastructure towards the national minimum standards  

Development indicators Facility name 
Buildings Equipment Staff 

Ngerengere Primary School  - - + 
Mlimani Primary School  - - + 
Malowelo primary School  - - - 
Tawa Health Centre  - - + 
Kidodi Health Centre  - - + 
Kingorwila Dispensary  - - - 

 
 
Table 11.2 shows that in the Kingorwila Dispensary and Malowelo Primary School 
none of the indicators meet the minimum national standards. In the four other cases only 
one indicator meets the national minimum standards.  

The result in table 11.2 has also its weaknesses. Based on this table one could con-
clude that the development – of any kind – is insufficient in all facilities. This gives a 
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very negative picture of what really happened at the facilities. After all: one could also 
argue that the national minimum standards are simply too ambitious and therefore 
difficult if not impossible to meet. This is clear for the indicators of buildings and 
equipment where none of the facility fulfils the national minimum standards.  

To offset the weakness of the two measures shown in table 11.1 and table 11.2, the 
two measures can be combined to indicate the amount of development in the facilities. 
In this combined measure the question of to what extent the facility meets the national 
standards has to be given more weight. The argument is as follows. For development the 
infrastructure of the facility has to improve simultaneously with all three elements 
(buildings, equipment and staff) of development. If one or two of these elements stay 
behind, the increase of the other elements will be less useful. However there is one 
exception: the lack of development of an element can be justified if it reaches the 
national minimum standards. Therefore: if no development with regard to that specific 
element of infrastructure is observed, but the facility meets the national standard, the 
quality of the service delivery does not suffer from the fact that that element stayed at 
the same level or even decreased.  

As the national standards reflect the actual demand, an increase of all three elements 
when none of the elements meet the national standards cannot be considered convincing 
development. After all, one cannot be sure of whether or not the changes are substantial 
and sufficient to improve the quality of service delivery. The last variation is the facility 
where one or more of the elements of infrastructure lag behind, as it does not meet the 
national standards. In that case one can even argue that the quality of the infrastructure 
became worse.  

Table 11.3 shows the result of the combination of the two measures. The plusses and 
the minuses of the two previous tables are combined in a new measure. The scores of 
this new measure on the three indicators of development can be used to determine the 
level of development. In this table ‘+/+’ means: development that meets the national 
standards; ‘-/+’ means: no development, but the development indicator meets the na-
tional standards; ‘+/-’ refers to the situation that there is development, but that devel-
opment is insufficient when taking into account the national standards and finally: ‘-/-’ 
refers to the situation that there is no development observed, and the indicator does not 
fulfil the national standards either.  

The qualification of the level of development is based on the argumentation that all 
indicators have to develop simultaneously. This means that a case that shows no real  
 
 
Table 11.3 Development/development related to the national standards 

Development indicators Facility name 
Buildings Equipment Staff 

Level of development 

Ngerengere Primary School  +/- +/- -/+ More developed  
Mlimani Primary School  +/- +/- +/+ More developed  
Malowelo Primary School  +/- +/- +/- Moderate developed  
Tawa Health Centre  -/- -/- +/+ Less developed  
Kidodi Health Centre  -/- +/- +/+ Less developed  
Kingorwila Dispensary  +/- +/- +/- Moderate developed 
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development, and the lack of development is not justified by the fact that the indicator 
already meets the national standards, is considered ‘less developed’. In the table these 
‘less developed’ cases score one or more ‘-/-’. A case is considered ‘moderate devel-
oped’ if all three indicators show development, but none of the indicators meets the 
national standards. These are the cases with only a ‘+/-’ score on the development 
indicators: there is development simultaneously on all three indicators, but the develop-
ment is insufficient to meet the requirements.  

The more developed cases are the cases that meet the national standards on one or 
more of the indicators. If an indicator meets the national standard it is less important 
whether or not that indicator increased. After all, development of that indicator is not 
necessary since the indicator already exceeded the level needed to satisfy the demand. 
Of course the remaining indicators, that do not fulfil the national standards, do have to 
show a development, to safeguard an improved service delivery. This means that a case 
that scores a ‘-/+’ or a ‘+/+’ on one or more of the indicators and that scores at least a 
‘+/-’ on the other indicators, is referred to as ‘more developed’.  

Table 11.3 shows that some cases are more developed compared to others. The cases 
that show more development are Ngerengere Primary School and Mlimani Primary 
School. These two cases show that one of the indicators meets the national minimum 
standards. Although there is a decrease in the number of staff in Ngerengere Primary 
School, this case is still considered as more developed since the number of staff still 
meets the national minimum standards.  

Malowelo Primary School and Kingorwila Dispensary are considered ‘moderate 
developed’. These two cases show that there was an increase in the quality of the 
infrastructure of the facility. There were more and/or better buildings, more equipment 
and more staff members. These are preconditions for a better quality of service delivery. 
But as none of these elements meet the national standards it is uncertain whether or not 
the development was sufficient for the actual demand. Therefore these cases are con-
sidered ‘moderate developed’.  

The last two cases, Tawa Health Centre and Kidodi Health Centre are considered 
‘less developed’. The main reason for this is that in these two cases one element of the 
infrastructure remained at the same level despite not meeting the national standards. In 
both cases the number or quality of the buildings is insufficient while no activity is 
observed with regard to the improvement of this specific element of the infrastructure.  

The comparison of the six cases raises the question of whether or not the develop-
ment in primary schools is comparable to development in health facilities. After all, the 
health facilities show ‘less’ and ‘moderate’ development, while the primary schools are 
more and moderate developed. In that sense one could argue that development in 
primary schools is perhaps more attainable while development of health facilities seems 
to be more difficult. A reason for this difference might be that the community members 
are more involved and more willing to contribute for development of primary schools. 
Almost every (healthy) member of a society bears the responsibility for a child and will 
therefore be more willing to contribute for the wellbeing and intellectual development 
of that child. A contribution that results in a better education for your child will in the 
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end appear to be an investment as better education will probably result in a better career 
and higher salary.  

Compared to health care the group of citizens that are enjoying the quality of the 
facility is smaller or at least more select. The people that have to contribute for the 
facility are those who are not in immediate need of the service. Healthy people have to 
assess the risk of whether they will ever use the services and on the basis of the 
assessment of that risk they have to decide whether or not to contribute to improve the 
quality of the facility. In that sense involvement in the quality of health services requires 
a more altruistic attitude of citizens compared to involvement in improving the quality 
of schools. Education is simply a different type of public good compared to health care. 

In the context of this research this difference is less relevant. After all: the aim of this 
empirical research is to assess to what extent the planning procedure contributed to the 
development. Although the comparison shows that primary schools are more developed 
than primary health facilities, both sectors use the same bottom-up planning process for 
development. Therefore, one can still compare the influence of this planning process to 
the development. Only when it comes to alternative explanations for development the 
different properties of the two social services might become relevant.  

Participation in the development process 
The Opportunities and Obstacles to Development methodology is a planning tool 
designed to enhance ‘Decentralisation by Devolution’ (D by D). The ultimate goal of D 
by D is to bring in community participation as key actors for local development. The 
Policy Paper on Local Government Reform (1998) provides that  

‘the overall objective of the Local Government Reform is to improve the delivery of services 
to the public, and the main strategy to do so is decentralisation’.  

It further provides that the local governments, which have been decentralised, will 
‘facilitate participation of the people in deciding on matters affecting their lives, planning 
and executing their development programmes.’  

This section will attempt to answer the two interlinked questions: to what extent do the 
local people participate in the bottom-up planning process? And, to what extent does the 
bottom-up planning process contribute to development of primary facilities infrastruc-
ture? In answering the two questions, the following hypothesis of the study will be 
tested:  
 
H1:  If the local people participate in the bottom-up planning process, development 

will occur at the local level. 
 
The participation in the planning process is measured using two indicators: awareness 
and ownership. Awareness is an indicator reflecting the knowledge and understanding 
of the content of the plans that the local community has developed. Ownership is a step 
further and reflects extent to which the local people use the plan in their communication 
with officials of the district council. In this respect ‘awareness’ can be considered as a 
precondition for ‘ownership’. If one does not know the content of the plan and the 
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preferences that have been stated in the plan, it is very difficult if not impossible to use 
this plan or to make a follow up on this plan. Both indicators provide information on the 
extent to which the local community members are really participating in the planning 
procedure.  

Awareness  
Awareness shows the level of understanding of the local people about development 
preferences contained in their respective village plan. The underlying assumption is 
that:  
 
 A1:  If the local people are aware of the planning process, they are able to state 

development preferences contained in their village plans 
 
To assess the awareness of the local communities the respondents have been asked 
about their knowledge of the plans. The gathered information is scored on a three level 
scale: ‘aware’, ‘moderate aware’ and ‘not aware’. If all interviewed respondents at the 
grassroots level are able to state development preferences contained in their respective 
plans, the cases is rated ‘aware’; if only few respondents are able to state the content of 
the plans, the case is rated ‘moderate aware’. And if none of the respondents are able to 
state the preferences, the case is rated ‘not aware’. Table 11.4 presents the comparison 
of the cases, compared to the supposed outcome of the successful planning procedure: 
the amount of development.  
 
 
Table 11.4 Awareness against development indicators  

Development 
Indicator More developed Moderate Less developed 

Aware  
  
 
 

    

Moderate 
aware  

Ngerengere  
Primary School  

  
 
 

  Awareness  

Not aware  Mlimani 
Primary School  

Kingorwila 
Dispensary  
Malowelo Primary 
School  

Tawa Health Centre 
Kidodi Health  
Centre 

 
 
If the local people are able to state development preferences contained in their plans, 
then there is awareness and therefore a certain level of participation in the planning 
process. The expectation is that the more the local community participates in the 
planning process, the more likely it is that development will occur. Awareness is 
considered to encourage the local people to remind local government leaders from time 
to time about the decisions that they agreed upon in the form of the development 
preferences in their plan. This will impose pressure on local government leaders to 
respond to the identified local preferences.  
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Table 11.4 shows that in the case of Tawa Health Centre and Kidodi Health Centre 
follow the assumption in the sense that people are not aware and there is less develop-
ment. Since ‘not aware’ is equated to ‘poor participation in the planning procedure’, 
these two cases are considered to follow the hypotheses in sense that they indicate that 
poor participation in the planning procedure coincides with less development.  

The table also shows that the four other cases of Ngerengere, Kingorwila, Mlimani 
and Malowelo do not follow this hypothesis. However, the four cases show a certain 
variation. For example, the case of Ngerengere indicates that the people are ‘moderate 
aware’ of the planning procedure. This coincides with ‘more development’. In that 
sense this awareness might explain why Ngerengere Primary School is better developed 
than, for example, Kingorwila Dispensary or Malowelo Primary School. After all, in 
these two facilities the local people were not aware of the planning procedure and the 
development is considered ‘moderate’. The only facility that contradicts the hypothesis 
is Mlimani Primary School: although there is ‘no awareness’ (i.e. poor participation) the 
facility is ‘more developed’.  

Ownership  
The second indicator of participation is ‘ownership’. Ownership is about making use of 
the plan once it is established. Ownership occurs when the plan is used as a tool in the 
communication with the district council. If the local communities refer to the plan as a 
means to realise their local preferences, they ‘own’ the plan. The underlying assumption 
is that:  
 
A2: If the local people own their respective village plans, they should be able to tell 

the amount and means in which development preferences contained in their 
respective plans are addressed. 

 
Like awareness, ownership can also be interpreted in different ways. For this reason, the 
results are categorised into three levels: ‘ownership’, ‘moderate ownership’ and ‘no 
ownership’. If all respondents are able tell the amount and means in which development 
preferences contained in their respective village plan are addressed, the case is rated to 
indicate ‘ownership’. If only few respondents are able to tell, the case is rated ‘moderate 
ownership’ and if none of the respondents is able to tell, the case is rated ‘no owner-
ship’. Table 11.5 shows the result of this comparison analysis.  

It is expected that where there is ownership, there is participation and therefore more 
development. Table 11.5 indicates that the cases do not differ: none of the respondents 
were able to tell how the district council used the plan in their district plan. The picture 
is therefore rather negative: the participation in the planning process is limited to some 
knowledge of the content of the plans, but there is no knowledge at all about the follow 
up once the plan has been filed to the district offices.  

Participation in the planning process and local development  
For this study, participation in the planning process is measured by combining the 
results of the analysis of two indicators of awareness and ownership. Since participation 
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is considered an important element of development, the analysis of participation is 
crossed against local development to determine its links.  
 
 
Table 11.5 Ownership against infrastructure development  

Development 
Indicator  More developed Moderate Less developed 

Ownership       

Moderate 
ownership    

  
 
 

  Ownership  

No ownership  

Ngerengere Primary 
School 
Mlimani Primary 
School  

Kingorwila  
Dispensary  
Malowelo Primary 
School  

Tawa Health Centre 
Kidodi Health Centre 

 
 
The results of two indicators are combined to get the overall level of participation in the 
bottom-up planning process. In order to do so, each of the three indicators is assigned a 
scale of 1 to 3. In this scale 1 indicates ‘aware’ or ‘ownership’; 2 indicates ‘moderate 
aware’ or ‘moderate ownership’ and 3 indicates ‘not aware’ or ‘no ownership’. The re-
sults of the score on awareness are added to the score of ownership. This results in a six-
point scale that addresses the ‘participation in the planning procedure’. On this scale a 1 
is considered ‘excellent participation’, 2 means ‘very good participation’, 3 means 
‘good participation’, 4 ‘moderate participation’, 5 ‘low participation’ and 6 means ‘poor 
participation’. The results of this formula are presented in table 11.6.  
 
 
Table 11.6 Classification of the participation in the planning procedure  
Facility name  Awareness Ownership Sum Participation 
Ngerengere Primary School 2 3 5 Low 
Mlimani Primary School 3 3 6 Poor 
Malowelo Primary School 3 3 6 Poor 
Kingorwila Dispensary 3 3 6 Poor 
Tawa Health Centre 3 3 6 Poor 
Kidodi Health Centre 3 3 6 Poor 

 
 
Only Ngerengere Primary School shows low participation in the planning procedure. 
This means that very few people participated in the planning process. The other five 
cases show poor participation. This indicates that the local people are not aware of the 
content of their plan and or are not making use of the plan. The participation variable is 
then crossed with development variable. The intention is to test the first hypothesis as 
pointed out earlier in this section. The result of the analysis is shown in table 11.7.  



 

 

130 

Table 11.7 Participation against infrastructure development  
Development 

 Variable  More developed Moderate Less developed 

Moderate  
 
 
 

    

Low  Ngerengere Primary 
School 

 
 
 

 Participation  

Poor  Mlimani Primary 
School 

Malowelo Primary 
School  
Kingorwila  
Dispensary  

Tawa Health Centre  
Kidodi Health  
Centre  

 
 
Table 11.7 shows that the health centres of Tawa and Kidodi confirm the hypothesis: 
poor participation results in less development. The four other cases divert from the 
hypothesis at different levels. The case of Ngerengere Primary School shows that there 
is more development but low participation. Malowelo Primary School and Kingorwila 
Dispensary divert from the hypothesis in the sense that, they show poor participation 
and moderate development. Although these three cases divert from the hypothesis, they 
follow the same pattern that is underlying this hypothesis. After all: there is more devel-
opment and more participation in Ngerengere compared to Malowelo and Kingorwila. 
The only case that deviates from the hypothesis is Mlimani Primary School. This case 
shows more development, although there is poor participation in the planning process. 
The development in this case cannot be explained by the participation in the planning 
procedure.  

Decision making by the district council 
The next step in the planning procedure is the decision-making at the level of the district 
council. Participation in the planning process is meaningful if the identified preferences 
in the plan are taken into account by the district council. According to the O&OD 
methodology the plans developed by the grassroots people are expected to be incor-
porated into council plans or at least to be considered by the district council when it 
decides upon the district plan. To assess whether or not the planning procedure contri-
buted to the development it is therefore important to answer the questions: to what 
extent does the council take into account the development preferences of the local com-
munities, collected through the bottom-up planning process? And to what extent does it 
explain local development? These questions are combined in the following hypothesis:  
 
H2:  If the council takes local development preferences into account, development 

will occur at the local level  

The relationship between village or ward plans and the district council plan 
The result of the decision-making at the district council is the district council plan. If 
one would like to assess whether or not the district council has taken into account the 
local preferences when deciding upon their plan, the easiest method would be to com-
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pare both the district plan and the plans of the local communities. When the decisions of 
the district can be traced back to a village or ward plan, this would be convincing 
evidence that the expressed preferences of the local communities did affect the decision-
making by the district council.  

The extent to which the council takes into account development preferences of the 
local people can be scored on a scale. To avoid the confusion that can emerge if every 
result are interpreted differently, this study categories three levels of the rating scale 
namely: good, fair, and poor. ‘Good’ indicates that all council decisions of the district 
council can be traced from development preferences contained in the village/ward 
plans; ‘fair’ indicate that only a few council decisions can be traced from development 
preferences contained in the village/ward plans; and, ‘poor’ indicate that council de-
cisions are not traceable in the village/ward plans.  
 
 
Table 11.8 Development preferences in the council plans against the development preferences 

in the village plans compared to the infrastructure development  
Development   

More developed Moderate Less developed 

Good       

Fair 

Ngerengere Primary 
School 
Mlimani Primary 
School 

Malowelo Primary 
School  

Development 
interventions 
in the district 
plans against 
development 
preferences in 
the village 
plans  
 Poor   Kingorwila Dispensary Kidodi Health Centre  

Tawa Health Centre 

 
 
The expectation in table 11.8 is that where all council’s development decisions are 
based on development preferences of the local people expressed through village/ward 
plan, there will be more development. In that situation the local people will be moti-
vated to participate and to contribute to improve their facility. The results in table show 
that in the cases of the Kidodi Health Centre, Tawa Health Centre and Malowelo Pri-
mary School this occurs and they follow the hypothesis. While the case of Malowelo 
Primary School shows a ‘fair’ relationship between the councils’ decisions as reflected 
in council plans and the development preferences contained in the village/ward plan, 
this resulted in ‘moderate development’. The cases of Kidodi Health Centre and Tawa 
Health Centre confirm the hypothesis in the negative sense: a ‘poor’ relationship be-
tween councils’ decisions as reflected in council plans against the development prefer-
ences that resulted in ‘less development’.  

The other three cases of Ngerengere Primary School, Mlimani Primary School and 
Kingorwila Dispensary do not follow the hypothesis. Although three cases do not 
exactly follow the hypothesis, it is clear that they follow the same pattern. When one 
compares Kingorwila Dispensary with Ngerengere Primary School and Mlimani Pri-
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mary School in the last two cases the decisions of the district council reflect better the 
preferences of the local communities resulting in a higher level of development. The 
fact that these three cases follow the pattern might be the result of a (too) strict method 
of measuring the variables. Although the O&OD methodology prescribes that the dis-
trict council ‘incorporates’ the wishes of the local community as reflected in their plan, 
the decision-making at the council is inevitably a bit more complex than just accepting 
the wishes and transforming these wishes into decisions. The district council might have 
to prioritise, might have to allocate the scarce means available.  

On the other hand, if a district council decision does reflect the wishes expressed by 
the local communities, that does not guarantee that the decision-making of the district 
council really supports local initiatives. The wishes can be formulated in a very vague, 
ambiguous way. The decision of the district council will then almost by accident be in 
accordance with the wishes of the local communities. And finally: some of the cases 
show that the decisions of the district council cannot be traced down to individual 
facilities. One example is in the case of Malowelo Primary School, where the village 
plan indicates the need for four classrooms and the council plan indicates construction 
of 202 classrooms. Whether or not there is a link between the decisions of the district 
council and the preferences of the local communities is not clear.  

The quality of development preferences contained in the village plans 
These remarks, when comparing the decisions with the wishes, call for some more 
investigation with regard to hypothesis 2. All cases score either a ‘fair’ or ‘poor’ 
relationship. None of the cases score a ‘good’ relationship between the local wishes and 
the district plan. The fact that the preferences in the local plans are simply vague or 
ambiguous needs attention. Vague wishes seem to leave leeway for district council 
officials to ignore them. When assessing the local plans sometimes the local wishes are 
just as broad as ‘the need for equipment’. This does not specify the exact type of equip-
ment. Any decision at the district council that results in some more equipment (from a 
blood pressure monitor to a set of scales or even an ambulance) can count as a decision 
that ‘follows the wishes of the local community’. In that sense, the vague wish is easier 
to lead to unintended responses since it provides leeway for the officials at the district 
level to decide on: ‘what they think is best’ for the local communities.  

Having said that, a vague wish does not reflect a real interest of the local commu-
nities and is therefore easier to ignore. The local community will probably not refer to it 
later and if they will it is quite easy to defend the decision with arguments that the 
vague wish was not understood correctly. The opposite way of reasoning is also con-
vincing: when the local community expresses a detailed wish, or a specific preference, 
for example to renovate a specific building, it is perhaps more attractive to support this 
wish. After all: the chance that this decision will be implemented is higher. Further-
more, the district council has then to explain why it ignores the wish. It is just easier to 
decide according to the application instead of refusing it. This brings up two competing 
hypotheses:  
 



 

 

133

Ha: If the development preferences are not clearly stated, the decisions of the district 
council will reflect the local preferences as any decision of the district council 
can count as a response to the vague wishes of the local community.  

 
Hb: If the development preferences are not clearly stated, the district council will 

ignore these wishes as the district council will not fear that the local commu-
nities will refer to the plan once the decision has been made.  

 
The cases provide evidence to confirm or to reject both hypotheses. First, one can score 
the quality of the preferences in the local plans. These wishes can be clearly stated or 
can be vague. A clearly stated wish identifies the facility, the type of infrastructure 
(buildings, equipment and or staff), within these categories the specific type (for ex-
ample, a blood pressure monitor in stead of just ‘equipment’) and the number required. 
A vague wish lacks these properties and is just referring to the type of infrastructure, 
without specifications.  

In both Hypothesis a and Hypothesis b the dependent variable is the question of to 
what extent the district council ignores or takes into account the preferences as stated by 
the local communities. This variable has two values: either the decision by the district 
council can be reduced to the preferences stated by the local communities, or these 
decisions are more or less independent from these preferences. The result of the com-
parison of both variables is shown in table 11.9.  
 
 
Table 11.9 Consideration of development preferences at council level 

Consideration of the preferences by the district council  
Take into account Ignore 

Clearly 
stated Malowelo Primary School  Tawa Health Centre Quality of 

the 
development 
preferences  

Poorly 
stated  
 

 
 
 

Kingorwila Dispensary 
Kidodi Health Centre 
Mlimani Primary School 
Ngerengere Primary School  

 
 
Only in Malowelo Primary School and Tawa Health Centre are the wishes in the local 
plans are clearly stated. In Malowelo Primary School are these wishes taken into ac-
count by the district council. In Kingorwila Dispensary, Kidodi Health Centre, Mlimani 
Primary School and Ngerengere Primary School the wishes are poorly stated and 
(therefore) ignored. In this sense these five cases confirm Hb: clearly stated wishes are 
taken into account and poorly stated wishes are ignored by the district council.  

The only facility that deviates from Hb and seems to confirm Ha, is Tawa Health 
Centre. In this facility the decisions of the district council are not based on the pre-
ferences of the local community, although these wishes are clearly stated. This indicates 
that the decisions of the district council are governed by other influences, instead of the 
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local preferences. The district council decides what it thinks is best: whether it responds 
to the preferences of the local community or not.  

The quality of development preferences against council decisions and its implications to 
local development  
The case of Tawa Health Centre leads to the question of how we have to judge the 
coherence between the quality of the preferences of the local community and the de-
cisions of the district council. Following the O&OD methodology one would expect that 
the district council is aiming at realizing and supporting local initiatives. The clearer 
these wishes and plans are, the more reason to support the wishes. If the local com-
munity is vague, and apparently does not show an interest in the quality and develop-
ment of their facility, there is more leeway for the district council to decide what it 
thinks it is best for the development of the facility. The worst scenario following the 
O&OD methodology is, of course, when the district council decides against a clearly 
stated preference: in that case the district council is actually hampering the local 
initiative instead of supporting it.  

Following this line of argument the boxes in table 11.9 can be scored on a scale from 
‘according to the O&OD methodology’ to ‘frustrating the O&OD methodology’. On 
this scale the highest score (1) is when the development preferences are clearly stated 
and are taken into account at the district level. After all, this is what the O&OD 
methodology actually intends to realise.  

The lowest score (3) is when the district council ignores the clearly stated prefer-
ences. This would be an outcome that actually frustrates the process of O&OD method-
ology. It will in the end demoralise the local people in the participation of the bottom-up 
planning process.  

The middle category (2) is when the development preferences are poorly stated. A 
poorly stated preference does not have to stand in the way of a successful O&OD 
process. After all: the district officials can follow up to get a clear understanding in 
order to take the clarified wishes into account in the district plans. The alternative would 
be that the district council seems to ignore the wishes, as these preferences do not 
provide the information needed for the decision-making. In that situation the district 
council might use other sources of information. In both situations the process is not 
exactly according to the O&OD procedure, but is also not frustrating it.  

From this perspective it is possible to reformulate H2 into a new more specific 
hypothesis. The question is whether or not it matters for the development of the faci-
lities, if the decision-making at the district council, hampers or supports the initiatives 
of the local communities? This generates the following hypothesis:  

 
H2a: If the decisions of the district council are based on clearly stated development 

preferences, the district council acts according to the O&OD methodology and 
therefore development will occur at the local level.  

 
The results of the cases on this hypothesis are shown in table 11.10. The independent 
variable is ‘decisions at the district level based on the quality of the development 
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preferences’. This variable can have the score of 1, 2 or a 3 (see before). The dependent 
variable is development.  
 
 
Table 11.10 Decision making at district level based on the quality of development preferences 

against development of facilities  
Development  

More developed Moderate Less developed 

1   Malowelo Primary 
School   

2  
Ngerengere  
Primary School 
Mlimani Primary School 

Kingorwila Dispensary  Kidodi Health Centre  
 

Decisions at 
district level 
based on the 
quality of 
development 
preferences 3   Tawa Health Centre 

 
 
The hypothesis is supported by the cases in the grey cells in the table. These are the 
Tawa Health Centre and Kingorwila Dispensary. At Tawa Health Centre there is less 
development, where the district council ignored the clearly stated preferences of the 
local community. Kingorwila Dispensary is moderate developed while the decisions of 
the district council were not reflecting the poorly stated preferences of the local com-
munity.  
 
The other four cases divert from the hypothesis H2a at different levels. In the cases of 
the primary schools of Ngerengere and Mlimani the district council decisions are not 
based on the poorly stated development preferences, but nevertheless there is more 
development. Malowelo Primary School is the only case where the district council 
decision-making follows the recommendations of the O&OD methodology: clearly 
stated wishes are taken into account by the district council. Nevertheless, this has not 
resulted in a high level of development. Although not all the cases are reflected in the 
grey cells, the cases do provide weak evidence that H2a can be accepted. After all: the 
cases do follow the pattern as reflected in the hypothesis. 

The fact that the grey cell in the top left corner of the table is empty provides the 
conclusion that the O&OD methodology only contributed a little to development in 
these six cases. After all, we see that even if the local communities state their wishes 
clearly and the district council does take these wishes into account, there is no real 
development. ‘Moderate’ development (Malowelo Primary School) is the highest attain-
able. On the other hand, we also see that in most of the cases there is no real link 
between the wishes expressed by the local communities and the decisions at the district 
council. The wishes are vaguely stated and the officials at the district council decide 
according to their own ideas. In that situation we see various levels of development 
(from ‘more’ to ‘moderate’ to ‘less’ developed). And what is even more striking, is that 
sometimes the district council ignores clearly stated wishes. This is actually contra-
dicting the ideas underlying the O&OD methodology: in that situation the decision-
making at the district council is actually destroying any local initiatives instead of sup-
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porting it. From that perspective it is no surprise that there is less development. All in 
all, this analysis indicates that the bottom-up planning process only provides a minor 
explanation of local development. As such, other possible explanations can better ex-
plain local development.  

Government support on implementation of development preferences  
The output of the planning procedure is the decisions made by the district council. 
Following the rhetoric of the O&OD methodology, the decision-making on allocating 
the public sources should merely support local development. The last step in the ana-
lysis whether or not the planning process contributes to development therefore deals 
with the question to which extent does the district council support local development? 
The following hypothesis reflects the rhetoric of the O&OD methodology:  
 
H3: If the district council supports implementation of development preferences at the 

local level, development will occur.  
 
In the ordinary course of events, the support from the district council is that of a 
financial nature: the district council decides to provide a budget to realise the specified 
development. Quite often this budget is not sufficient for the development. To realise 
the development the community has to contribute as well, either financially or in kind. 
Sometimes this requirement for local contributions is part of the decision of the district 
council. Such a clause may constitute an additional barrier for implementing the deci-
sion. After all: a local community may find that the contribution required is prohibit-
ively high. In that case the decision of the district council will not be implemented and 
the facilities will not develop. Therefore the assumption is that development will not 
occur unless the district council’s financial support covers much of the costs.  

In other cases the support of the district council might be small compared to the 
contributions of the local communities, but nevertheless essential for the development. 
In these cases the fact that the district council makes the decision and decides what the 
community has to contribute, is the crucial starting point that leads to development. In 
that situation development would not occur without the support of the district council.  

The cases provide information about the content of the decision-making and the 
extent to which the decisions appeal to local communities to contribute. The support of 
the councils can be divided into three levels: high, moderate, and low. This rating is 
based on the account of the facility committee members and some data that provided 
information of the content of the decision-making by the district council. ‘High’ indi-
cates that the financial support from the council is more than the resources mobilised at 
the local level. ‘Moderate’ indicates that the financial support from the council is less 
than the resources mobilised at the local level but local people perceived that this sup-
port has had a significant impact on the development. Finally, ‘low’ indicates that the 
council financial support is less than the resources mobilised at the local level and the 
local people perceive that the support has little to no impact on the development.  

More development is expected where government contribution is high and less 
development where the government contribution is low and considered as having little 
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to no impact. This expectation is showed in the grey cells in table 11.11. This table 
shows the scores of the six cases.  

The table reveals that the cases of Malowelo Primary School, Tawa Health Centre 
and Kidodi Health Centre support hypothesis H3. In these cases there is a low level of 
support from the district council (Tawa and Kidodi) and a low level of development. In 
Malowelo there is a moderate support, meaning low in portion, but still conceived as 
substantial by the local communities, and a moderate level of development.  

 
 

Table 11.11 Council financial support against infrastructure development  
Development   

More developed Moderate Less developed 

High  
 
 
 

  

Moderate  Ngerengere Primary 
School 

Malowelo Primary 
School   Council 

support  

Low  Mlimani Primary 
School Kingorwila Dispensary Tawa Health Centre  

Kidodi Health Centre  

 
 

The three other cases of Ngerengere Primary School, Mlimani Primary School and 
Kingorwila Dispensary divert from the hypothesis in different ways. Kingorwila Dis-
pensary shows low support from the district council and yet still moderate development. 
The cases of Ngerengere Primary School diverts from the hypothesis in the sense that 
moderate council support resulted in more development. Mlimani Primary School is 
somewhat different: the support the local community received from the district council 
is conceived as low and was less than the contributions from the local community 
members themselves. Still this facility shows more development compared to the other 
cases. Both Ngerengere Primary School and Mlimani Primary School provide evidence 
for the idea that whether development takes place or not, does not fully depend on the 
contributions of the district council.  

Therefore the hypothesis seems only valid in the negative sense: a situation where 
the facility does not show any development coincides with a low level of support from 
the district council. But on the other hand it is not true that a low level of support will 
automatically lead to a low level of development. This is because some cases such as 
Mlimani Primary School and Ngerengere Primary School show more development than 
the other four cases of the Kingorwila Dispensary, Malowelo Primary School, Tawa 
Health Centre and Kidodi Health Centre. Therefore, the comparison suggests that there 
are other explanations that might explain development of the facilities, besides or in 
place of the support of the district council.  
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The output of the planning process: why does development occur?  
The previous section shows that the various phases of the bottom-up planning process 
do not function as described in the policy documents and the O&OD methodology. On 
the one hand, the local communities are not actively involved in identifying the needs of 
the facilities, or at least they do not use the planning process to express these needs. 
Furthermore, the decisions at the district council are not determined by these local 
wishes, but are based mainly on other incentives, such as the central guidelines and the 
information directly collected from the facilities. On the other hand, the facilities show a 
variation in development. Some facilities are more developed while others are either 
moderate or less developed. Considering the fact that the bottom planning process is 
apparently not contributing to this development, the question arises what explains the 
realisation of development activities at the primary facilities?  
 
The cases indicate that development is provided mainly by a combination of local 
initiatives and external financial sources. Both local initiatives and external financial 
sources are not associated with the bottom-up planning process and can therefore be 
regarded as alternatives to the bottom-up planning procedure. In this study, the external 
financial sources are the sources that are not associated with the planning process and 
include support from an individual person, a Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) or 
from any other development partner. The external financial sources are obtained by 
either local people searching for financial support, or by initiating development activi-
ties and therefore, attracting the attention of donors who are willing to contribute. 
Sometimes the external donors have their own agenda to address particular issues and 
are the cause of the local participation. But even if the local initiatives do not lead to 
acquiring external financial sources, the initiative can by itself make a difference in 
development. Activity within a local community creates an atmosphere in which every 
individual member of the community contributes to maintain or to improve the facility.  

The cases that are more developed are those where external financial sources were 
obtained. These are Mlimani Primary School and Ngerengere Primary School. The two 
cases share an important characteristic that the other cases do not have. In the case of 
Mlimani Primary School some of the members of the school committee are more edu-
cated and hold influential positions in the government. Members of the local community 
have good positions and are influential. Taking advantage of the school location and the 
composition of the community, the management of the school were able to develop a 
strategy that contributed to the quality of the infrastructure of the school. The parents of 
the pupils and the influential members of the community were invited for the school 
graduation ceremony to share the school needs. As a result, some members took the 
matter seriously and managed to secure financial support from donors.  

In the same vein, Ngerengere Primary School benefited from the fact that it is 
surrounded by various government institutions. The employees of these institutions 
were mainly highly educated and had the skills to find a way to develop the facility. The 
external support for the development of Ngerengere Primary School was obtained by 
community members themselves, initiating development activities and attracting the 
attention of the World Vision Tanzania (WVT) who supported the initiative.  
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In the moderate developed cases of Kingorwila Dispensary and Malowelo Primary 
School the development was the result of mainly external financial resources in 
combination with community involvement. In the case of Kingorwila it was the location 
of the facility that contributed to obtaining the external financial sources. An individual 
became interested in the state of the facility, because the facility is located along the 
highway and can therefore save the life of people involved in traffic accidents. As a 
result, she managed to get financial support for the development of the dispensary’s 
infrastructure. The case of Malowelo shows that external financial support is not always 
needed to develop a facility. In this case community members themselves have initiated 
the development activities. The concern of the community members seems to be con-
tributed by the fact that the school was newly established and therefore needed much 
more investments than other facilities.  

 
In all four cases the development depended on local initiatives and local contributions. 
The members of the community were willing to contribute in kind or financially, be-
cause they had an overview on how their contributions have been used. This mechanism 
of accountability seems to be a precondition for the willingness of the local commu-
nities to become active and to take care of the facilities by themselves. For example, in 
the case of the Kingorwila Dispensary, the members of community could call the head 
of the facility if development activities were not progressing as agreed. In all the four 
cases the members of the community were given reports of the realised development 
activities from time to time. In case of delays or when the report would not be given, the 
community members demanded the report. This situation of active local communities 
make the local leaders, included the management of the facilities, effective and efficient 
in supervising the spending of the funds and the progress of the development activities.  

The cases of Tawa Health Centre and Kidodi Health Centre are less developed. In 
these two cases there was no community initiative or external financial support. Devel-
opment activities depended mainly on the sources that the district council provided. 
These funds were often directed to maintenance and renovation instead of real improve-
ment. In fact, some renovation and maintenance conducted in these facilities were 
actually contributed by national events such as Uhuru Torch Race. Tawa Health Centre 
received, for example, underwent renovation only because of the Uhuru Torch Race. 
The decision to repaint the front walls of the facility was hardly a response to the needs 
the facility had. The local community was just passive and did not do anything to im-
prove the facility on its own initiative.  
 
It can be concluded then, that local development is mainly dependent on local initiatives 
in combination with external financial sources. Both factors are intertwined: local 
initiative can provoke external financial support and the external financial support can 
contribute to an active local community. The six cases provide support for this con-
clusion. Table 11.12 contains the summary of the cases and the presence of local 
initiatives and/or external financial support. The information in the table is gathered 
during the field research. The sign ‘√’ indicates that the local initiatives and/or external 
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financial resources are ‘present’ and the sign ‘×’ indicates that these two factors are 
‘absent’.  

The table shows that, the development in the three cases of Ngerengere Primary 
School, Mlimani Primary School and Kingorwila Primary School is as result of both 
community initiatives and external financial sources. On the other hand, the moderate 
support in Malowelo Primary School due to only local initiatives. The two cases of 
Tawa Health Centre and Kidodi Health Centre that are less developed show neither 
active community initiatives nor external financial support. In this view, active commu-
nity initiatives and external financial support are important elements for local develop-
ment.  
 
 
Table 11.12 Development and sources of support 

Support Facility name Level of development 
Active community External financial sources

Ngerengere Primary School More development  √ √ 
Mlimani Primary School More development  √ √ 
Malowelo Primary School Moderate development  √ × 
Kingorwila Dispensary Moderate development √ √ 
Tawa Health Centre Less development  × × 
Kidodi Health Centre Less development  × × 

 

Possible explanations for the failure of bottom-up planning process 
The conclusion of the analysis presented above is that the bottom-up planning process 
apparently does not succeed in capturing local participation. After all, the analysis of the 
steps in the planning process following the O&OD methodology shows that the 
planning process is not being used while on the other hand the development – if any – 
of the facilities is mainly caused by some kind of local involvement. This means that the 
local communities are in principle willing to contribute and to take care of their faci-
lities, but that the O&OD methodology is not able to capture these local initiatives. 
Quite often it seems even worse: the O&OD process is actually hampering any local 
initiatives, for example if the district council ignores the needs expressed by the local 
communities and decides according to its own priorities.  

At first glance this seems a strange conclusion. After all, the O&OD methodology is 
designed to enhance participation in the planning process. The analysis of the cases in 
the previous sections shows that the actors that have to participate do not really 
participate in the procedure and the actors that have to enhance this participation seem 
to actually hamper any local initiatives instead of supporting them. This section tries to 
explain why the bottom-up planning procedure, and the O&OD methodology, is ap-
parently not contributing to participation for development.  
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The district council and the grassroots: who makes the decisions?  
As indicated in chapter four, the development decisions at council level are supposed to 
be based on grassroots peoples’ preferences expressed through the bottom planning 
process. However, the analysis of the six cases shows that there is quite often no rela-
tionship between the development preferences expressed in village or ward plans and 
the decisions contained in the council plans. These mismatches indicate that the real 
decisions are being made by the district council, instead of the local communities. This 
is mainly caused by the design of the planning process and the nature of the relationship 
between the district council and the local communities.  

Collection of local preferences  
The O&OD process is technically supported by facilitators. These facilitators have to 
assist the local communities in writing their community plan. The cases show that in the 
process of facilitation the facilitators have strong influence on what should be included 
in the village or ward plans. This is because the facilitators are more informed and have 
technical knowledge about what staff at the council level expects from the local plan. 
With this in mind, it is likely that the facilitators influence the local people to identify 
only wishes that match to the council wishes. The main incentive to do so is that, the 
facilitators are generally the employees of the district government. Therefore, the 
concern of the facilitators will always be to meet the demands and wishes of the master 
(the employer) and not the local communities. As the local communities have no real 
influence in the appointment of the facilitator, they lack the means to correct him or her 
if they feel that they are not being taken seriously.  

Although the facilitators stress that community members are not influenced on the 
choices to make, they also point out that the local preferences must reflect the overall 
district council priorities. This shows that the facilitators – quite often with the best 
intentions – try to reformulate the wishes expressed by the local communities in accord-
ance to the priorities of the district. The facilitators simply take into account whether or 
not a wish is ‘grantable’. If not, there is no need of incorporating the wish into the plan.  

This behaviour is exacerbated by the planning procedure itself. Once the preferences 
are identified and discussed by community members, they are compiled into village (for 
rural district) or ward (for urban district) plans. This compilation is done mainly by staff 
and leaders in the lower local government structures, supported by district appointed 
facilitators. In fact, the compilation of the preferences often involves a re-writing of the 
wishes in a technical way to fit the community plans and the wishes of the district 
council. As a result, some of the development preferences expressed by the local com-
munities are not reflected in the village plan. On the other hand, the preferences in the 
village plan do not always reflect the actual needs of the local communities. This is, for 
example, the situation in the cases of the Kidodi Health Centre and Kingorwila Dis-
pensary. In both cases the village plans did not reflect most of the actual needs of the 
facility.  

Passive attitude of the local people  
The influence of the facilitators on the identification of the local preferences seems to 
lessen the confidence and concern of local people in the bottom-up planning process. 
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The experience that the needs these members identify will not be a part of the village 
plan, let alone the district plan, makes them less interested in actively participate in the 
planning procedure. Only in one case did some members of the community remember 
the content of the plan while in the other cases none of the members were able to recall 
their role in the planning procedure. The lack of confidence in the planning procedure is 
further underlined by the fact that in none of the cases is the plan used as an instrument 
to follow up on the development of the facilities.  

The members of the local communities see the bottom-up planning as a government 
process to collect local information for the sake of the central government, instead of an 
instrument to develop their community. For the local people participation in the bottom-
up planning process is equal to not participating: participating in the planning process 
does not really make a difference.  

The effect of the disparities between the actual preferences of the local peoples and 
the development issues contained in the village or ward plans can also be observed in 
the phase of implementation. According to most respondents at the district level, the 
officials and leaders must make an extra effort and sometimes coerce local people into 
participating in the development of the facility. This is because the local people consider 
development the decisions from the district councils as an external enforced decision 
instead of support for the decision made by the local communities themselves.  

The cases of the primary schools of Mlimani and Ngerengere show that it pays off to 
have the local communities see the development decisions as their own decisions. In 
both cases the facilities were developed due to initiatives supported by local commu-
nities themselves. 

The basis of council decision-making  
Despite the long and costly process of the O&OD methodology, the village or ward 
plans are not used when the district council prepares its plan. Quite often the staff of the 
district council departments was not even able to present a copy of the plans. The offi-
cials at the district level consider the village and ward plans as useless. They perceive 
the lower local government’s structures to have no capacity to develop sound plans as 
well as managing development projects. For instance in the case of Mlimani Primary 
School, one respondent at district council level said that:  

‘grassroots people have no capacity to manage development funds. My two-year experience 
indicates that community members have no capacity to develop sounds plans and manage 
funds especially for development projects.’ 

This attitude implies that officials at the district council level have no confidence in 
lower local government structures or even local communities. It indicates that most de-
cisions made at the district level are mainly based on knowledge of the officials collect 
about the situation in the facilities, and not the wishes expressed by community mem-
bers through the bottom-up planning process. With this in mind, the district officials 
pretend to know what the local needs are rather than community members themselves.  

The argument of the district officials, that the lower local government structures in-
cluding the local communities have no capacity to develop sound plans and manage 
development projects, is like blaming the victim and not the perpetrator. After all, the 
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role of the LGAs is mainly to make sure that the lower local government structures have 
the capacity to perform their roles effectively and efficiently. Besides, the lower local 
government structure is actually part and parcel of the LGA structure. After all, the 
officials at the lower government level (the villages and the wards) are appointed by the 
district council and are directly accountable to the district council.  

The vicious circle 
The relationship between the grassroots level and the district council seems to form a 
vicious circle. The local communities are not really interested in the planning process as 
they know or feel that their wishes will not be taken seriously. This fear is reinforced by 
the attitude of the district officials who pretend to know ‘what is best’ and who do not 
take the local plans seriously. This attitude at the district level is partly justified by the 
lack of involvement of the local communities and the vague wishes expressed through 
the bottom-up planning process. In this sense, the O&OD methodology cannot work if 
neither of the parties takes the planning procedure seriously.  

The role of the facilitator as an intermediary between the local communities and the 
district level is therefore crucial. For a well functioning O&OD methodology he or she 
should be willing and able to really support the local communities with the development 
of their plans instead of only selecting the wishes that suit the district priorities or by 
reformulating the wishes in vague words, so they provide the room for the district coun-
cil to pretend to decide according to these wishes.  

Alternative mechanisms to the bottom-up planning process  
As indicated in chapter four, the central government’s main objective is to enhance 
participation and promote community. If participation or bottom-up planning process is 
considered to make sense, district plans are expected to be prepared on the basis of local 
preferences expressed through the O&OD process. However, the cases show the exist-
ence of various mechanisms parallel to O&OD methodology are used to collect inform-
ation. These mechanisms include planning procedures and reporting systems. These 
procedures and reporting systems are less participatory and follow the administrative 
relationship between the management of the facility and the district council.  

For example, each facility has to develop its own facility plan. Contrary to the village 
or ward plan developed, these facility plans are developed by only the members of the 
facility committee. There is no safeguard ensuring that the entire community is in-
volved. The same applies to the reporting systems that involve the administrative heads 
of facilities sometimes in collaboration with the facility committee. They have to 
prepare quarterly reports and forward these reports directly to the district headquarter. 
The reporting system also involves staff from the district headquarter collecting local 
information through supervision and assessment reports.  

The experience in most of the cases shows that the district officials consider the 
information collected directly from the facilities to be more useful for the preparation of 
the district plans. In fact, there are some indications that the local plans developed using 
the O&OD process, are completely ignored by the officials at the district councils. They 
rely fully on the information they gathered using other sources. After all, none of the 
officials at the district council in all three councils could present a copy of the village 
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plans. These village and ward plans can sometimes be found in the economic depart-
ments, but even then they were not used in the planning procedure. In one of the coun-
cils it took almost a week to find a copy of one of the village plan. It was finally found 
in a box full of dust.  

The question that remains is: why do other mechanisms parallel to the bottom-up 
planning process still dominate in the council decision making? Why these other mecha-
nisms are more successful compared to the bottom-up planning process? A possible 
explanation of the success of these other mechanisms is that they are part of an existing, 
long-standing administrative relationship between the management of the facility and 
the district council. After all, the in-charges of the health facilities and the head teachers 
of the primary schools are appointed and paid by the district council. The employment 
relationship between the management of the facilities and the district council provides a 
basis for gathering information by the district council.  

This direct access to information on the status of the facilities might appear to be 
very useful when the LGA receives a new directive or a new guideline with new priori-
ties. It is then easier to collect the data directly from the source instead of waiting until 
the bottom-up planning procedure is finished. After all, the information collected using 
the bottom-up planning process is quite often outdated or at least not as accurate com-
pared to the information gathered directly from the source. The bottom-up planning 
process takes a couple of months before it results in a plan that can be filed with the 
district council. Compared to the quarterly reports the district council receives directly 
from the facility management, it is almost inevitable that the officials at the district 
council will rely more on that information rather than the plans produced in the bottom-
up planning procedure.  

The district councils and the central government: who formulates the priorities? 
The last factor that contributes to the ineffectiveness of the bottom-up planning proce-
dure concerns the relationship between the district councils (the LGAs) and the central 
government. Decentralisation by Devolution proclaims a certain degree of discretion for 
the local government authorities, to formulate their own priorities and to reallocate their 
own means. Instead, the cases show that the central government uses detailed guidelines 
and directives to direct the district councils in the planning process.  

Bearing in mind the policy paper on Local Government Reform, the main intention 
of guidelines and other central government directives is to provide the LGAs with 
technical guidance in an advisory and consultative manner and not to command the 
LGAs on what they should do. However, in practice the latter prevails. The guidelines, 
directives and sometimes instructions from the central government seem to wield 
greater influence on the bottom-up planning process. The local government officials and 
leaders do not consider the guidelines, directives and instructions as supportive or ad-
visory. Instead they perceive the guidelines as orders that must be obeyed. This per-
ception has had an effect in determining the development interventions included in the 
council plan. The district council decisions are mainly based on central government 
wishes and not the preferences of grassroots people as indicated the O&OD guidelines.  
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Budget ceilings and earmarked funds 
The guidelines have this influence as they often accompany the transfer of the funds. 
The amount and categories of the preferences of the local communities that can be 
included in the council plan, is determined by the budget ceiling. These financial 
transfers are often earmarked for specific areas, or specific types of activities. This 
limits the scope of discretion of the officials at the district council to take into account 
the preferences of the local community. After all, there is no financial support available 
for preferences that deviate from these earmarked funds.  

The argument given by one of the senior officials in one of the council is more 
striking and shows how local government officials rely heavily on central guidelines, 
directives and instructions: 

‘Planning beyond the budget ceiling or against national priorities is only possible if the 
district council has its resources to implement its own priorities. But the financing of our 
local expenditure relies heavily on central government transfers.’  

Since around 90% of the LGA budgets rely on the transfers from the central government 
(Lyimo: 2003), it is evident that the districts have limited choices to ignore these central 
governments guidelines. Ignoring them would be the ‘exit’-option (Hirschman 1970). 
Now that exit is impossible the other option is to either use voice to complain about the 
strictness of the guidelines, or just to act loyally and plan according to the guidelines. 
The cases show that most of the officials at the local government authorities just loyally 
execute the central guidelines.  

It is interesting that the priorities and guidelines push this loyalty to the limit. 
Sometimes the national priorities have a more political background. Examples are the 
policy of constructing a secondary school in every ward and a dispensary in every 
village. This policy was expressed by the political party in its election manifesto. In all 
three councils, these wishes were considered unrealistic, because most of the existing 
facilities were poorly maintained. The main effect of these kinds of directives is that the 
flow of the limited resources available are directed to these two specific priorities while 
both local communities and local government authorities seem to have another under-
standing of the effective spending of the resources.  

Approval of the district plan 
It is nevertheless interesting that the officials at the district level do not really raise their 
voice. One reason might be that the district plan needs approval from the central 
government. Approval is dependent on the question of whether or not the district plan is 
in accordance with the central guidelines. The empirical evidence in the six case des-
criptions indicates that this approval procedure lessens the ability of officials at the 
district council to respond to local wishes. Although the various guidelines on bottom-
up planning process suggests that district plans are prepared by council officials on the 
basis of grassroots peoples’ development preferences, in practice the choices are mainly 
determined by the central government. The central government uses directives, guide-
lines and instructions to affect the decision-making procedure. The scrutiny of the dis-
trict plans by officials of the central government further ensures that the priorities laid 
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down in these directives, guidelines etcetera are taken into account. Only a plan that 
conforms to these central priorities will be approved.  

This process’s main concern is to ensure that the national priorities of the central 
government are taken into account. Actually, quite often due to this procedure the offi-
cials at the district council have to re-do their plan, until it meets the central government 
requirements. To avoid or minimise this trouble, local government staff rely heavily on 
central directives, guidelines and instructions and try their level best to develop a plan 
that conforms to these national norms. The reliance on central directives, guidelines, 
policies and instructions was observed in all the three councils of this case study. The 
local government officials emphasise that their plan must reflect the national priorities 
received just prior to the planning session of every year, while it has no use to deviate 
from this policy.  

Strong ties between district officials and mother ministries  
Furthermore, there are still strong ties between the local government senior officials and 
the central ministries. Most of the officials working at the local government authorities 
are appointed by the central government. The central government pays their salaries, 
decides on whether or not the official will be promoted and even decides on possible 
punishment in case of dereliction of duty.  

These ties between district officials and central government undermine the organisa-
tional strength of the local government authorities. Officials at the district level have 
direct ties with their mother ministries. For example, the district’s department of edu-
cation deals directly with the Ministry of Education and Vocational Training, without 
informing the council executive director, who is the highest public servant within the 
organisation of the district. These direct ties also undermine the organisational structure 
at the central level. After all, at the central level there is a ministry responsible for local 
government authorities (PMO-RALG). Any directives or guidelines from the mother 
ministries have to pass this ministry. In practice this does not always happen.  

A good indication of the central government’s influence over local government 
officials was given by the head of education department in one of the investigated local 
government authorities. The head of departments pointed out that, he sometimes re-
ceives directives from the respective ministry or through the regional education officer. 
Sometimes he receives these directives without the involvement of his immediate boss, 
the district executive director. A similar comment was given by the council executive 
officer in the same district. He commented that,  

‘the central ministries have still control over their respective staff in the field. For example 
sometimes they can organise and conduct training without informing me.’  

These situations were observed in other departments and districts involved in this study. 
There are, therefore, still very strong ties within the specific sector, ignoring the formal 
structure of the local government authorities. 

Political career and human capital at the local government 
This loyal attitude at the district level is also exacerbated by the interference of the 
political party. Quite often mayors or council chairmen and council executive officers 
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are a member of the dominant political party in Tanzania (CCM). This political party 
has been governing for years. A loyal implementation of wishes expressed by this party 
in the national elections is helpful for a political career for almost all involved. This also 
includes the leaders of the local communities: their political career is also dependent on 
the question of whether or not they cooperate.  

The cases show that this loyal attitude pays off. Many officials at the local level are 
replaced every couple of years. Quite often the executive officers could not provide the 
information on the planning procedure because they took office after the planning 
procedure took place. The reshuffle of the officials involved, both at the local govern-
ment authorities and at the level of the local communities, affects the strength of the 
local government organisations. These organisations are simply not capable of resisting 
central government wishes, as the officials running the organisations lack the specific 
knowledge of the facilities and do not have a strong relationship with the local commu-
nities. As a result the bottom-up planning process is forced to state wishes in favour of 
the top down priorities: the local government staff uses their technical knowledge to 
negotiate and convince the local people to comply with the central wishes.  

Conclusion  
The analysis and comparisons in this chapter show that bottom-up planning process is 
not working as it is prescribed. Local people are not participating in the planning pro-
cess and the district officials simply ignore the wishes stated by the local communities. 
The council staff does not use the village or ward plans as a basis for the development 
of the council plan, instead they use other mechanisms such as facility plans and reports 
as well as their own understanding of the local situation.  

Yet we see some development at the local level and local participation. This can 
hardly be explained by the bottom-up planning process. Instead, local development is 
mainly caused by local initiatives and external financial support. Development then, 
occurs without government support. The cases show that local people are willing to 
participate, to take their own destiny in their hands and to search for a strategy to 
improve the facilities. Quite often this results in external financial support, since the 
council support is often too limited and not targeting the actual preferences. It appears 
that local people have more of sense of ownership with a locally initiated project finan-
ced externally. As such, the locally initiated local projects and directly secured external 
financial resources seem to attract local people to participate in local development, 
something that the bottom-up planning process has failed to achieve. 

The failure of the bottom-up planning process to facilitate participation for develop-
ment is due to several somewhat interlinked factors. At the grassroots level, the local 
people are not really interested with planning process, as they know that their prefer-
ences will not be taken seriously. This fear is a result of the way the planning process is 
carried out and the attitude of district council staff. The attitude of the district council 
staff is that the lower local government structures have no capacity to develop sound 
plans and with this in mind they pretend to know ‘what is best’ for the local people. The 
facilitators do not succeed in really helping the local people to identify their wishes. 
Instead they act more as an employee of the district council and collect the wishes that 
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suit the district. The result is vague wishes that provide leeway for the district council to 
pretend to decide according to those local preferences.  
 
The O&OD process is crowded out by other mechanisms to collect information from 
the facilities. Facility plans and reporting systems provide the district council with all 
the information they need, bypassing the information collected through the bottom-up 
planning process. The success of these mechanisms is explained by the fact that the 
information collected is more accurate, and is part of the long-standing administrative 
relationship between the management of the facilities and the district council. After all, 
the district council appoints this management. As a result the decision-making in the 
planning process is more top down rather than bottom-up. The officials at the district 
council carry out the planning process aimed at fulfilling the wishes of the central 
government instead of responding to the local initiatives. The wishes of the central 
government are expressed through the guidelines that accompany the financial transfers. 
These guidelines leave the local government with limited to no discretion.  

The focus on central government, by local government staff, is reinforced by existing 
ties between the local government staff, and central government ministries and depart-
ments. The senior local government staff is still managed from the centre. Likewise, 
some of the central ministries and departments still assign specific duties to their res-
pective staff in the local government without references to the Prime Minster’s Office 
Regional Administration and Local Government (PMO-RALG). This indicates that, 
central ministries and department still have mandate over their respective staff in the 
local government. Consequently, there are more incentives for the local government 
staff to be more responsive to the central government wishes. 

 
 




