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Abstract

For over three decades now, African countries @aletily those in the Sub Sahara have beaplementing
public sector reforms aiming at improving deliverfy public services through user participation amatiger
strategies. In this paper, we examine how thesermef have shaped public service delivery througér us
participation in the Sub Saharan Africa (SSA). Wwision the reforms process in three periods: ih& f
wasmid1980s t01990s- where the significant effsatanceived to be mainly preparatory and settiegsttene
for the reforms actions to take place; the seamas mid 1990s to early 2000s conceived mainly pisase for
structural improvements and; third was mid 2000atesl convincing improvements in service deliverptigh
user participation is seen to have happened. Wevidences from different countries in the SSAhovs the
value of understanding the context in creatingdfithfor policy adoption The main argument this paper raises is
that as much as all of the reform packages impléadeim Africa from the 1980s were externally présed by
the World Bank and donors; they did not fit inte thfrican context hence failed to empower users.
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1. Introduction

User participation in delivery of public serviceashnow become a world-wide governance concept & i
contemporary approach to public service delivent th linked to the 1980s paradigm shift from treditional
system of ‘public sector administration to the NBwblic Management (NPM) paradigm to promote state’s
responsiveness to the needs of the ordinary citia¢the grassroots levels (Hope Sr, 2001; Hop Ghikulo,
2000). It is one of the concepts that emergednduthe early 1980s as a result of the reforms wexe
embarked on in Public Administration to improve fpamance of the public sector which was by then
deteriorating drastically since the 1970s. Thisedetation was attributed to various reasons whiatiude
excessive centralization and too large bureaugastsich increased the running cost. As a resudt, ghblic
sector during the 1980s was characterized by mieffcy, poor quality services, dissatisfied pubkevants and
public service users (Hope Sr, 2001; Hope Sr & Glok 2000). Therefore, there was a great need for
improvement in the performance of the public seatderms of efficiency, effectiveness and respasiséss to
the citizens’ (users’) need€arstens & Thornhill, 2000; Wunsch & Olowu, 1996).

It was during this period that some countries sthtb find ways of getting out of the public seataalaises. A
new paradigm emerged gradually which was laterléab#he new public management (NPM)'. It startadtie
UK, then spread to the United States, Australialdad/ Zealand; and afterwards to the Scandinaviamtcies
(Lane, 2002). The concept of NPM was spread toAfhiean countries through donors and multilaterialshe
1990s and 2000s. The reasons for many governmadtsha international organizations to emphasizehen
move to the NPM model is to ensure that publiciserdelivery is effectively, efficiently and equilg be done.
The measures taken through NPM to achieve this godlde: first- embarking on decentralization by
devolution — which is a replacement of the tradiibcentralized and hierarchical structures — lmaatiecisions
on resource allocation and public service delideeymade at the grassroots levels; i.e. closereagtiint of
delivery; and second, providing a wider scope fbtaming feedback from service users and otherlloca
community members. The purpose among other thirggsta strengthen connections between the pubhdcser
delivery agencies and the citizens and bring théesind citizens — who are the principal usershefgublic
services — closer to each other. It also aimethateasing responsiveness of the public sectdremeeds of the
service users (Pyper, 2011; Robinson, 2007).

At a later stage the emphases on user- participaticservice delivery seemed to gain popularityAiinica
compared to the developed world. This was maintpegsed during the 1990s when African countriesria
other option than shifting from the traditionabpider-centric service model to the NPM model thiatmotes
more user-centred approaches to public serviceatgl{Bovaird, 2007). In the provider-centric mbdepublic
service delivery, citizens — who constitute a lgpgeportion of the users — are often viewed as megpients of
the services delivered, while in the NPM modemare market-led approaches to public serviceveigliare
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used, which focus on the service users as custowteyscan participate in making choice on the sewithey
want which in turn shape the public service deljvprocess in the direction of their prefereng@sriwall &
Gaventa, 2000; Gaventa, 2004)

It is argued that user participation enhansesial accountability that increases direct cotinas between the
agents for public service delivery and users ofghservices (Christensen & Laegreid, 201Fhis argument
reinforces an earlier one by Gaventa (2004) thatethgagement of citizens — who are the fundamestas of
public services — into partnership with state tnsithns, the private and voluntary sector agentsasoes the
state’s responsiveness to the public needs thrthegbervices delivered.

2.Unpacking the concept of ‘user participation in public service delivery’

In this paper ‘public services’, ‘users’ and ‘ugearticipation’ are the main concepts under disaurssiro
facilitate its understanding and application in public services delivery- we first describe theyviey have
been conceptualized before linking to the Africaxperience.

Public services

In this paper we use the definition of public seeg as provided in Webster dictionary. The dictigrdefines
“public service” as a service rendered in the mubliterest.! Public services include but are not limited to
education, health care, water and sanitation andriég. These services are usually provided by ghblic
sector; which according to the definition by thstitute of Internal Auditors (II1A), consists of gesmmments and
all public agencies, enterprises, and other estttiat deliver public goods and/ or services (RB11).

2.1Users

‘Users’ in the context of public service delivergeahe ‘consumers’, ‘customers’ or ‘clients’ (FataR011;
Lathlean et al., 2006); i.e. those who make usth@fpublic goods and services. In Public Admintiirg the
users of public goods and services are not onlycitimens but also other people who are non-ciszemch as
foreigners seeking immigration services. Howetee, citizens are by and large the principal usénmast of
the services provided by the government, publimeaigs and enterprises. Thus in the perspectiveRif Nwe
considered citizens as people regarded as thensess of the public services provided by the pubkctor
through its various agents (Osborne, 2006).

2.2 User-participation

User-participation as a concept in governance eaddfined differently depending on the context tmck it is
used. It means at large, ‘involvement’; which candefined as ‘...an active and equitable collabonabietween
professionals and service users concerning thenjplgn implementation and evaluation of services and
education’(Lathlean et al., 2006:733). In this grauser-participation is conceived as a form ofualactivity
by both governmental and non-governmental actohgrevat least some of whom are ‘users’, that iy tire
directly involved in the processes and/or outconfebe activity (Bochel et al, 2008). The concepsimilar to
what Kelsall & Mercer (2003) imply to in the fielof ‘participatory development and empowerment’ ;eveh
people at the grassroots levels particularly ther pmd marginalized actively determine their soaiad political
needs in the context of unequal power relationstigi@ate actively in choosing, setting and purgutheir
development goals. It is also similar to the conadoproduction (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2008; JoshiMoore,
2004) where the delivery of public services is ddheough regular, long-term relationships betwebke t
professional service providers (in any sector) ne band, and the public service users or other raesvdf the
community on the other hand. In such a relationsdliarties make substantial resource contrilmstio

In order to achieve active participation of therase service delivery, organizations such as gsenmittees,
user- groups, tenant groups and other communitiekentity have also been widely formed as onthefmeans

to enhance efficient public service delivery in sigtency with the user-expectations/needs (Crdxk};2Manor,
2004). User- committees and user-groups are wilglgad across various sectors such as educatiomadungl
resources, and they take different names deperatinthe sector and context in which they operatethin
education sector for example, in South Africa, theg popularly known as ‘school governing bodidgafora,
2013; Mncube & Mafora, 2013), in Tanzania ‘schooiittees’ (Masue, 2014) and in Ethiopia and Ghana
‘school management committees (Essuman & Akyeamp@0§gl; Yamada, 2014); whereas in the natural
resources sector there are such examples asf@#gt-management committees in Tanzania and Zambia
(Mbwambo et al., 2012; Nielsen & Treue, 2012; WBQ00); and river basin committees in Brazil (Ribei
Vieira, & Ribeiro, 2012) to mention but a few.

3.Gauging user participation: theoretical models
We useArnstein’s ladder of participation, adontinuum of user participation to explain the lewé user
participation in Sub Saharan AfricdJser participation varies in terms of degree difience or control the users

1 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/public%2@vice
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have on the services delivered. In order to undedsthe concept, different typologies have beerd use
distinguish the weak and strong forms of partidggrat Arnstein (1969) gauges degree participatioradadder
metaphor ranging from non-participation to citizeower for practical illustration of how participati can be
described (fig 1). Her ladder of participation iseof the examples of normative typologies of ysaticipation
which classifies participation into ‘good’ (citizgrower) and ‘bad’ (nonparticipation) forms (Cornly2008). It
examines participation from the perspective ofrdeiving end (i.e. the users).

=] Citizen Control
7 Daelegated Poweaer Citizen Power
=] Partnershig
= Placation
4 Consultation Tokenism
3 Informing
=2 Therapy
Monparticipation
1 Manipulation

Figure 3: Arnstein's Ladder of Citizen Participation®

In her typology, Arnstein differentiates weak fratnong forms of user participation on the basisi@jree of
influence (power) the users have on the servicdiseded. In the lower rung, she places manipulato
therapy which connotes lack of power. At the middlee places placation, informing and consultatisriorms
of weak participation which she calls ‘tokenismbKEn participation means passive, non-influentsrs. They
can just be informed of what is or will take pldm& have little power to influence changes. Onttige of the
ladder, she places partnership, delegated powercaizén control as the forms of participation thiply
citizen (in this case user) power. This rung illasts the situation where the service users haveepto
influence change, that is, to design and delivevises that meet their needs. This is what candseribed as
‘user empowerment’.

We combine the Arnstein’s ladder of participatiord @hat of the continuum of user participation tvé the
horizontal look of the concept and expanded conmedation. The model of user participation views
participation along a continuum of power from low high. As illustrated in figure 2, the model lakg
resembles Arnstein’6l969) ‘ladder of participation’, but it works inteorizontal ray of power distinctions. The
right hand side of the continuum indicates a highsivity of the service users (i.e. low power)tilsathey are
mere recipients of the service. Then, as you mowen fthe right hand side towards the left of thetcmmum,
user passivity decreases while the degree of pmwegases.

User-led Users as Users Users as
initiatives collaborators consulted recipients
High Power Low Power

! Source: Arnstein, S. (1969). "A ladder of citizerticipation." Journal of the American Planningsésiation35(4): 216-224. cited in Bray
(1999 ). The Private Costs of Public Schoolingepgal and community financing of primary educaiimi€ambodia. UNESCO/IIEP.
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Figure 2: Continuum of user participation in seevitelivery

Source: modified from Lathlean et al (2006:426)

As depicted on figure 2, Lathlean et al (2006)siltate user participation at four leveldsers as recipients,
users as collaborators, users as collaborators and user-led initiatives (i.e. depicting public service users as
actors who can initiate and deliver services) ibliguservice deliveryWhen users in public service delivery are
mere recipients, they do not have any say on théces delivered in terms of choice and deciding qluality.
This is called ‘producer-centric’ public servicelidery model (Bovaird, 2007). This is what is déked by the
Arnstein’s ladder of participation as non-parti¢cipa. This model of public delivery was popularlgad in
public service delivery during the period betwe860s and early 1980s.

The second level in the continuum depicts userigipation through ‘consultation’. This level of use
participation depicts ‘weak user power’; i.e. doest demonstrate sufficient user influence on thevises
delivered. It is similar to ‘token’ participatiomhdt Arnstein’s ladder of participation illustratetere users are
just consulted or informed of what is going to tgdtace, but they have no opportunity influence cjeaim the
plan or its implementation.

The third and fourth levels (users as collaborasm user-led initiatives) illustrated by Lathleztral (2006) in
their continuum of user participation indicates€tss power’. These two levels demonstrate autheugir
participation in service delivery. The conceptudérs as collaborators can be linked to Ostron®9§) concept
of co-production, where users and service deligemmtribute to production and delivery of a maular
service. The concept of cost-sharing in educatlwglth care, water and sanitation can be cited casl g
examples of user collaboration in public servickvéey. User-led initiatives in service deliveryean that the
public service users are solely responsible foivdghg the services. This level of user participatis similar to
the highest level of participation in the Arnstasidadder of citizen participation (citizen powerhave the
citizens — in this case public service users havrerol on the type, modality of delivery and qualitf public
services.

4.User participation in sub- Saharan Africa (SSA)
As pointed out earlier, the concept of user pauéiton underpins to a large extent the theorieegong NPM
reforms. In Africa, particularly theSSA, public si&e delivery has undergone considerable transfoomsover
time in response to what is conceived as New Pulikmagement. The transformation took place through
Public Service Reforms (PSR) (Kiragu, 2002; Mutaha® Kiragu, 2002). According to most of policy
documents (see for example the Tanzanian PolicgPap Local Government Reform, 1998) - the purpafse
most of these reforms was to improve performancehef public sector through involvement of users in
designing and delivering public services. In thiagtpf the paper, we examine the SSA countriegreffto
realize user participation in the delivery of pabdiervices in three eras: the structural reform @ capacity
building era and; the service improvement era.

4.1 The structural reforms era (mid-1980s to mid-1990s)

This was the first wave of PSR in the SSA regiohiciv emanated from the macroeconomic and fiscakmes
that came with the structural adjustment program(@@sPs) financed by the World Bank, the Internation
Monetary Fund (IMF) and donors as a condition fettigg aid (Gibbon, 1993; Kiragu, 2002; Lugalla9T%.
The structural reforms were adopted in respongee@ecommendations of what is known as ‘the WBddk's
1981 Berg Report on social and economic crisisfiicA’. The report informed that underdevelopmenafrica
was caused by a number of reasons, among theoda¢Davidson, 2004; Lugalla, 1997:19-20; Zond)28-
9) : (1) adopting inappropriate economic policiesluding the import-substitution policies that résd into the
commodity- based economies that led to becomingdemendent on export; (2) the state becoming the so
employer without a concomitant increase in the ipahd reach of public services; (3) price colstrmeant for
safeguarding ‘national interests’ which led to remsed budget and balance of payments deficitssepently,
the three reasons were seen to contribute to (@ pise of importswhich in turn caused scarci). Ihability
for farmers to get imported inputs, which led toguction below capacity and apparently low sellprize of
farms products.

It is important to notice that reforms were implen&l through a number of strategies. Accordingdadi
(2009) and Lugalla (1997), most reforms included were not limited to: control of money supply, &c
currency devaluation, cutting of public borrowingdagovernment expenditure for unproductive seoctdrhe
economy; and the introduction of user fees — a pimemon which was popularly known as cost-sharing —
education and health. Other measures that wereiatss with SAPs include liberalization of tradecrease of
tariffs, creating attractive environment for fayeiinvestments, abolition of price controls by wailog the
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market self-control of prices, privatization of ficbenterprises, withdrawal of subsidies, retrenehimof

workers and, on top of all, democratic pluralisnulfiparty politics). Yet the reforms could not rizal much

of the expectations in stabilizing the countriesteenal and internal balance of payments and erhdmeir

expert capacity. For instance- Tanzania continoesuffer from economic stagnation and in some sta a

very gradual growth.

4.2 The capacity building era (mid-1990s to 2000s)

Prior to the introduction of reforms in the pubsiector, the concept of capacity building in the S®Antries

was narrowly focused on ‘staff training’. Duringeteecond era of public sector reforms, there wasnarkable

move to a broader definition of what the scopeagfacity building consisted in. According to Kiran@002:5-

6) the key reform aspects that were embarked dngltine second era of PSR included

— Increasing staff skills by emphasizing more tetloe-job and short-term training;

— Improving management systems and structures. syiseems that were given priority for improvement
included those for human resources, financial aridrination Management, while for the structures the
focus was on governance, particularly decentradinat

— Restoring incentives and improving pay, and rae@ms for sanctioning non-compliance with new soale
ethical conduct; and

— Improving the work environment by increasing betdgy allocations for operations and maintenance
expenditures, office equipment and retooling. liniportant to note that most of the above mentioR&R
packages were funded by donors, multilaterals kadXorld Bank through projects launched in the 990
For example, the World Bank funded capacity bugdprojects in Ghana (1995), Kenya (1994), Tanzania
(1993) and Uganda (1995). On the part of multiEgEerUNDP was one of the major multilateral agetinat
actively supported capacity building-based PSR ganognes in Africa during the second half of the 1090
Donor (bilateral) support to PSR projects relateatdpacity building included the UK’s DFID (aftersa
ODA) which focused much of its support to systeisarfcial and human resources management; and the
Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA) ethfocused on supporting development of financial
management systems had projects in Kenya and Tiantamention a few.

4.3 Service delivery improvement era

Generally, the first and second eras of public®@emforms in Africa did not bring about much sigant

outcomes particularly with regard to improvementsirvice delivery and responsiveness to the neéds o

citizens. As indicated earlier in this paper, tivwstfera (structural reforms) resulted to serioaing to the

citizens (users), especially, those related talthensizing and retrenchment of employees. The gaine out of
the public majority’s inability to pay user-fees fine fundamental services such as education (Bawid2004)
and health, unemployment due to retrenchment, agerof skilled labour which led to poor public seev
delivery (Kiragu, 2002). The failure to the capgaditilding reforms to impact on service delivetye tcontinual
global shift towards market-led economy and adoptib NPM necessitated the move to the third paclkaige

reforms geared towards improvement in the publivise delivery-the decentralisation Decentralisatie a

transfer of authority and responsibility for pubfimnctions from central government to intermediate local

governments or quasi-independent and/or the praattor.

The rationale for African countries embarking orcalgralization include achievement of greater ¢iffecess
in the public sector and advancement of democpatiticipation at the local levels (Brinkerhoff &far, 2006;
Hyden, 2005). Further arguments for decentraliratisisted the increase of transparency, accodityaadnd
responsiveness of government institutions to thedseof the people at the grassroots level in teofns
conforming to the preferences of ordinary peopléhatgrassroots level (Manor, 2006:285). It isattempt to
help public organizations nurture the ‘principle affected parties’ by ensuring inclusion of differesocial
interest groups in the decision making processigt&gsen et al, 2007:92) and that delivery of mugbods and
services reflect people’s interests. It is arguet tvhen decentralization is democratic, it expahdsroom for
popular participation in decision making and in lempenting local development programmes. Howeveneso
critical arguments have also been raised that desdation does not always lead to positive outeemEstache
and Sinha (1995) for example, have reported baserksults from a cross-sectional study of developed
developing countries that decentralization leadadoeased spending on public infrastructure. udlgtoy Azfar
and Livingstone (2002) found that decentralizatinade no significant positive impact on the efficigrand
equity of local public service provision in Ugandehile in South Africa and Namibia, it was alsafa in a
study by Sayed and Soudien (2005) that decenttializied to increased inequality or new forms oflasgion.

5. Experience with user participation in public sevice delivery in the SSA

The question can best be addressed based on trettbal models and the reform trends that Afriaa passed
through in the last three decades. These can @avidicture of how public service delivery has eedl over
time, particularly with regard to increasing usartjzipation in service delivery.
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Insert Figure 3 here

5.1 During the SAPs period

During the period between 1980s and 1990s, moshtdes in sub-Saharan Africa started involuntatiy
implement SAP measures as a pre-condition to ge#tid and loans from the IMF, the World Bank, arideo
donor agencies (Lugalla, 1997). Consequently, nmdrifie SSA countries (e.g. Ghana, Uganda, ZamieayK
and Tanzania) recorded significant achievement$h wiégard to implementing SAP measures such as
retrenchment, freeze in recruitment, privatizatiagencification, and cost sharing in education laealth (Hope
Sr & Chikulo, 2000; Kiragu, 2002; Lugalla, 1997;r#h, 2009). In Ghana for example, the number ofira¢n
government employees was cut by about 14% from0B01(1986) to 260,000 (1990); in Uganda by about
50% from 320,000 (1990) to 147,000 (1997) and imZBaia by about 24% from 355,000 in 1992 to about
270,000 in 1997 (Kiragu, 2002:2). It was not ottigse two countries which have demonstrated saamifi
reforms in the public sector. According to Ay@8@8),most of the countries in SSA had the lowasb rof
civil servants to population in the world. Howeviavolvement of users (citizens) in service detivwas top-
down, often related to cost-sharing through paynwéniser fees. These resulted some adverse etfedte
citizens particularly exclusion of the poor. Fommple in Tanzania for example, effects were sedhdrsectors
of education and agriculture. In education, SAPd adverse effects on the primary education in Tiasiazhy
increasing exclusion of the poor (Davidson, 2004)t was noted that by 1993, gross enrolment imary
education had dropped from 98 percent of the e8894 to 71 percent due to the introduction of ea$iaring.
The state of physical infrastructure in the schaoeriorated continuously and schools faced sersbortage of
stationery and other teaching and learning supplleema, Mbilinyi, & Rajan, 2004; Masue, 2010). In
Agriculture, the elimination of fertilizer subsidigogether with persistent inflation and subsequergluation
of the country’s currency (shilling) caused rapidreases in local input prices for the differentietées of
fertilizer. For example, the domestic market prifasfertilizer (in nominal terms) rose from 3234 percent in
1991/92 and 1992/93 respectively (Wobst, 2001)ctviiesulted in the deterioration of the agricultwector.
Kenya experienced the same in the education séoliowing the implementation of cost sharing. Kitag
(2002:3) informs that while gross enrolment in @imneducation in the country before the onset st-sharing
policy was about 100 per cent; it dropped to ab@utpercent because of the introduction of fees athédr
levies.

5.3During the Capacity Building period

As it was for the first era of public sector refarifthe SAP era), the second wave of the refornes dfipacity
building era) did not bring significant impact oargice delivery in most of the SSA countries. WiBé&tause
(1) the capacity building measures were often takeriecemeal and were fragmented (Kiragu, 200&)bably
because they were excessively dependent on extsupglort from the World Bank, multilaterals and dion
countries, hence, lacking sustainability as it waserved in Tanzania by Therkildsen (2000:62)) TBe
outcomes of the downsizing exercise that was imphged in the public service in most of the SSA ¢oes
were insignificant; hence, they could not bringipes changes in employees’ pay. This is to sagther words
that financial resources released from the retnerectt of redundant employees were not enough tdautisly
improve the low salaries of public servants (Kaggye2012; Kiragu, 2002); which led to deterioratminmorale
and discipline in the public service and perpetuatf unethical conduct such as bribery and coiwapduring
the 1990s. So it can generally be argued that gutirs period, user involvement was insufficientrasch
attention was put on the public servants at theerge of the users. Much of the user participatianng this
period was more of tokenism with consultation.

5.4 During the service improvement period
User participation in the delivery of public sem$ in Africa particularly the SSA has become mupopular
during the service improvement era (2000 to daE#prts have been made by the governments to iserea
participation of users in decision making regardpignning, developing and delivering public sersic&he
outcomes of these efforts are mixed; while in s@ages success stories have been reported, exgarieace
indicated a number of challenges. We use the fatigwases from SSA to explain such mixed results.

Case 1: Community-Based Forest Management (CBFM) initiative at Duru-Haitemba village forest reserve

(Kajembe, Monela, & Mvena, 2002)
The launching of CBFM at Duru-Haitemba village fetreeserve (in Babati District in Northern Tanzammthe
1990s was meant for addressing the issue of coatdlauthority over the woodlands resource. Peaptae
local level were empowered and motivated to makigs@ms and to take responsibility for those decisias the
main protectors of the woodlands resource. Thisgatzation redefined the asset structure in suotaaner
that ownership of the woodlands was transferratiédocal people. Through this transformation tbeegnment
secured better relationship with same people wihadt earlier thought to be a threat to forest omagimn and
sustainability.
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The CBFM initiative at Duru- Haitemba succeeded because there were the following things in placaj€lbe et
al., 2002:170):-

- Clearly defined boundaries;

- Congruence between appropriation and service dgl{peovision) rules and the local conditions;

- Good collective choice arrangements;

- Conflict resolution mechanisms;

- Clearly defined resource property rights;

- Villagers’ right to devise their own institutionsithhout being challenged by external government

authorities; and
- A common pool resource institution that was esghgld by the villagers.

Case 2: School Management Committees in Uganda (Prinsen & Titeca, 2008) and Tanzania(Masue, 2014)

School committees in Uganda and Tanzania are legadtablished to enable citizens at the local Eevel
participate in planning and implementing school isieas. In both countries, the composition of these
committees involves both community members andheac with the head teacher being the secretatiieof
school committee (in the Tanzanian school comnsjtela their study entitled: Yganda's decentralised primary
education: Musical chairs and inverted elite captur school management committees”; Prinsen & ditec
(2008) report that SMCs have at large managed to redbeelavels of embezzlement of school funds
considerably in recent years. As a result, the agerschool in 2001 received 80% of the funding wiistd
(Reinikka & Svensson, 2005). An analysis of 1508d6 which were part of Prinsen and Titeca's (90§18dy
indicates that the grants allocated by the cegvaérnment reached these schools by 100%, witopmoney
being embezzled on the way to the school. This &agp due to increased transparency, awareness pétple
and accountability.

Masue’s (2014) study entitled: “Empowerment of sdhoommittees and parents in Tanzania: Delineating
existence of opportunity, its use and impact orostlecisions” foundhat involvement of parents and school
committees in Tanzania has been achieved more angly in the operational issues such as constnuend
maintenance of school infrastructure, resource ridmrton and other fundamental aspects; than on
critical/strategic issues such as education pptayriculum and pedagogy. The main challengesatefaced
include poor democracy in the formation of schoommittees, particularly due to the school commgtee
attachment to the bureaucracy; and insufficienbhgparency particularly on the schools’ bank infaiora
However, evidence from the study still indicatetthimvolvement of school committees and parentsduacation
service delivery is superior to the top-down apphas in responding to the local preferences angriog the
sense of ownership.

Case 3: Userg/stakeholder representation in water resource management in South Africa and Zimbabwe
(Manzungu, 2002)

The experience drawn from Manzungu’s (2002) papethat stakeholder representation in water resource
management in South Africa and Zimbabwe faces #ectuges related to ‘identity’ of the users. Staeler
analysis in the water sector was weak; as a respltesentation of the actual water users wasxaateBecause
this, the process was captured by elites of varkinds. Regarding stakeholders is identity, whishan
important issue in stakeholder representation,kbtanallholder farmers in both South Africa and Zahtwve
appeared to be uncaptured in the new organizatiesgite their numerical superiority. Despite thet that the
black farmers were a stakeholder group that ne¢algatotect its interest by having and maintainitsyawn
identity first, they did not get this chance verglw Also, it was found that feedback meetings waod
conducted as required because there was oftbndget for such activities.

Case 4. Health Facility Governing Committeesin Tanzania (Frumence et al, 2014)

Tanzania decentralized her health systems in tl8®sl$ order to foster community participation ieatih
planning and delivery of health services. To thi#at, health facility governing committees (HFGGggre
established countrywide to enable communities gipete the health service delivery. HFGCs have been
established at all levels — the regional and distrospitals, health centres and dispensarieseirestly 2000s.
Membership to these committees is drawn from diffierstakeholders, among them includes community
members who basically receive health services fimse facilities, ward and village leaders andesgntatives

of health service providers for both profit and fpofit health facilities operating in the samecotahent area.
The committees are fundamentally responsible &sgiand facilitating the management teams in plagaind
managing community-based initiatives within theatahments areas among other things. This quaktativdy
which was conducted in Kongwa District in Centrainzania by Frumence, et al (2014) found that th&E§
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have led to improvement in health service delivpayticularly with regard to addressing communityaltie
needs at the grassroots levels more consistenttytiwé users’ preferences than it used to be \withcentralised
system of health service delivery; as captured frleenquote below (Frumence et al, 2014: 1130):

You can find that we as experts have planned certain things, but when you involve the committee members,
they can bring different perspectives, which will lead to better decisions based on communityneeds than
what we(as experts) thought. (Dispensary level FGD number 3, participant 4)

It was also found that HFGCs facilitated mobilipatiof resources to support the delivery of headttvises at
the facility level by encouraging /educating comityimembers to join the Community Health Fund (CHF)
and the generated funds can be used to purchags ana medical supplies for running health serdiglevery
at the health facility.

Case 5: User Participation Lead to Sense of Ownership for Rural Water Systems in Kenya (Marks & Davis,
2012)

In their paper entitled: “Does user participati@ad to sense of ownership for rural water systelfw@ence
from Kenya” based on a study that they conductedliing 1140 households in 50 rural Kenyan villages
examine sense of ownership for piped water systévterks and Davis (2012) inform that: 73% of the
households said they had prior awareness of therywadject before construction began, and that idextified
local actors (such as the water committee, villeggdents and others) as having had the higheseeéeaf
influence over decisions associated with servicevipion, tariff structure, and the amount of uprfro
contributions required of the service users. Inithaid 80% of water user committee members repothed
community members mobilized themselves without rexetlesupport to initiate the project that resuliedheir
water system’s installation (Peters & Davis, 157Phe scholars conclude that some, but not all, sype
participation enhance community members’ sensevoieoship for rural water projects.

6. A summary of important observations of user participation across the three periods

The trends of reforms in most of the SSA countrtes, achievements of the reforms were structurddraie
during both the SAPs and Capacity building reformniqus. Significant changes were achieved at thetstral
level while at the service delivery level the gtyalpublic services remained poor, with the citiz¢nsers)
lacking the opportunity to participate in decisimaking regarding the planning and delivery of pulsirvices.
Based on the insights drawn from the literature,fitst two eras of public sector reforms in theAJSAPs and
Capacity building) did not impact significantly aiser participation in public service delivery. Thegulted on
weak user participation, poor services and alienatif the users particularly the poor.

Table 1: Important observations on user participation (E@0date)

Status of user Impact on service

Reform period Key reform measures participation delivery and users
SAPs (1980s — 1990s) + Retrenchment Weak + Poor services
+ Freeze of recruitment + Informing + Exclusion of users
+ Privatization + Consulting

+ Cost sharing
+ Cutting of public expenditure

Capacity building (1990s — 2000s) + Staff training Weak + Poor services
+ Improvement of management systems Informing + Exclusion of users
and structures + Consulting

+ Pay reform
+ Improvement of office equipment and
retooling

Service improvement(2000 to date)  +Decentralization Fairly Strong + Inculcation of a
+ Formation of user groups /committees +collaboration sense of
ownership among
users
+ Responsiveness to
user preferences

As illustrated in table 1 above, it is during thérd wave of public sector reform the notion of uparticipation
gained a recognizable popularity. The degree ofigigation was fairly strong; which fostered indlus and
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responsiveness to the citizens’ needs. Despitatcheevements in user participation in public sexvdelivery,
there are some challenges which remain as the segepreconditions for its success. These include t
following:-

First, competence: the evidence from the TanzaamhUgandan school committees (Masue, 2014; Prifisen
Titeca, 2008) indicates that they are often fathegychallenge of competence due to lack of trainiAdso the
fact that these committees are somehow part obtineaucracy rather than the people at the grassteatls
there is more incentives to account for higher auities than to the service users. After all schimalchers
(bureaucrats) are members of the committees. Fon seasons, their capability to decide autonomoisly
constrained. This observation suggests that sadtiginuser participation requires competent indigidactors.
Capacity building and autonomy are critical factimseffective involvement of user participation.

Second, resource capability: In order for userigipgtion to be effective, individual members ofnomunity
and the community itself must have resources (firranto contribute to the public service deliveraad to
enable delivery of planned services to the citiz@rsers). Evidence from the case of users’ reptasen in
water resource management in South Africa and Ziwleahas shown that feedback meetings (which ang ver
important for the health of user organizations)eveot conducted as expected due to budget cortstrainthe
study on HFGCs in Tanzania (Frumence et al., 20d4cessful resource mobilization by the HFGCs leaiab
purchase of drugs and medical supplies at the héatility level. This particular experience undenes the
importance of resources particularly financial teses in ensuring meaningful user participationpirblic
service delivery.

Third, effective communication among the actorsisTi yet another challenge for effective useripigation in

the delivery of public services. There is a needsiakeholder/user organizations to disseminatectviely
information about important things in relation tmming and delivery of the services. Such infoioraimay
include but is not limited to: level of contributis, modality of contributing, important events sashmeetings
and where they are expected to take place, ruktseyulations and so on. The Duru-Haitemba CBFiiative
(Kajembe, Monela & Mvena, 2002) was successful bgeaamong other things, there was clear information
about the boundaries of the area to be protected.

Fourth, collective choice and action: Here it metireg members of the community/user group shouic e
shared vision that is well communicated to its merakand clearly agreed upon. Collective choice aitbn
can be achieved through involvement of every meraberach stage of decision making through a trarspa
dialogue. The one of the secrets behind the suafeSBFM initiative at Duru-Haitemba was collectiehoice
and action among the members of the local comnasmiti

Fifth, effective conflict resolution mechanisms:r@lact is always part of social life — in groupsramunities
and societies. Conflicts may rise for example dutatk of information regarding ‘rules of the gameivision

of responsibilities, role conflict, task ambiguitifferences in ways of thinking and inadequacyesfources.
The best way to resolve conflicts in a user gragmmmittee or community is through dialogue. Comdlicannot
simply be suppressed. Rather, they should be aglttde create harmony and understanding amongylarti
stakeholders through appropriate mechanisms as ave keen in the Duru-Haitemba CBFM initiative in
Tanzania.

Sixth, autonomy: This is another challenge whiatefasuccessful user participation in public serdielvery.
By autonomy here | mean freedom of choice; whetievidual users or their organizations are freedoide on
important issues surrounding the whole processlarining and delivering public services; for example
nature, scope and types of the services to beatetiy ability to spend resources and ability tdesetls of costs
to be shared to mention a few. All these have swnpdications to the effectiveness and sustainabdit user
participation in public service delivery. We hawes the bottlenecks of autonomy to the school cdtees in
Tanzania and Uganda brought about by the failuseparate the committees from the state bureaycadywe
have also learned some successful stories from-Baitemba CBFM and the case of rural water systems
Kenya where autonomy of the users has led to ssfideommunity participation.

7. Conclusion

The insights drawn from the theory and practiceigér participation indicate that there is a gapvbeh the
theory and practice of user participation in pulséevice delivery in Africa. This discrepancy canditributed
to (1) context variations between the African cowst (particularly culture) which is different frothat of the
developed countries where these theories originaad (2) the low socio-economic status of the osni
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countries has led to failure in the implementatigastern reform models such as privatization and- sloaring.
These two observations suggest that a transfegfinm policy or innovation should be accustomedtie
environment in which it is meant to be adopted.
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