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“...there is no technological fix, scientific method, or method
of philosophic inquiry for determining priorities. Of course,
the three Es-economists, ethicists, and epidemiologists – all
have valuable insights to contribute to the debate about
resource allocation and rationing, though none of them
can resolve our dilemmas for us”
(Rudolf Klein, 1993:311).
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Abstract
Background
During the 1990s, Tanzania, like many other developing countries, adopted health
sector reforms. The most common policy change under health sector reforms has
been decentralisation, which involves the transfer of power and authority from
the central levels to the local governments. However, while decentralisation of
health care planning and priority-setting in Tanzania gained currency in the last
decade, its performance has, so far, been less than satisfactory. In a five-year
EU-supported project, which started in 2006, ways of strengthening fairness
and accountability in priority-setting in district health management were studied through action research. As part of this overall project, this doctoral thesis
aims to analyse the existing health care organisation and management systems,
and explore the potential and challenges of implementing Accountability for
Reasonableness approach to priority setting in Tanzania.

Methods
A qualitative case study in Mbarali district formed the basis of exploring the
socio-political and institutional contexts within which health care decisionmaking takes place. The thesis also explores how the Accountability for
Reasonableness intervention was shaped, enabled and constrained by the
interaction between the contexts and mechanisms. Key informant interviews
were conducted with the Council Health Management Team, local government
officials, and other stakeholders, using a semi-structured interview guide.
Relevant documents were also gathered and group priority-setting processes
in the district were observed.

Main findings
The study revealed that, despite the obvious national rhetoric on decentralisation, actual practice in the district involved little community participation. The
findings showed that decentralisation, in whatever form, does not automatically
provide space for community engagement. The assumption that devolution
to local government promotes transparency, accountability and community
participation, is far from reality. In addition, the thesis found that while the
Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority setting was perceived to
be helpful in strengthening transparency, accountability, stakeholder engagement and fairness, integrating the innovation into the current district health
system was challenging.

vii

Conclusion
This thesis underscores the idea that greater involvement and accountability
among local actors may increase the legitimacy and fairness of priority-setting
decisions. A broader and more detailed analysis of health system elements, and
socio-cultural context, can lead to better prediction of the effects of the innovation, pinpoint stakeholders’ concerns, and thereby illuminate areas requiring
special attention in fostering sustainability. Additionally, the thesis stresses the
need to recognise and deal with power asymmetries among various actors in
priority-setting contexts.

viii

1. Introduction
Attempts to strengthen district-level planning and priority setting in Tanzania
mainly based on burden of disease measures, cost-effectiveness and related planning tools, have not achieved adequate and sustainable improvements (Makundi,
Mboera, Malebo, & Kitua, 2007; Mshana et al., 2007). National health policies
and guidelines promote more inclusive planning processes, but concrete involvement of stakeholders in the actual planning and priority-setting process is still
limited. This thesis seeks to analyse the existing health care organisation and
management systems in Tanzania and explore potential and challenges of implementing the Accountability for Reasonableness (A4R) framework to priority
setting in the context of resource poor settings, relatively weak organisations and
fragile democratic institutions.

1.1 Background to the study
Health care systems are faced with the challenge of resource scarcity and have
insufficient resources to respond to all health problems and target groups simultaneously. Health care competes for resources, along with other services, such
as education, water, food, just to mention a few. Hence, priority setting is an
inevitable aspect of every health system (Goold, 1996) - a phenomenon which has
more significant consequences in developing countries where there are relatively
limited resources and unmet basic needs (Kapiriri & Martin, 2007).
Priority setting, sometimes called rationing or resource allocation, has been
defined as the distribution of resources (e.g. money, clinicians’ time, beds, drugs)
among competing interests such as institutions, programs, people/patients, services, diseases (Gibson, 2005; McKneally, Dickens, Meslin, & Singer, 1997), and
is arguably one of the most important health policy issues of our time (Martin,
2007; Ham & Coulter, 2003; Klein & Williams, 2000). Loughlin (1996) defined
priority setting as the process by which decisions are made as to how to allocate
health service resources ethically. In this thesis, priority setting is defined as a
process of formulating systematic rules to decide on the distribution of limited
health care resources among competing programmes or patients.
Priority setting occurs simultaneously at the macro (health system), meso
(institutional) and micro (bedside) policy-making levels �������������������
(Martin, 2007; Martin, Walton, & Singer, 2003). At the highest level, governments make decisions
regarding prioritising health services in their annual budgets and at the lowest
level, clinicians and other professionals set priorities regarding which patient get
services first (Obermann & Tolley, 1997). Therefore, when one talks about health
care priority setting, one is in fact discussing the complex interaction of multiple
1

decisions, taken at various levels, about allocating scarce resources. Scarcity raises
questions of justice and efficiency: how should limited health care resources be
allocated? What health services should be publicly funded? How should indications for particular interventions be defined? (Sabik & Lie, 2008; Fleck, 2001;
Emanuel, 2000; Rawls, 1999).
The challenge of priority setting is relevant in both developing and developed
countries. Developed countries’ challenges are mainly caused by ageing populations, expensive medical equipment, and increasing public demand (Norheim,
2003). However, developing countries’ challenges are due to many factors, such
as the growing gap between basic health needs and available resources to satisfy
them, the lack of reliable information, few systematic and formal processes for
decision making, multiple obstacles to implementation such as inadequately developed social sectors, weak institutions and marked social inequalities (Kapiriri
& Martin, 2007; Bryant, 2000; Klein & Williams, 2000).
Insufficiency of resources is one of the problems of the Tanzanian health system
too and, as will be shown later, the Ministry of Health and Social Warfare has
become aware of the necessity of priority setting for this reason. Priority-setting
in Tanzania occurs implicitly, according to policy makers’ and clinicians’ judgements, but it is neither efficient nor ethically acceptable. Hence, one could argue
that taking steps toward explicit approaches to priority setting is a way towards
strengthening health systems. Having a clear understanding of the current state
of priority setting is a prerequisite for developing any explicit initiative towards
evidence-based priority setting.

1.2 Theoretical debates on priority setting
A number of approaches to priority setting that are grounded in many disciplines
have been suggested to support actual priority setting (see Table 1). Each approach
presents an alternative idea of what a good and successful priority-setting process
should consider and/or what a successful outcome would look like.
Table 1: Discipline-specific approaches to priority setting and their key values, (modified from
Sibbald, Singer, Upshur & Martin, 2009)
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Discipline

Key values

Evidence-based medicine

Effectiveness

Health economics

Efficiency and Equity

Philosophical approaches

Justice

Political science approaches

Democracy

Legal approaches

Reasonableness

1.2.1 Evidence-based medicine
EBM is often used by health care professionals in priority setting, and is predominantly concerned with the use of interventions with established effectiveness.
Sackett et al. (1996) defined EBM as the conscientious and judicious use of current best medicine from clinical care research, in the management of individual
patients. Rosenberg & Donald (1995) defined EBM as the process of systematically
finding, appraising, and using contemporaneous research findings as the basis
for clinical decisions. The practice of evidence-based medicine means integrating individual clinical expertise with the best available external clinical evidence
from systematic research. Individual clinical expertise refers to the proficiency
and judgement that individual clinicians acquire through clinical experience and
clinical practice (Sackett, Rosenberg, Gray, Haynes, & Richardson, 1996). EBM
dates back to the beginning of the 1970s (see for example, Cochrane, 1989) but
was institutionalised by the foundation of the Cochrane Collaboration in 1993. The
Cochrane Collaboration produces and disseminates systematic reviews of health
care interventions and promotes the search for evidence in the form of clinical
trials and other studies. EBM does not, however, consider contextual factors and
different values that play into, and are an essential part of, achieving successful
priority setting (Sibbald, Singer, Upshur, & Martin, 2009).

1.2.2 Health economics
Because of steep increases in health intervention costs in Western countries in the
1980s, economists proposed the use of cost-effectiveness analysis. The underlying
notion is that interventions should not only have established effectiveness, but
should also be worth the cost (Drummond & McGuire, 1997). Population health
should then be maximised by choosing interventions that give the best value for
money (most cost-effective). The World Bank promoted the concept in developing countries in 1993 (World Bank, 1993) and, more recently, the World Health
Organization has made such information available at the regional level through
the WHO-CHOICE project, e.g. on tuberculosis and HIV/AIDS control ��������
(Baltussen, Floyd, & Dye, 2005; Hogan, Baltussen, Hayashi, Lauer, & Salomon, 2005).
Efforts have also been made to apply these cost-effectiveness measures at the
country level. According to an economic approach, achieving successful priority
setting would focus on efficiency as the key value in decision-making. However,
economic approaches to priority setting do not take into account the nature of
the wider context within which decisions on priority setting actually take place.
Politicians, health care professionals, and local people may attach importance to
other factors besides efficiency.
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Also in the early 1990s, the World Bank expanded epidemiological mortality
measures to Burden of Disease (BOD) analysis (Murray & Lopez, 1996). Burden
of disease analysis measures ill-health in terms of morbidity and mortality to
indicate the most important disease areas in a country. Its proponents consider
BOD analysis as an important aid to priority setting, as they believe it guides
policy makers in targeting their interventions at the most important disease
areas. Burden of disease analysis has been applied in many developed and developing countries, including Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania in
East Africa; Algeria, Morocco and Tunis in Northern Africa, and India (Kapiriri,
Norheim, & Heggenhougen, 2003; Bobadilla, Cowley, Musgrove, & Saxenian,
1994). However, despite its intended usage as a supportive and functional tool,
studies in developing countries have shown that decision makers find the WHOCHOICE approach to be too opaque, requiring unavailable expertise, and in
conflict with local values (Kapiriri & Bondy, 2006; Kapiriri, Arnesen, & Norheim,
2004). Other authors have argued strongly against the use of the BOD concept
in priority setting in health care (see for example, Mooney & Wiseman, 2000).
According to these authors, using BOD calculations in setting priorities is likely
to lead to inefficient and inequitable resource use.

1.2.3 Philosophical approaches
Philosophical approaches to priority setting focus on meeting health needs justly
within limited resources (Beauchamp & Childress, 1994). However, disagreement
occurs because there is no consensus on what setting priorities ‘justly’ should
mean on the ground. Different philosophical theories argue for different distributive principles for the allocation of health care resources. For example, utilitarian
writers tend to focus on the greatest good for the greatest number, and egalitarian
theories emphasise need and equality of opportunity (Daniels,
��������������������������
1985)�����������
. Libertarian theories focus on individual choice (liberty or autonomy) and emphasise the
process by which resource allocation decisions are made (Englehardt, 1996).

1.2.4 Political science approaches
Political science approaches to priority-setting focus on the political forces that
interact to produce negotiated policy. According to Klein, priority setting is a
political process that involves pluralistic bargaining between different lobbies,
modified by shifting political judgements made in the light of changing pressures
(Klein, 1993). According to this approach, achieving success in priority setting
would focus profoundly on process and structure of decision-making. The process should promote reasoned, informed, and open argument, draw on a variety
of perspectives, and involve a plurality of interests. Priority setting is a form of
4

policy making; policies in health care ultimately affect front-line practices and
priority-setting decisions (Berry, Hubay, Soibelman, & Martin, 2007). Goddard
et al., (2006) argued that the context of policy making, and potential influences
of normative theories of public policy making, are relevant to understanding
successful priority setting. They argue that there can be value in exploring and
analysing priority setting using models of political economy to understand what
constitutes rational behaviour when decision makers operate within political and
institutional constraints.

1.2.5 Legal approaches
In some countries, the law sets a minimum standard for the ethical practise of
medicine. The law holds that a physician’s duty is to their patients, and physicians are expected to meet a reasonable standard of care (Sibbald, et al., 2009).
Similarly, hospitals or regions must act in the best interest of the community being
served. For example, in Norway, the Norwegian Patients’ Rights Act guarantees
the population equal access to necessary specialised care (Kapiriri, Norheim, &
Martin, 2007)����������������������������������������������������������������
. Additionally, international human rights documents have established the right to the highest attainable standards of mental and physical health
(The Commission on Human Rights, 2002). There remain, however, questions
as to what this entails in practice-what it requires in terms of the allocation of
health care resources, particularly in resource constrained settings. Successful
priority setting, according to a legal approach, would involve meeting minimum
requirements as set by relevant legislation. However, using solely a legal approach
would not be helpful in achieving successful priority setting, since it would only
provide a minimum standard (Sibbald, et al., 2009).

1.3 Empirical experience with priority setting
in developed countries
Early priority-setting efforts focused on the idea that it is possible to devise a rational priority-setting system to produce legitimate decisions, and assumed that
using the ‘right’ system would yield the ‘right’ results (Holm, 1998). Parallel to
this paradigm since the late 1980s, many governments have instituted transparent and explicit discussions about priorities for health care (Ham, 1997). One can
draw on the experiences of three developed countries (Norway, the Netherlands,
and Sweden) that have explicitly addressed the question of health care priorities.
Norway was the first country to attempt the principlist/values-based approach
(Norheim, 2000). In the context of increased demand for health care resources,
and the question of how to prioritise their use, the Norwegian government convened the Lønning Commission in 1985-the first body to set forth principles for
5

prioritisation and discuss their implementation (Norheim, 2003; Calltorp, 1999).
The commission was composed of health care experts as well as members of the
public, but no politicians were included. The commission decided to use severity
of disease as its guiding principle for prioritisation. Ten years later, Norway convened a second commission. This second commission acknowledged the need to
take into account potential effect and cost-effectiveness as secondary principles
to be balanced with severity and introduced four priority groups: core or fundamental services, supplementary services, low-priority services, and services with
no priority (Sabik & Lie, 2008).
In 1990, the Netherlands established the Committee on Choices in Health Care
(Dunning Committee), to discuss methods and principles for setting priorities.
The Dunning Committee outlined a framework intended to assist policy makers
to decide which services should be included in the basic health care package. Underpinning the Dutch approach was a belief that explicit priority setting, such as
the exclusion of certain services, was necessary if access to essential care was to
be guaranteed to all (Ham, 1997). The committee established four principles for
assessing competing claims on resources: necessity (is intervention necessary to
allow individuals to function in society?), effectiveness, efficiency, and individual
responsibility (could it be considered a matter of individual responsibility?).
These four criteria were to be used to determine which non-essential services
should be excluded from the national health services package. The individual
responsibility principle was meant to exclude services that could be easily paid
for by the individuals themselves, such as routine adult dental care. There was
also a strong focus on solidarity and an emphasis on approaching macro-level
decisions from the community’s point of view (Sabik & Lie, 2008).
In 1992, Sweden convened the Parliamentary Priorities Commission, which
was comprised of seven members of Parliament (representing the main political
parties) and nine expert advisors from areas such as clinical medicine, health
economics, health services management, law, and ethics ������������������������
(Calltorp, 1999)��������
. A discussion document was published in 1993, and a final report was issued in 1995
taking into account comments made on the discussion document. The commission proposed an ethical template as a basis of priority setting. Sweden placed
human dignity as the highest value (which emphasises that all people have the
same rights irrespective of their personal characteristics), followed by need (which
emphasises that resources should be devoted to those in greatest need) and solidarity (which emphasises that the most vulnerable groups should be given special
consideration), and then efficiency. Through this, the commission defined five
priority groups. This approach offered a way of thinking about priority setting
that could assist in decision-making, but many of the substantive issues were
6

left to the health authorities. It did not provide concrete recommendations for
change (Ham & Coulter, 2000), nor did it include a role for the public (Sabik & Lie,
2008). In 2001, Sweden created a National Centre for Priority Setting in Health
Care, which acts as a countrywide resource with both national and international
interfaces. It provides education, support, knowledge exchange, and consultation
services for the country’s county councils (Waldau, 2010).

1.4 Priority-setting experience in Africa
International experience with priority setting at the macro level in low and
middle-income countries is an area of growing research, and there has been a
recent increase in empirical studies describing priority setting in this context. In
the following section, the study draws on experiences from Uganda and Zambia.
In 1999, the Ugandan government developed the National Essential Health
Care Package (UNEHP). The Health Sector Strategic Plan (HSSP) outlines the
Minimum Health Care Package and how it will be delivered at the different levels
of each health care system (Kapiriri, Norheim & Martin, 2007). The minimum
package comprises of interventions that address the major causes of the burden
of disease and is the key determinant of how public funds and other essential
inputs are allocated (Ibid.). Districts and hospitals are required to set priorities
within this framework in collaboration with the ministry officials, as well as
national and international development partners. The key priority areas in the
package are: communicable disease control; integrated management of childhood
illness; sexual and reproductive health rights; other public health interventions;
and essential clinical care, including non-communicable diseases (Government
of Uganda, 1999). Burden of disease and cost-effectiveness were the key values
considered in the development of the UNEHP (Kapiriri, Norheim & Martin, 2007).
Since 1992, Zambia, like other developing countries, has embarked on a health
sector reform programme (Ministry of Health, 1992), in which decentralised
management of health services and financing reforms were introduced as a way
to ensure equity and accountability. Guided by the three pillars: accountability,
leadership, and partnership at all levels, the government introduced a bottom-up
approach for the priority setting of primary health care service provision (Ngulube,
Mdhluli & Gondwe, 2005). To facilitate priority setting, the Ministry of Health (in
1992) adopted an essential health care package of cost-effective interventions at
the frontline level, i.e., at the health centres, health posts and local communities.
Using these guidelines, priority setting with plans and budgets are made for each
district in Zambia annually, guided by the Ministry of Health’s national health
strategic plan (Ngulube, Mdhluli & Gondwe, 2005).
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1.5 Unsolved priority-setting challenges
As pointed out earlier (section 1.3), much of the early debate on priority setting was focused on government as an allocator of scarce health care resources,
involving the selection of health services, programmes or actions that would
be provided first, with the purpose of improving health and the distribution of
health resources. Ideally, priority setting was perceived as a technical process,
requiring the quantitative analysis of: the burden of diseases, premature mortality and disability losses, and the analysis of the cost-effectiveness of alternative
interventions to control the diseases that cause the largest health losses; plus
the selection of a package or list of interventions that can be delivered within
the available budget through the current health system (Ham, 1996; Bobadilla,
1996). In reality, priority setting is complex and difficult because the process is
frequently influenced by political, institutional and managerial factors that are not
considered by priority setting tools, such as burden of disease, cost-effectiveness
or Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYS).
At its core, priority setting involves choices among the full range of competing
values. However, values often conflict and people disagree about which values to
include and how to balance them (Klein, 1993). Daniels (1994) identified four key
problems that face decision makers in the context of scarce resources:
1. The fairness/best outcome problem: should one give all people a fair chance
at some benefit, or should one favour producing the best outcome with limited resources?
2. The priorities problem: how much priority should one give to the most
vulnerable or worst-off individuals or groups?
3. The aggregation problem: when should one allow an aggregation of modest
benefits to larger numbers of people to outweigh more significant benefits
to fewer people?
4. The democracy problem: when must we rely on a fair democratic process as
the only way to determine what constitutes a fair priority-setting outcome?
It is evident that priority-setting decisions are not cut and dried; they often go
beyond weighing options of varying efficiency, effectiveness and other factors
that may be demonstrated through research. These decisions sometimes involve
trade-offs for which there is no research base, and may lead to different outcomes
for different populations. Discipline-specific approaches, which focus on a single value, are inadequate to resolve disagreements about how to decide among
competing values in setting priorities.
8

1.6 Combining principles and fair decision-making
processes
In the absence of agreement about which values should ground priority-setting
decisions, there has been a shift in focus away from principles, towards the process of priority setting (Daniels & Sabin,2002; Klein & Williams, 2000; Martin &
Singer, 2000; Daniels & Sabin, 1998, 1997; Goold, 1996; Klein, 1993). Klein and
Williams (2000), for example, stressed the importance of getting the institutional
setting for the debate right, suggesting that the right process will produce socially
acceptable answers, and this is the best that can be hoped for. Daniels & Sabin
(2002, 1998, and 1997) have argued that since it is not possible to agree on the
correct approach to priority setting, or what constitutes the best priority-setting
outcomes, an appropriate approach to priority setting should focus on legitimacy
and fairness.
Legitimacy refers to the moral authority of institutional actors to make
priority-setting decisions. The legitimacy problem concerns not only who can
set priorities, but also under what conditions the resolution becomes legitimate
(Daniels, 2008). Legitimate decision-makers may act fairly or unfairly (Daniels &
Sabin, 2002; Rawls, 1999), but legitimacy can be achieved through a fair process
(Daniels & Sabin, 2002; Singer, Martin, Giacomini et al., 2000; Rawls, 1999).
Fairness refers to the moral acceptability of the priority-setting process. That is,
fair priority-setting decisions are made through a process that is, and is perceived
to be, morally acceptable, irrespective of outcome (Martin, 2007).

1.7 Accountability for Reasonableness: a framework for
improving fairness and legitimacy
Recognising both the difficulty that democratic societies have in achieving consensus on distributive principles for health care, and the need for legitimacy
of allocation decisions, Norman Daniels and James Sabin (2002) proposed a
framework for institutional decision-making, which they call “Accountability for
Reasonableness.” Central to the theory is the acceptance that people may justifiably disagree on what reasons are relevant to consider when priorities are set.
In order to narrow the scope of controversy, Accountability for Reasonableness
relies on “fair deliberative procedures that yield a range of acceptable answers”
and consists of four conditions: relevance, publicity, appeals/revision, and enforcement (see Box 1).
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Box 1: Four conditions of the A4R (modified from Daniels & Sabin, 2002; Daniels, 2008)
1. Relevance

The rationales for priority-setting decisions must be based on
evidence, reasons, and principles that fair-minded people can
agree are relevant to meeting health care needs fairly under
reasonable resource constraints.

2. Publicity

Priority-setting decisions, and the grounds for making them,
must be publicly accessible through various forms of active
communication outreach. Transparency should open decisions
and their rationales to scrutiny by all those affected by them, not
just the members of the decision-making group.

3. Appeals & revision

There must be a mechanism for challenge, including the processes for revising decisions and policies in response to new
evidence, individual considerations, and as lessons are learnt
from experience.

4. Enforcement/leadership & public regulation

Local systems and leaders must ensure that the above three
conditions are met.

Daniels and Sabin recognise that having a fair process does not eliminate all
controversy about priority-setting decisions. It does, however, narrow the scope
of controversy and provides the grounds on which disputes can be adjudicated.
The Accountability for Reasonableness framework specifies a number of
requirements for the organisational structures of decision-making health care
institutions, and provides limited guidance on the ways in which the conditions of
Accountability for Reasonableness should be implemented so as to achieve fair and
legitimate priority setting. Other scholars have recently questioned whether the
Accountability for Reasonableness framework’s four conditions are adequate to set
the necessary ground rules for a procedure that would ensure that priority-setting
decisions are reasonable, fair and legitimate (Rid, 2009; Lauridsen & LippertRasmussen, 2009; Friedman, 2008; Hasman & Holm, 2005). The framework
recognises that different tools, such as cost-effectiveness analyses and disease
burden measurements, are useful in the process but does not prescribe when or
how to use them. According to the Accountability for Reasonableness framework,
acting fairly towards all members of society is rational, not because it is the most
efficient and effective means of achieving health outcomes, but because fairness
in decision-making is itself a goal that it is rational to pursue in priority setting
(Daniels, 2008). However, it is clear that decision-makers consider both process
and outcome indicators as important measures of successful priority setting (Sibbald, Singer, Upshur & Martin, 2009; Kapiriri & Martin, 2009).
The Accountability for Reasonableness framework is only meant to set the
ground rules of the actual process of identifying priorities, but is not a formula
for identifying particular priorities (Gruskin & Daniels, 2008). Nevertheless, the
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Accountability for Reasonableness framework could be used as a tool to evaluate
present priority-setting practices, determine where they fall short, and design and
implement improvement strategies. Furthermore, Accountability for Reasonableness is not a complex management or technical framework to be practised
only by experts, and could be a relevant tool for ensuring that priority-setting
decisions are made transparently so that stakeholders, including the public, can
discuss and influence the process. Accountability for Reasonableness has, in its
simplicity, potentially much to offer in the current efforts to revitalise Primary
Health Care (PHC) based on the values expressed in the Alma Ata declaration
(WHO, 2008; 1978). The PHC concept rests on the principles of equity and community participation, with a focus on prevention, intersectoral collaboration, and
appropriate technology. PHC does not see specific outcomes in isolation but, like
Accountability for Reasonableness, tries to harness processes that can lead to
improvements in a range of them.
Based on experiences of power differences that influence participatory prioritysetting, Gibson, Martin and Singer (2005) propose a fifth condition of empowerment; the condition states that “...there should be efforts to minimise power
differences in the decision-making context and to optimise effective opportunities
for participation in priority setting” (Gibson, Martin & Singer, 2005). However,
as will be argued later in this thesis, while the empowerment aspect has not been
added to the Accountability for Reasonableness framework, there are reasons to
recognise and deal with unequal power asymmetries among the various actors
in various priority-setting contexts.

1.7.1 Accountability for Reasonableness framework
in developed countries
Accountability for Reasonableness was originally developed by examining the
decision-making process in the decentralised and private U.S. medical insurance
context. The field studies that informed the Accountability for Reasonableness
framework were done in settings with individual patients who were part of a
larger population for which there was a total health care budget: not-for-profit
Health Maintenance Organisations (HMOs); Medicaid programmes; and the U.S.
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) (Sabin, 2007). In the ten years since Daniels
and Sabin did the major fieldwork, however, the U.S. criticism against managed
care has led to fewer budgeted care systems (Ibid.). As a result, the framework
has had much more application outside of the U.S.-in countries like Canada,
England, New Zealand, Norway, and Sweden, where the principle of solidarity is
stronger, the entire population is insured, and the health system has an overall
budget (see for example, Lindstrom & Waldau, 2008; Walton, Martin, Peter,
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Pingle & Singer, 2007; Jansson, 2007; Martin, Reeleder, Keresztes & Singer,
2005; Rawlins, 2005; Gibson, Martin & Singer, 2004; Martin and Singer, 2004;
Martin, Giacomini & Singer, 2002).

1.7.2 Accountability for Reasonableness in low and
middle-income countries
A few empirical studies have used Accountability for Reasonableness as a conceptual framework to evaluate priority-setting and decision-making processes in such
settings, and they have shown that Accountability for Reasonableness can provide
useful guidance (see for example, Kapiriri & Martin, 2007; Kapiriri, Norheim &
Martin, 2007; Kapiriri & Martin, 2006; WHO, 2006). In 2006, WHO used Accountability for Reasonableness in a case study evaluating the decision-making
process used in Tanzania to develop a plan for scaling up ARTs. Decision-makers
considered the approach to be a plausible way of addressing important resource
allocation problems (WHO, 2006).
In 2003, Mexico embarked on a structural reform to improve health system
performance, by establishing the System of Social Protection in Health (SSPH),
which introduced new financial rules and incentives. The main innovation of the
reform has been the Seguro Popular (Popular Health Insurance), the insurancebased component of the SSPH, aimed at funding health care for all those families,
most of them poor, who had been previously excluded from social health insurance (Frenk, González-Pier, Gómez-Dantés, et al., 2006).
In addition to cost-effectiveness, decision-makers must (by law) take into
account the ethical and social acceptability of their decisions. Thus, decisions
to include new interventions through a more democratic and participatory process have required an exercise in priority setting that is not only evidence-based
but also equitable, transparent, and contestable (González-Pier, et al., 2006).
A process was constructed that involves considering inputs from clinical, economic, ethical, and social working groups, with full disclosure of the rationale
behind decisions. One unsolved difficulty was the problem posed by including
stakeholders with vested interests who act as lobbyists and who are not willing
to look for mutually justifiable decisions (Daniels, 2008). In a political culture
with little history of transparency, the selection of stakeholders to participate
poses particular difficulties (Ibid.).
In 2006, researchers from many institutions (the Primary Health Care Institute, the Institute of Development Studies, the University of Dar es Salaam, and
the National Institute for Medical Research in Tanzania, in collaboration with
research institutions from Europe) asked whether Accountability for Reasonableness, with its emphasis on openness, democratic process, and deliberation,
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could be relevant in Tanzania with its different cultural traditions and limited
resources. These researchers teamed with decision-makers in Mbarali District
and launched a five-year project: Response to Accountable Priority Setting for
Trust in Health Systems (REACT). The REACT project aimed at improving priority setting in health care institutions through implementing the Accountability
for Reasonableness framework in Mbarali District in Tanzania, Malindi District
in Kenya, and Kapiri Mposhi District in Zambia (Byskov et al., 2009).

1.8 The research problem which motivated this thesis
To my knowledge, in 2008, when I began my PhD studies, there had been little research on how decision-making bodies in Tanzania deliberate upon and
make actual priority-setting decisions in the health sector. In other words, little
attention had been paid to examining the institutional conditions within which
priority-setting decisions are made, i.e., what are the formal and informal rules
governing priority-setting decisions at the district level in the health sector in
Tanzania? Which stakeholders have been included or excluded in the priority setting process at the district level in the context of decentralisation? What interests
are they representing? What is the nature of relationship between stakeholders
and policy makers? What are the power asymmetries between all actors? Are
these asymmetries reduced or exacerbated by the institutional practices and the
rules of the game? What strategies can be used to reduce power asymmetries and
improve priority-setting practices?
Equally important, while the Accountability for Reasonableness framework
has surfaced as a guide to achieving a fair, ethical, and legitimate priority-setting
process, understanding of the processes and mechanisms underlying its impact
on trust, quality, equity and fairness has largely been theoretical. As a result, the
ability to draw scientifically-sound lessons from the framework has been limited.
Could this approach to priority setting apply in low-income countries with the
most dramatic resource allocation problems, relatively weak organisations and
democratic institutions? What are the contextual factors that could facilitate and
constrain the implementation of the framework? Given the growing popularity of
the Accountability for Reasonableness framework to priority setting, it is imperative that one understands what works, what does not work and why, and under
what circumstances. One must understand not just the outcome, but also the
mechanisms that trigger changes as well as the contextual factors that facilitate
or constrain the implementation of the framework. This thesis attempts to shed
light upon all of these important issues.
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2. Aims
2.1 General aim
The main aim of this thesis is to analyse the existing health care organisation
and management systems, and to explore the potential and challenges of implementing the Accountability for Reasonableness framework to improve prioritysetting in the context of resource-poor settings, weak organisations and fragile
democratic institutions.

2. 2 Specific objectives
The specific objectives are:
(i)

To examine the socio-political contexts which shape the priority-setting
process in Mbarali district, Tanzania (Paper I).

(ii) To assess the actual priority-setting process in Mbarali District, and evaluate it against the Accountability for Reasonableness framework (Paper
II).
(iii) To explore the ������������������������������������������������������������
acceptability and feasibility of the Accountability for Reasonableness framework from the perspectives of district health managers,
local government officials, the health workforce, and members of the user
boards and committees (Paper III).
(iv) To assess individual, organisational, and wider contextual factors influencing the adoption and implementation of the Accountability for
Reasonableness approach to priority-setting in Mbarali district, Tanzania
(Paper IV).

2.3 Broad research questions
Six broad research questions arose from the research objectives, and were as
follows:
• What are the socio-political factors that shape the decentralised health care
priority-setting process?
• What is the actual priority-setting process in Mbarali district through which
priorities are identified, negotiated, and included in the district plans?
• What are the power relations between stakeholders and decision makers in
Mbarali district?
• What are the perceptions of stakeholders in Mbarali District regarding the
relevance and feasibility of the Accountability for Reasonableness framework
in improving the district level priority-setting process?
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• What are the contextual factors that influence the adoption and implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention?
• What lessons, if any, can be learned from the experiences of Mbarali District
to create and implement an appropriate, fair, and transparent priority-setting
framework?
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3. Context, study design and methods
3.1 The study setting
The study was conducted in Mbarali district in the Mbeya region, Tanzania.
Mbarali district was selected by the REACT project because it was a ‘typical’ rural
district in Tanzania. Mbarali district has two divisions with 11 wards, 98 registered villages, 652 hamlets and 55,374 households. Based on the 2002 National
Population Census, the district had 234,101 people, of which 114,738 were males
and 119,363 were females, with an annual growth rate of 2.8 per cent (see table 2).
Table 2: Important demographic and health indicators
Indicators

National

Mbarali district

1

Total population

33,461,849

234,101

2

Growth rate

2.9%

2.8%

3

Fertility rates

4.6

4

4

Children <1 year

4.0%

4%

5

Children <5 years

21%

20%

6

Women: 15 – 49

18%

20%

7

Maternal mortality

578/100,000

247/100,000

8

Under-five mortality

112/1,000

104/1,000

Source: Tanzania Census report, 2002 & Demographic and Health Survey, 2004

The health care system in Mbarali district is based around government provision
of services, although there is also a growing private sector and non-governmental
organisation (NGO) providers. Public health care services are organised into a
variety of primary-level services, feeding into district level hospital. There are 37
dispensaries, 28 of which belong to the government and nine belong to private/
parastatal owners. There is one health centre and two hospitals, one of which
belongs to the government and the other to a religious institution (See Map 1).
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Map 1: Mbarali District (Source: Mbarali Comprehensive Council Health Plan, 2010/2011)

3.2 The context of priority setting in Tanzania
The United Republic of Tanzania is a union between Tanganyika and Zanzibar,
which was formed in April 1964. It is the largest country in East Africa, occupying an area of about 945,087 sq. km, and it has a common border with eight
neighbouring countries (see Map 2). Tanzania is classified by the UN as one of
the least developed countries in the world. The average national income (GNI)
per person was US$350 in 2006. About 25 per cent of Tanzanians were living
below the poverty line in 2007 (Household and Budget Survey, 2007).
Mainland Tanzania is divided into 21 administrative regions and 113 districts
with 133 Councils. In Tanzania, most people live in hamlets or villages. For administrative purposes, these are grouped together as ‘wards’, each with a population
of 8-12,000 people. In urban areas these communities can be continuous, with
the boundary being just a line on a map. Rural communities are more spread
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out and, in places, even the different villages that make up a ward can be many
hours walk from each other.
Primary health care (PHC) services form the base of the pyramidal structure
of health care services with a number of dispensaries, health centres, and one
district hospital, at the district level. People’s health care needs in a ward are
usually served by a village dispensary. Four or five wards, together, will form a
division. This population of 40-60,000 people will be served by a health centre.
Health centres have in-patient facilities, larger outpatient departments, very basic
laboratory facilities and more senior medical staff. Four or five divisions form a
district with a district hospital, whilst four or five districts make up a region. The
first time one would usually meet a graduate doctor in the Tanzanian system is
in a district hospital. Even at this level, there is often only one doctor who may
double up as the District Medical Officer (with a variety of administrative and
planning functions). Primary Health Care was adopted as a guiding framework
in the late 1970s, and is still a point of reference in the health sector as also seen
in the names of organisations and committees.

Map 2: Tanzania (Source: the CIA World Fact book 2011)
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3.3 Local government and health sector reforms in Tanzania
The health sector is guided by national policy. The National Strategy for Growth
and Reduction of Poverty (NSGRP), known in Kiswahili as Mkakati wa Kukuza
Uchumi na Kupunguza Umaskini Tanzania (MKUKUTA) provides the overall
direction for the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).
The 1982 Local Government Authorities Act (revised in 2000), provided by article 146 (1) of the Constitution of the United Republic of Tanzania, was created
to transfer authority and resources to people at the lower level of government to
give them wider opportunities to participate in the planning, implementation and
evaluation of development projects within their respective areas (URT, 2005).
Implementation of these reforms is guided by the Local Government Reform
Programme (LGRP), which started in 1996 to speed up, among other things,
political, financial, and administrative accountability at district level. The programme also sought to improve transparency in local government transactions,
and bring public services to the grassroots level (URT, 1998).
Responding to these general reforms, the Ministry of Health (MoH), supported
by major development partners, adopted health sector reforms (HSRs) in the early
1990s. Health reforms are defined as institutionalised changes in the way health services (curative, preventive, promotive and rehabilitative) are produced and financed.
These reforms represent significant organisational, managerial, and financial changes
to health care planning and service delivery. The most common institutional change
under HSRs has been decentralisation, which involves the transfer of resources, decision-making, planning and management of health services from the central Ministry
of Health to regional and local authorities. This reallocation of authority and resources
is a major political issue affecting the internal power relationships within the public
sector, and increasing the access of social groups to the decision-making process. Donor communities in particular have often insisted on decentralisation of health care
systems as a mechanism to encourage quality and sustainability of health services,
as well as the availability of timely resources at local levels by reducing bureaucracy.
As part of the reform programmes, the Ministry of Health (currently the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare MoHSW) developed guidelines for district level
planning and budgeting. The planning guidelines called for partnership in the
process of setting priorities. The partners who were identified as relevant were
the Council Health Management Team (CHMT)1, the local government authority,
1

The CHMT consists of: the District Medical Officer (chairperson), District Nursing Officer, District
Laboratory Technician, District Health Officer, District Pharmacist, District Dental Officer and District
Health Secretary (secretary to the team). Others co-opted members of the CHMT may include: Reproductive
and Child Health Coordinator, Tuberculosis and Leprosy Coordinator, Malaria Focal Person, Aids
Coordinator, and Cold Chain Operator who are invited in the CHMT meetings as the need arise.
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health facility managers, health facility committees and boards, NGOs, private
service providers, and the communities. Partnership was also to be promoted
and strengthened with non-health-sector partners or actors who might have had
a role to play in health issues. By bringing the decision-making processes closer
to the people at the grassroots level, decentralised planning and priority setting
was thought to facilitate sensitivity to local priorities, provide space for public
involvement, and improve the flexibility, efficiency and accountability of resource
use (Ministry of Health, 1998; 1996). It was assumed that local governments
were better positioned to respond to the people’s needs, and that district health
priorities could reflect real community priorities.
In order to ensure that the district health plans are in line with the national
strategies in health, in 2000 the MoH developed the National Package of Essential Health Interventions as a way of ensuring that the highest priority services
are fully supported. Burden of disease, efficiency, effectiveness, and equity were
the main principles guiding the selection of the priority areas. Based on these
principles, six broad priority areas were identified: reproductive and child health,
communicable disease control, non-communicable disease control, treatment of
other common disease of local priorities within the district, community health
promotion and disease prevention, and management support (MoH, 2000).
Table 3 illustrates six broad priority areas included in the National Package of
Essential Health Interventions.
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Table 3: Priority areas contained in the National Package of Essential Health Interventions
Priority Area

Disease control and other activities to be implemented

1

Reproductive and child
health

– Antenatal care, obstetric care, post natal care, family
planning, integrated management of childhood illness, immunisation, post abortion care, nutritional deficiencies

2

Communicable diseases
control

– Malaria, TB/leprosy, HIV/AIDS, epidemics (cholera, meningitis, yellow fever, measles, polio)

3

Non-communicable
disease control

– Acute, chronic respiratory, cardiovascular disease, neoplasm/cancer, injuries/trauma, mental health, drug abuse,
anaemia and nutritional deficiencies

4

Treatment of other common disease of local priorities within the district

– Eye disease, oral condition, skin disease, schistosomiasis,
plague, relapsing fever

5

Community health
promotion

– Health communication for behaviour change; water, hygiene & sanitation; school health promotion, food control
& hygiene, occupational health & safety, enforcement of
by-laws and regulations related to health.

6

Strengthen organisational structures and
institutional capacities at
all levels

– Council Health Service Board and Health Facility Governing Committees functions, utilities management, health
management information system, capacity development
for human resources, public and private collaboration and
supportive supervision and inspection.

The National Package of Essential Health Interventions is meant to facilitate a
co-ordinated and integrated approach to planning in the district. In addition,
at least theoretically, the framework means a move towards a tighter planning
approach, ensuring scientific and epidemiological evidence are translated into
action at the community level.
Based on this national framework, all districts produce an annual Comprehensive Council Health Plan (CCHP), which incorporates all activities of the District
Health Services, and all sources of funding at the council level (government funds,
locally-generated funds, local donor funds, etc.). It is, however, imperative to note
that the national framework does not completely deprive the districts, health
facilities, and the communities of the authority to set priorities, but it provides
them with a framework within which to set their priorities.
The CCHP is produced by the CHMT with input, at least theoretically, from the
health facilities, non-state actors and other co-opted members. It is approved by
the Council Health Services Board (CHSB), which consists of community representatives, officers from other departments, and representatives from the private
sector. The final plan is approved at the Full Council Meeting. The Regional Secretariat (Regional Health Management Team) approves the CCHP and forwards
it to national level. The PMO-RALG, together with the MOHSW, assesses the
CCHPs and must give its final approval before funds can be disbursed to the LGAs.
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Further, in the 2009-2010 planning cycle, the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare further devolved decision-making to the facility level (e.g. health centres and
dispensaries) by requiring that planning and budgeting should be done at each
individual facility with the active involvement of the community. In the future,
further decentralisation will give more responsibilities to the health facilities to
plan and manage health activities, in collaboration with communities and village
governments.

3.4 District health care financing systems in Tanzania
The per capita expenditure on health in Tanzania was US$ 9 in 2007. The health
sector receives about 11 percent of total government spending. However, the share
of health sector budget that goes to the district authorities is usually less than 40
percent (URT, 2008). This implies that financial decentralisation as a measure
to ensure sufficient budget for district authorities and implementation of decentralisation by devolution is yet to be adequately implemented in the health sector.
The funding of health services at district level in Tanzania is fragmented and
unpredictable (see Table 4). There are at least five different sources. Health block
grant and health basket funding from central government which are the major
source of health financing at district level, followed by cost sharing, Council’s own
funds, and other sources �������������������������������������������������������
(URT, 2008)��������������������������������������������
. The health block grant consists nearly exclusively of personal emoluments, leaving small amounts for other charges (OC).
The Health Basket Fund, Council funds and locally generated funds (Community
Health Fund (CHF), National Health Insurance Fund (NHIF), cost sharing) are
the major sources of funding for other charges.
Other sources of funds are vertical programme or NGO allocations support for
the running of health services, but CHMTs do not have a full insight into funds
that can be expected from all different sources, and may not utilise available options for resource mobilisation, e.g. from local government authorities (Koot &
Kilima, 2009).
Payment for health services (cost sharing) has existed for about 15 years. District councils may determine the level of the fees, and village governments may
grant waivers for the poor, but should reimburse health facilities for services
rendered. In addition, many waivers of payment are determined nationally, e.g.
treatment for children under five, vaccinations, ANC, deliveries, TB treatment,
services for the elderly. The Community Health Fund was created to offer patients
free access to health care. The enrolment is less than five percent of the district
population, and members often do not subscribe for longer than a year, because
they do not experience any real benefit from it, mostly because medicines are often
not available (Koot & Kilima, 2009). A recent study in Tanzania has shown that
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success or failure of the CHF is largely dependent on commitment from district
and health facility managers for proper management of the scheme (Kamuzora
& Gilson, 2007).
Table 4: Sources of funds for Comprehensive Council Health Plans
Financial Year

Source of Fund

Amount (TShs)

%

2009/2010

Block grant

1,734,399,380

61.1

Basket Fund

481,997,000

16.9

Received in kind

199,345,805

7.0

25,168,416

0.8

243,000,000

8.5

Vertical Programmes
Health Sector Development Grant
Cost Sharing

51,274,052

1.8

Walter Reed (NGO)

56,000,000

1.9

National Aids Control Programme

50,000,000

1.7

Tanzania Food Drug Association
Community Health Fund
National Health Insurance Fund
Council Own Sources
2010/2011

0

0.0

1,190,000

0.4

27,024,028

0.9

20,000,000

0.7

Total

2,838,124,629

100

Block grant

1, 472,940,640

48.3

495,263,100

16.2

246,000,000

8.0

Basket Fund
Received in kind
Vertical Programmes

371,268,161

12.1

Health Sector Development Grant

223,647,000

7.3

Cost Sharing

60,000,000

1.9

Walter Reed (NGO)

63,000,000

2.0

National Aids Control Programme

50,000,000

1.6

Tanzania Food Drug Association

8,000,000

0.2

Community Health Fund

2,500,000

0.1

National Health Insurance Fund

37,000,000

1.2

Council Own Sources

18,000,000

0.5

3,047,618,901

100

Total
Source: Mbarali Comprehensive Council Health Plan-2009/2010 & 2010/2011
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3.5 The REACT project in Tanzania
REACT is a five-year European Union-funded project aimed at testing the application and effects of the Accountability for Reasonableness framework in
Mbarali District, Tanzania. The REACT research process set out to implement
an intervention, the Accountability for Reasonableness, and is a scientific assessment of the intervention process as well as an evaluation of the applicability of its
conditions to priority setting and its subsequent effects on health systems (Byskov
et al., 2009). A preliminary phase of the implementation of the Accountability
for Reasonableness framework in the district began in 2006, involving gathering
baseline data, consultation and planning. The full application of Accountability
for Reasonableness began in 2008, and the project ended in December 2010.
However, the actual implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness
intervention fell short of the initial plan. A delay in funding disbursements delayed
part of the implementation process. With time, and as circumstances dictated,
the plan to monitor and evaluate service domains such as malaria, HIV/AIDS,
emergency obstetric care, and generalised care were dropped, and the focus
remained merely on monitoring the priority-setting process and management
changes within the CHMT and at the district hospital.

3.6 The causal theories in the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention
The implementation of Accountability for Reasonableness conditions is expected
to lead to increased fairness in priority setting. Stakeholder engagement and
publicity is supposed to offer staff and members of the community better access
to information on decisions that pertain to them, and better opportunities to
express their consent or opposition; this should lead to more responsive and fair
management. The assumed mechanism that connects fair priority setting (the
output) to increased organisational trust, quality, and equity (the outcome) is
increased perceived fairness (see Figure 1). Engaging stakeholders should also
lead to improved public trust and confidence in the healthcare system. In addition, transparency and appeals may lead to more widely shared and supported
decisions which, in turn, should lead to higher ownership. The end result should
be more attention paid to ensuring correct implementation of decisions through
adequate budget allocations, working conditions, training, etc.
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Figure 1: Linking intervention, outpt, mechamisms and outcome within REACT (adopted from
Marchal, 2007)

3.7 The overall research process and strategy
The project applied Accountability for Reasonableness through participatory and
interdisciplinary action research design. Action research is research conducted in
partnership with members of the community with the specific purpose of bringing
about structural change. Action research aims to contribute both to the practical
concerns of people in an immediate problematic situation and to further the goals
of social science simultaneously (Robson, 2002). The application of Accountability
for Reasonableness includes: describing existing priority-setting practices in the
district, evaluating the description using Accountability for Reasonableness , and
implementing improvement strategies in a continuous process to address gaps
in Accountability for Reasonableness conditions (Martin, et al., 2003).
Before engaging in the change process, it was indispensable for the researchers
to understand the organisation and its priority-setting practices. This involved
capturing current priority-setting contexts, the people involved, existing external
influences, the tools used, the values, evidence that guides the decisions, and
the overall priority-setting process. The researchers generated the knowledge
necessary to transform priority-setting practices and incorporate the resulting
Accountability for Reasonableness conditions into practice. The second step
involved identifying the good practices and opportunities for improvement in
current practices and the facilitation of Accountability for Reasonableness in
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the priority-setting process through enhancing the knowledge and capacity of
context-specific leaders to implement fair processes.
To meet its goals, the REACT intervention employed three overlapping strategies: (i) active collaboration with district health decision-makers, (ii) sensitisation
workshops with stakeholders, and (iii) the presence of a project focal person in
the district to facilitate the implementation process.
First, the process of change in the district was carried out by the CHMT with support from an Action Research Team (ART). The role of the CHMT was to introduce
the application of Accountability for Reasonableness conditions during the annual
planning and priority setting at the district level, and in day-to-day decision-making
processes that concern prioritisation within tight resource limits. The ART comprised four members of the CHMT and two researchers from research and academic
institutions. The two researchers were from the Primary Health Care Institute
(PHCI) in Iringa and the Institute of Development Studies, University of Dar es
Salaam. The ART, with the support from the rest of the research team members,
carried out action research. The relevant results from the baseline and monitoring were communicated to the CHMT through the ART. The ART team conducted
meetings once every two months to discuss and review the implementation of Accountability for Reasonableness in the district. Additionally, the researchers held
meetings with the CHMT every six months to discuss and review the application
of Accountability for Reasonableness conditions in the district. Furthermore, all
collaborating research institutions held annual workshops to review and discuss
the experiences of implementing the intervention in the study districts.
Second, throughout the project period, there was close collaboration between
ART members and other actors to ensure effective implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness approach. To get the project underway, ART
members organised sensitisation workshops at the district level to generate
enthusiasm not only for the Accountability for Reasonableness framework but
also for the concept of decentralised health care planning and priority setting.
Stakeholders who have been sensitised about Accountability for Reasonableness
conditions include: the Regional Health Management Team (RHMT), the Regional
Secretariat, the District Health Forum (heads of health facilities), councillors
(political leaders), the Chairperson of Health Facility Governing Committees,
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), faith-based organisations (FBOs),
community-based organisations (CBOs), heads of department, and the media.
However, while different stakeholders in the district had been sensitised to Accountability for Reasonableness conditions, the initial focuses for the application
of the framework were the CHMTs and their main collaborators, with the aim
of increasingly including health facilities, communities and other stakeholders.
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Third, based on the request of district health managers to have a person stationed
in the district, in November 2008 the REACT project recruited a full-time focal
person based in the district to observe and facilitate the implementation of Accountability for Reasonableness. The role of the focal person included documenting events related to the implementation of Accountability for Reasonableness
in the district, attending CHMT management meetings to observe the actual
application of Accountability for Reasonableness in day-to-day decision-making
processes, and coaching CHMT members in the Accountability for Reasonableness concepts and their application. It was also necessary for them to capture the
reactions of different stakeholders to the implementation of the Accountability
for Reasonableness framework in the district. Figure 2 illustrates the structures
and relationships between the key actors in the implementation of Accountability
for Reasonableness in Mbarali district.

Project research collaborating institutions

Country Research Project Team

Action Research Team

Project focal
person

Council Health Management Team

Planning & priority setting at the district

Community

Figure 2: Diagrammatic presentation of relationships between key actors in the implementation of Accountability for Reasonableness in Tanzania
27

3.8 My role in the implementation of the A4R
intervention in Tanzania
When I joined the Institute of Development Studies, University of Dar es Salaam,
in 2007, I became aware of the REACT project, which by then was in its first year
of implementation. The Institute of Development Studies was one of the research
institutions in Tanzania with the mandate of implementing the Accountability for
Reasonableness approach to priority setting in Mbarali district. Having interests
in health policy and implementation research, I joined the REACT project as an
associated PhD research student. I became an independent researcher during the
entire period of the project implementation while maintaining a close link with the
Action Research Team and other institutions participating in the implementation
of the project (see Box 2 for a list of participating institutions).
I participated in all country and international meetings related to the implementation of the project as a way of generating more insight, providing feedback
of my research findings to facilitate the implementation and integration of the
intervention. I provided formative feedback to the project implementation group
both formally and through informal discussions. Once a year I presented my
findings during annual workshops. In addition to the baseline and project implementation data, I gathered other data relevant to my research questions (see
table 5 below). Therefore, this thesis partly consists of investigation of its own,
with the aim of examining existing organisational and health care management
systems at the district level.
Box 2: REACT project participating institutions
Institution

Country

1 DBL-Centre for Health Research and Development

Denmark

2 Centre for International Health (CIH), University of Bergen

Norway

3 Umea International School of Public Health (UISPH)

Sweden

4 Institute of Tropical Medicine (ITM)

Belgium

5 Institute of Development Studies at the University of Dar es Salaam (IDS)

Tanzania

6 National Institute for Medical Research (NIMR)

Tanzania

7 Primary Health Care Institute (PHCI), Iringa

Tanzania

8 Centre for Public Health Research (CPHR) of Kenya Medical Research Institute Kenya
9 Institute of Anthropology, Gender and African Studies (IAGAS)
10 Department of Community Medicine (DCM), University of Zambia
11 Institute of Economic and Social Research (INESOR)
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Kenya
Zambia
Zambia

3.9 The overall study design
The thesis adopted a qualitative case study methodology, i.e., an empirical inquiry
that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context (Yin,
2003; 1994). Case studies are structured, yet flexible approaches are used to
describe institutions and their actions. This approach was considered appropriate for this study because priority setting in healthcare institutions is complex,
context dependent, and involves social processes. The use of this approach also
made it possible to understand the social settings of health priority-setting. Table
5 summarises the overall study design.
To achieve the objectives of this thesis, the study was designed and implemented
in two phases: the baseline study and the project implementation study. The
first phase aimed to document the actual priority-setting practices in Mbarali
district. The second phase aimed to document the experiences of implementing
the Accountability for Reasonableness approach in Mbarali district, Tanzania.
Table 5: Qualitative case study approach and data sources
Study

Objective

Data from the
REACT project

My own data set Total

Phase
one

Examine the socio-political
contexts which shape
priority-setting process in
Mbarali district (Paper I)

- 16 interviews

- 15 interviews

- 31 interviews

- One FGD with
CHMT

- Document
analysis

- One FGD

Describe the actual priority
setting practices in Mbarali
district (Paper II)
Phase
two

- Two reports
-Two observation reports

Assess perceptions of
- Observation
stakeholders on A4R apreports
proach to priority setting in
Mbarali district (Paper III)
- Minutes of
CHMT and ART
Explore contextual factors
meetings
influencing adoption and
implementation of A4R
intervention in Mbarali
district (Paper IV)

- Document
analysis
- 20 interviews

- 20 interviews

- Document
analysis

- Observation
reports
- Minutes
- Document
analysis

3.10 Framework for analysing priority setting (Phase I)
In the analysis of priority setting, the understating of the term policy is essential.
Hogwood and Gunn (1984) define policy as a set of interrelated decisions taken
by political actors or groups of actors concerning social goals and the means of
achieving them. Thus institutions, their ideas and interests explain why policies
change or remain the same. Hogwood and Gunn (1984) have pointed out that,
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through policy analysis, one seeks to find out how policies are made, who the actors
are, whether a policy has achieved its objectives, and if it should be maintained or
replaced. Thus the analysis of the priority-setting process has a great importance
in understanding how the policy makers set objectives and make decisions on
different health priorities, and how actions are taken to implement the priorities.
Thus, to guide the baseline study, the thesis adopted Walt and Gilson’s (1994)
policy analysis framework. The Walt and Gilson framework recognises that
the health policy process involves four elements: the content of policy and/or
programme, the actors involved, the processes contingent on developing sector
priorities and implementing programmes, as well as the context within which
the priorities or programmes are developed (Walt & Gilson, 1994) (seeFigure 3).

CONTEXT
CONTEXT

ACTORS
ACTORS
– •individuals
individuals
–•groups
groups
– •organizations
organizations

CONTENT
CONTENT

PROCESS
PROCESS

Figure 3: Policy analysis framework (adopted from Walt & Gilson, 1994)

This framework was used not as a methodological tool, but as a conceptual list to
identify and organise possible analytical issues (content, process, contexts and
actors) affecting policy implementation and the interrelations between these
factors (Buse, 2007; Lee, Buse & Fustukian, 2002). Using this framework, the
content of district health plans was reviewed. The priority-setting context was assessed and the actors involved in district level priority setting were identified. The
process of policy formulation and implementation was then examined, focusing
on priority-setting procedures and power relations exercised during the process.
The study was guided by the assumption that actors such as the district health
management team directly influence the form that any policy implementation
takes within the routine practices of health care delivery through their actions
(Gilson & Erasmus, 2008). Actors’ views and behaviours are, in turn, influenced
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by the institutional contexts and informal norms and values in which they work.
Values conflict and there is no consensus on their application. They do not
only include those medically and otherwise technically-defined such as burden
of disease or cost-effectiveness but also include the values of local people and
institutions involved in priority setting (Kapiriri & Martin, 2007). The different
weighting given to the values of quality and equity, which differs between actors,
is just one example.
However, the degree to which actors are able to influence priority-setting
depends on, amongst other things, their perceived or actual power (Buse, Mays
& Walt, 2005). Power differences exist when some actors are better positioned
than others to influence priority-setting decisions, and may have the effect of
pre-determining the considerations that inform the priority setting and hence
undermine the overall legitimacy and fairness of the process (Gibson, Martin &
Singer, 2005). Power differences in priority setting may be characterised by a
mixture of individual wealth, professional status, access to knowledge, authority,
or sex, but it is strongly tied up with the organisation and structure within which
the individual actors work and live (Buse, et al, op.cit., 2005). Priority setting
is also influenced by institutional contexts. Institutional contexts increase the
predictability of the decision-making process by setting rules that govern the
actors, allowable actions and strategies, authorised results and linkages among
decisions (Heywood, 2000).

3.10 Analytical framework for evaluating the
implementation of the A4R intervention (Phase II)
The second phase of the study was guided by the idea that innovations in health
care are often characterised by complexity and unclear boundaries, pertaining
both to the elements of the innovation and the organisational structure required
for full implementation. The Accountability for Reasonableness framework
typically aims to positively influence priority-setting practices that, in turn, are
determined by a diverse range of actors. In the first place, in its decision-making
processes, the district health decision makers deal with many different actors.
Secondly, multiple agendas need to be balanced in the planning and prioritysetting process in the district, such as: health vs. other priorities, hospitals vs.
front line, horizontal care vs. vertical programmes, local vs. national priorities,
curative care vs. prevention and promotion. The district priority-setting decisions are guided by protocols and planning guidelines which come from central
government. In addition, decisions are also influenced by the cultural norms and
values of the actors involved.
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Interventions of this type are generally complex and dynamic, often evolving
in response to local circumstances, target group engagement and other events
beyond the control of the implementers, and which can adversely (or otherwise)
affect the impact of the intervention (Judge & Bauld, 2001). Pawson and Tilley
have advocated the use of realist evaluation study designs that are capable of
dealing with these issues (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Realist evaluation aims at
providing information to decision-makers and researchers to judge whether the
lesson learnt could be applied elsewhere (Pawson, 2006).
Ray Pawson (2006) identifies four layers of contextual factors that shape the
implementation of the social programmes; these include: the individual capabilities of the key actors; the interpersonal relationships supporting the intervention,
including lines of communications in the organisation; the institutional settings
(culture, informal rules, routines); and the national contexts (national policies,
rules, guidelines) (see Figure 4). In line with this understanding, this thesis aims to
depict how various contexts have facilitated or constrained the implementation of
the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention in Mbarali district, Tanzania.
Nationalpolicies, rules & guidelines
District level institutional contexts
Relationships with intervention implements
CHTM’s motivation, interests
A4R conditions (mechanisms)

Figure 4: Interaction between mechanisms of the intervention and different layers of contexts
(modified from Pawson 2006: 32)

3. 11 Sampling techniques
In order to cover a wide range of views of different cadres, the study used purposive sampling techniques to select key informants. Participants were purposefully
selected by virtue of the positions they held either in the district administrative
office, in the CHMT, the health facilities, or in the community. At the health fa32

cility level, committee members at the district hospital and health centres were
interviewed. At the district level, members of the CHMT and Council Health
Services Board (CHSB) were interviewed. Other individuals interviewed included
the District Executive Director (DED), District Planning Officer (DPO), District
Administrative Secretary (DAS), and councillors. Purposive sampling was also
used to enable interviews with private service providers, including NGOs and
faith-based organisations (FBOs). Participants were interviewed until ‘saturation’ was reached, meaning that no new information relevant to the study was
indentified in successive interviews (see Table 6 for a list of respondents).

3.12 Data collection techniques
The thesis used four sources of data: documentary reviews, non-participant observation, interviews with key informants directly and indirectly involved in the
priority-setting process, and focus group discussion with members of the CHMT.
The first method was a review of relevant records. The documents reviewed
included: the Comprehensive Council Health Planning Guidelines, which guide
the planning process at the district level; the National Package of Essential
Health Interventions in Tanzania, which outlines the national health priorities
to be included in the district plans; guidelines for the Establishment of Council
Health Boards and Committees, which outline the roles and functions of various
health care committees; districts’ annual implementation reports, and minutes of
the CHMT. These were all public documents, were available at the DMO’s office,
and provided a perspective on the overarching regulations and guidelines from
the national government that affect decision-making at the district level. I also
reviewed published and unpublished articles and reports on the priority-setting
process in Tanzania, as well as REACT project implementation documents (reports, minutes).
Secondly, planning meetings were observed by the REACT project focal person
to get more insight on the planning and priority-setting processes. Decisions
about what to observe were based on an expectation that these data would make
a significant contribution to the themes being explored. The participants were
aware of the reasons for observing their meetings and, after having provided a
brief introduction, no further contribution was made to the meeting. Observation
of the planning meetings provided information about the actual participants and
the information being used, as well as the power dynamics.
Finally, interviews and a focus group discussion were conducted with key
informants directly and indirectly involved in the priority-setting process. An
interview guide was developed to guide semi-structured interviews with individuals and the focus group discussion. Walt & Gilson’s (1994) framework for health
33

policy analysis and the Accountability for Reasonableness framework were used
as guides for developing interview questions. Questions were grouped according
to the type of information that was required about the four areas of policy analysis
(process, actors, content and context), as well as the four conditions of the Accountability for Reasonableness approach. Consistent with qualitative research
methods, an open stance was maintained, probing into emerging themes and
seeking clarification when necessary. The flexible structure allowed conversations to flow freely into the areas in which interviewees were most knowledgeable
and willing to go. This helped to deepen the inquiry and understanding of the
discussion. Interviews with key informants were carried out from October 2006
to February 2007, and between June and August 2008. Additional interviews
on the implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention
were conducted between January and February 2010. All interviews and focus
group discussions, each of which lasted approximately one hour, were carried
out at the respondents’ workplaces. Interviews and the focus group discussions
were also audio taped and transcribed to minimise potential misreporting of the
participants’ responses.
Table 6: Categories of respondents
Designation and responsibility

Number interviewed
Phase one

1

Members of CHMT

2

Phase two

10

7

Local government officials

6

2

3

Members of user committees and boards

8

3

4

Member of NGOs (advocacy group)

2

1

5

Private service providers/faith-based organisations

2

6

Knowledgeable community members

3

7

Heads of a health facility (health centres)

2

8

Health workers at the district hospital

5

Total
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20

3.13 Data analysis
This thesis adopted the thematic framework approach, in which data were classified and organised according to key themes, concepts and emergent patterns
(Ritchie, Spencer & O’Connor, 2003). The thematic framework analysis involved
a series of analytical steps (see Figure 5). Although presented as a linear, stepby-step procedure, the research analysis was an iterative and reflexive process.
First, a code manual was developed based on the research questions. Second, the
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transcripts of each interview were read through and responses were identified
to the main questions raised by the study. Data were coded to initial themes and
were then sorted and grouped together so that they were more precise, complete,
and generalisable (Kvale, 1999). As patterns of meaning emerged, similarities and
differences were identified. Finally, data were summarised and synthesised retaining, as much as possible, key terms, phrases and expressions of the respondents.
After this analysis, data were triangulated to allow comparison across sources
and different categories of stakeholders. The careful and systematic process of
analysis and reflection served to ensure analytical rigour (Patton, 1990). Finally,
all research activities were rigorously documented to permit a critical appraisal
of the methods. Triangulation of interviews and documents was used to validate
the analysis and the interpretations of respondents’ views and perceptions of the
priority-setting process.

Developing the code manual based on the
research questions and theoretical concepts
of the A4R framework

Labelling (coding) the data to initial themes

Sorting the data by matching the
codes with segments of text

Connecting the codes and
identifying patterns

Summarising ant synthesising the data

Figure 5: Analytical steps adopted in the data analysis
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3.14 Ethical considerations
Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the University of Dar es
Salaam, Tanzania. The clearance was presented to the regional and district authorities who approved the study in their respective areas. Oral informed consent
was obtained from all study participants, who were informed of their right to
completely withdraw from the study at any time they wished. All the interviews
were voice recorded with the permission of the participants, and the resulting
recordings and transcripts were kept confidential. The REACT research team
now plans to disseminate findings to stakeholders for their information, inviting
their comments on the way forward. Dissemination workshops will be held at the
district and national levels in January and February 2011 respectively.
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4. Main findings
In this section, findings from the baseline and A4R implementation experience
study are presented. While findings are presented as discrete sections they should
not be viewed as mutually exclusive issues because there is overlap between them.

4.1 Findings from phase one (paper I & II)
This section presents the findings from the baseline study. The study aimed at
examining health care organisation and management systems in Tanzania. Specifically, the study analysed formal and informal rules guiding priority-setting
decisions at district level. The study also explored the role, interests and position
of various stakeholders in the priority-setting process in Mbarali district.

4.1.1 How are district level health care priorities developed?
In Tanzania, as part of HSRs, the process of identifying priorities has been devolved to the district health authorities. In the 2009/2010 planning cycle, the
MoHSW further devolved decision-making to the frontline level by requiring that
planning and budgeting begins at each individual facility, with the active involvement of the community. At the district level, the CHMT has been tasked with
assessing the health needs of the population, and also to prepare annual district
health plans, which have to make the best use of limited resources in meeting
local needs. District-level priorities process involves three steps:
• The Ministry of Health and Social Welfare issues guidelines for planning.
Typically the guidelines include the sector priorities and targets, budget
ceilings, planning tools, and planning process.
• Planning workshops are then organised at the national, regional and district
levels to orientate district health managers in the priorities for the year, and
in the planning tools and process.
• Each district then develops its district health plan, which identifies areas of
priority based on locally available epidemiological data and health service
statistics. It must take into account the requirements of the nationally defined
Essential Health Package (EHP) and set out activities to be undertaken on
an annual basis. During the planning meeting, the district planning team
defines district targets, identifies activities to be implemented and costs
these activities.
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4.1.2 Who sets health care priorities in Tanzania?
In theory, as part of the health sector reforms, the planning and priority-setting
process has been devolved to the district and health-facility level. Identification of
priorities has to begin at the grassroots, with district-level monitoring of adherence to budget ceilings, as well as to national policy requirements on core issues.
Ideally, based on the scale set by the ministry and the roles and responsibilities
prescribed for the different actors in the district, the process should result in
health facilities (health centres and dispensaries) and community representatives
providing input into district priority setting.
However, as the priority-setting process was studied, it was observed that this
was not the case. Observations made during meetings of the CHMT and of discussions with key respondents revealed that health boards and committees had
little impact on the planning and priority-setting process. Consequently, priority
setting for health at the district-level depended heavily on the group dynamics
within the CHMT rather than other actors.
Interviews with members of user committees and boards revealed that they
had recently been established in the district and did not seem to have played a
major role in determining district health priorities. As stated by one member of
a user committee:
“We are in the community and know many problems that occur here. Therefore our voices should be heard, but this does not happen” (interview with a
member of CHSB).

Poor attendance of public meetings, lack of interest and education, scant information made available, lack of monetary gain, cultural barriers and suspicion were
some of the reasons given for this. Further, interview data from all categories
of key respondents, and observation notes, revealed that priority setting in the
district often started late and uses unreliable planning data, which made it hard to
conduct meaningful participatory planning. The fact that funds were earmarked
for certain purposes was viewed as a problem, as were unexpected budget cuts
and irregular budgetary remittances to the district. Figure 6 illustrates the discrepancies between the policy guidelines and the practice of resource allocation
in the district.
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Policy

Practice

The Ministry of Health & Social Welfare
(MoHSW) & Prime Minister’s Office Regional Administration and Local Government (PMORALG) communicate indicative budget ceilings to the councils

The process is sometimes delayed as late
as March. This can make it very difficult to
conduct a participatory planning process.

Feb–
March

The CHMT preare CCHP;
accomodating priorities from the
hospitals, health centres, dispensaries &
communities.

– The top-down budget ceilings and
the bottom-up planning process often
conflict here, as district budgets do not
match national ceilings.
– There is also a lack of reliable data and
the process is dominated by medical
professionals

April

The Full Council debates and approves
the CCHP

Typically the CCHP is a 200-page document that is passed only after a few hours
of debate in the council.

April–
May

CCHP reviewed by the Regional Health
Management Team/Secretariat

Changes can be made at this stage so
that plans reflect national priorities.

– MoHSW & PMORALG scrutinize CCHP’s
and approve for funding.
– Budget debated & approved by the
Parliament.
– Disbursement of funds to the councils
begins.

– The approved plans and budget are often very different from those approved
by the councils.
– There are several versions of the CCHP
and budgets, which makes it hard to
know the real one.
– Disbursement of funds is often delayed.

Implementation of the priorities begins.

– In most cases the priorities that are
actually implemented may be different
to those that health centre and dispensaries proposed.
– There is often shifting/re-allocation of
resources.

Nov–
Dec

June–
August

Sept–
October

Figure 6: Policy vs. practice in the priority-setting process (Maluka et al, 2010b)

4.1.3 What influences the selection of priorities at the district
level in Tanzania?
Two main factors influences priority setting at the district level. The most common influence mentioned was national-level priority, followed by district-level
challenges. Ideally, planning guidelines that come from the national government
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require that interventions in each priority area be selected on the basis of magnitude, severity, feasibility, and cost. The actual allocation of resources has to be
based on budget ceilings, as specified in the National Basket Grant guidelines.
However, interviews with district health managers, and analysis of field notes
revealed that CHMT members use projections based on previous plans. So the
plan was based largely on what was funded the previous year, with some minor
adjustments for demographic or political factors. The use of epidemiological or
cost-effectiveness evidence tends to be only a small component of the decision.
“...The process lacks accurate information which is useful in guiding priority
setting... Information on morbidity and mortality is largely inadequate and
not reliable” (interview with members of the CHMT).

The political contexts in which the CHMT operates also influence priority-setting
decisions. These include both nationwide political decisions and politics at the
district level. The priorities of the national government influence the priorities
that the CHMT gives to particular areas of health policy. Many CHMT members
indicated that, while some of their priorities came directly from the districts,
in situations where district-level priorities conflict with national priorities, the
national priorities take precedence.
“When identifying priorities we usually have district data along with instructions from the Ministry. What we do is trying and comparing problems identified at the national level with those which we at the district level have identified as priorities. National priorities which are similar to district problems
are given first priority...However, even though we identify our own district
priorities at the end of the day we must observe the national priorities” (interview with members of the CHMT).

Further, a minority of members of the CHMT who were interviewed pointed out
that lobbying, professional experience and donors had influence in the prioritysetting process. Figure 7 illustrates various factors that influence priority-setting
decisions at the district level.
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Burden of disease

Lobbying

Professional
experiences

Political influence

Priority setting
at district level

Feasibility

Budget ceilings

Donors

Cost control

Figure 7: Factors influencing CHMT’s priority-setting decisions (Maluka et al, 2010b)

4.1.4 Which institutional factors influence the district level
priority-setting process?
This thesis has documented a number of institutional and organisational factors
that influence the district-level planning and priority-setting process. First, there
appears to be no clear delineation of responsibilities and relationships between
the levels of local government and health committees and boards. The planning
guidelines were not clear in explaining how power relations should work between
the various bodies created by the councils. For example, the Council Health Services Board (CHSB) did not have an automatic mechanism for collaboration with
other bodies such as the Hospital Governing Committee. As a result, problems of
mutual concern were not discussed and solved. These bodies appeared to work in
parallel learning very little or nothing from each other, even though they were supposed to be working to achieve similar goals. The lack of clear channels of power
and responsibility thus limited accountability mechanisms at the district level.
Second, there appeared to be limited accountability mechanisms within the
decentralised structure in the district. Interviews revealed the limited capacity
of the CHSB to oversee and scrutinise district health plans and priorities. It was
indicated that members of the CHSB had received no formal training on planning, budgeting and the prioritisation process to enable them to perform their
duties. In addition, for quite a long time, the CHSB had not held meetings due
41

to limited funds. In most cases, district health plans and reports were submitted
to the Full Council, without first being scrutinised by members of the CHSB, as
required by the planning guidelines.
Furthermore, the district health plans were not scrutinised properly in the Full
Council meetings. Although Comprehensive Council Health Plans were tabled at
the Full Council meetings, local councillors appeared to approve them without
an adequate understanding of their implications.
“At the Full Council meetings, although all members are involved, in my experience, there are many people who do not understand the issues which are
discussed there because most health issues discussed are not understood by
non-medical personnel...they just vote to accept the resolution without a thorough understanding. You may find that the resolution was passed by all, but
in reality it was a decision proposed by one person due to his/her influence
because others don’t understand health-related issues properly (interview
with a councillor).

According to some respondents, this was due to insufficient time allocation for
Full Council meetings to enable councillors to read and understand all the items
in the district health plans before approval. Some respondents also felt that,
because most of the members of the Full Council are politicians, they had insufficient knowledge of health care priority setting.
The lack of accountability at the district level meant that policy implementers (the
CHMT members) did not have to worry about any objections to their proposals or
actions. Thus, although district health plans and budgets were made, supervision
of, and adherence to these was not a priority. Both health workers and the general
public had no mechanism to hold district health managers accountable.

4.1.5 Whose voice was heard in the priority-setting process and how?
A review of how the budgeting process was undertaken showed an unequal
distribution of power between the various actors involved in the planning and
priority-setting process. All stakeholders interviewed at district level felt themselves powerless to influence the amount of funding coming to them from the
central government. It was evident that the national government had more power
over the purse strings than the bottom level, despite the popular policy claim of
bottom-up planning and budgeting.
Power asymmetries were manifest even between the CHMT and planning team
members. Findings from interviews indicate that power asymmetries within the
CHMT and the planning team were most clearly exemplified in terms of the degree
42

of authority they exercised, and the varying amount of planning information to
which they had access. There was also evidence that the managerial position of
the District Medical Officer (DMO), District Planning Officer (DPLO), and the
District Treasurer (DT) gave them the power to set the agenda, provide technical advice, and control the priority-setting process in the district. The DMO was
thought to have had the final authority in the actual decision-making process.
Power imbalances were also reflected in the differences in the differences in
the granted preparation time and access to the available planning information
and guidelines. Clear power differences were also revealed between district
health professionals (public) and representatives from the private sector and
FBOs. Access to the planning guidelines appears to have been confined to the
DMO and a few CHMT members. Planning guidelines were kept in the DMO’s
office and were sent to the planning meetings the same day. Many members of
the planning team, particularly those from the private sector and NGOs had
no time to review the planning guidelines and information before the planning
meetings. Consequently, participation by representatives from FBOs, NGOs and
the private sector was minimal, and they expressed that their views were hardly
incorporated in the final CCHP.

4.2 Findings from Phase 2 (Papers III & IV)
This section presents experiences of implementing the Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority setting in Mbarali district, and highlights both
the perceptions of stakeholders regarding the framework, as well as how the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention was shaped by contextual factors.

4.2.1 What were stakeholders’ perceptions of the Accountability for
Reasonableness framework?
The picture of the relevance of the Accountability for Reasonableness framework
emerging from the respondents was, overall, a positive one. The approach was
seen as an important tool that could be used for improving priority setting and
health service delivery. First, all respondents shared the opinion that involving
multiple stakeholders would ensure that a wide range of relevant values and
principles were taken into account and thus would improve the fairness, transparency and legitimacy of the process. Second, all respondents recognised that
transparency has the potential for enhancing the democratic process by helping
members of the community learn how to allocate health care resources thoughtfully and fairly. Further, most respondents shared the view that a formal appeals
mechanism would provide opportunities for people to express their dissatisfaction
with the decisions taken.
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When asked about district health plans and budgets both before and after the
Accountability for Reasonableness intervention was introduced, respondents
were overwhelmingly receptive to the change. The planning and priority-setting
processes were now perceived as more participatory and transparent. Respondents felt that some decisions and ideas, including priorities from hospital staff
and community were, as a result, being considered in the district health plans.
This involvement of hospital health staff has widened the representation of views
and ideas and values.
“I think there are very big changes. In the 2008 planning year, the CHMT sat
alone in identifying district priorities. After the start of the REACT project, it
was deemed necessary to widen the scope and involve many more stakeholders in the process of preparing the district health plan. Last year (2009), we
sent letters to health facilities requesting their committees to prepare their
priorities and submit to the CHMT” (interview with a member of CHMT).

With regards to publicity, it was evident that district health priorities had become readily accessible to the members of the CHMT and hospital workers. The
district priorities were communicated to programme leaders and other hospital
staff through the staff meetings. Priorities were also translated into Kiswahili (the
national language) and were pinned on the notice board at the district hospital,
health facilities and ward offices.
“I would say there are significant changes. Starting from 2009 we have seen
hospital priorities displayed on notice boards and in offices. In the past, even
the content of the district health plan was not usually known. You would just
be told that there was going to be a seminar or training but you would never
know what the plans were and whether they were implemented or not” (interview with health worker).

When they were finally asked about changes in power asymmetries within the
CHMT, respondents were also receptive to the change dynamics. A vast majority of CHMT members believed that their involvement in planning and priority
setting had increased over the past two years. The CHMT members reported that
they were now able to appeal against DMO decisions.
“As days pass by there are gradual changes. In the past very few people dominated the meetings. But currently there is room for other members to air
their opinions” (interview with a member of CHMT).
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“The REACT project has opened our eyes. We have now gained confidence
and we are able to argue firmly in front of the chairperson” (interview with a
CHMT member).

It was observed in the 2009/2010 planning and budgeting process that members were given the chance to raise issues and engage in discussion, though the
chairperson appeared to continue to dominate the discussion and have influence
on the final outcome. All this amounts to an increased awareness of the need to
prioritise explicitly in view of the many demands on limited resources.

4.2.2 How was the A4R intervention shaped, enabled and
constrained by contextual factors?
This thesis identified a number of factors that positively or negatively influenced
the implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness conditions in the
planning and management of district health services.
The presence of participatory structures under the decentralisation framework,
coupled with the central government’s call for partnership in district level planning
and priority setting, appeared to be the main factors that facilitated the adoption
and implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention in the
district. The decentralisation process meant that there was already a commitment
from top politicians to devolve power, authority and accountability to the districts. In
other words, the political commitment from senior officials, at both the national and
district levels, to support decentralisation provided an environment that helped the
adoption and implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention.
Whilst national health policy documents were important, in most cases local
contextual factors also appeared to facilitate the implementation process. It was
evident that the desire of the CHMT to engage different stakeholders, and listen
to their views and expectations of the priority-setting process, influenced the
application of the Accountability for Reasonableness conditions. All sources of
data utilised in this thesis show that CHMT members invested a considerable
amount of effort and resources in identifying the relevant internal and external
stakeholders, and to involve them in the planning and priority-setting process.
Before the start of the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention in the
district, pre-planning meetings for developing district health plans involved only
seven core CHMT members, but this number was increased to about 18, including
a coordinating person from NGOs, the District Planning Officer (DPLO) and the
Community Development Officer. Most recently, representatives from groups
representing women, youth, the elderly, and the disabled are expected to attend
the next annual priority-setting meeting.
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Additionally, the importance of having a project focal person and the Action
Research Team (ART), dedicated to the development and implementation of a
fair and explicit approach to priority setting became evident in the district. The
collaborative efforts between researchers and district health managers were seen
by many CHMT members as the way to build the people’s confidence that this
project really was about benefiting the district. The fact that the Primary Health
Care Institute (PHCI) had established a long working relationship with the study
district facilitated the adoption and implementation of the intervention. Further,
frequent meetings between the researchers and district health decision-makers
seemed to have increased the level of trust, and facilitated receptivity to the adoption and implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness innovation.
However, while some significant progress was made to involve multiple stakeholders and disseminate priorities to health workers and the public, a number of
contextual factors appeared to constrain the full implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness approach. First, the existing structures at the grassroots
level (such as village council meetings, village general assemblies, and health
facility governing committees) that could be used to steer stakeholder engagement were not functioning well due to lack of incentives, limited resources and
a low level of awareness of their roles and responsibilities. Interviews with user
committees and boards revealed that many board members did not know what
was expected of them. In addition, the Health Facility Governing Committees
(HFGCs), with representatives from community and village health committees,
were not always involved in decision-making on crucial issues such as the utilisation of locally-generated funds—this undermines the community’s involvement
in health matters.
The CHMT’s efforts to implement the Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority setting were also stymied by the delay in the disbursement of
funds by the central government. Further, the CHMT members felt that interference from higher authorities hindered efforts to implement a fair and transparent
priority-setting approach. One respondent remarked:
“Many responsibilities and instructions from higher administrative levels
also affect our desire to implement a transparent and fair priority-setting
process. Sometimes things are brought to you and you are told that it must
be included in the plan and if it is not there the plan wouldn’t be accepted at
higher levels” (interview with a member of the CHMT).

Lack of funds and planning guidelines imposed by the national government were
also frequently mentioned by CHMT members as barriers to stakeholder involve46

ment in the planning process. Almost all CHMT members felt that involving more
stakeholders in planning would require additional resources, which, according
to district budget ceilings, were not there. Many CHMT members felt that there
were too many constraints tied to the national basket system, which prohibited
the CHMT from spending above its budget allocation. They stated that the system often determined how to spend the money and how much could be spent on
certain items or expenditures. For example, one CHMT member explained the
constraints placed on the districts thus:
“Some of the items in the guidelines hinder us from doing what we like. For
instance, the guidelines prescribe the percentage of resources, which should
be allocated to each priority. In effect, a lot of money is allotted to priorities
that are not very critical in our district, while priorities that are of great importance to the district get insufficient funding. So, there should be flexibility,
as far as resource allocation is concerned” (interview with a member of the
CHMT).

Further, interview data showed that the low level of public awareness and lack of
appeals culture were barriers to achieving explicitly fair approaches to priority
setting in their context. Figure 8 summarises the contextual factors that facilitated
and/or constrained the implementation of Accountability for Reasonableness.

Enabling factors
• Participatory structures (committees &
boards)
• Support from CHMT
& stakeholders
• Presence of REACT
focal person
• Collaboration between researchers
and decision makers

Mechanisms of change

Relevance
Publicity
Appeals
Enforcement

Constraining factors

• Inactive structures
• Limited resources
• Low level of public
awareness
• Interference from
higher authorities

Figure 8: Contextual factors that facilitated and constrained the change process
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5. Discussion
This thesis aimed to analyse priority-setting process at the district level and
explore the applicability of the Accountability for Reasonableness framework
to priority setting in the context of resource poor settings with relatively weak
organisations and fragile democratic institutions. In the context of low-income
countries, a few empirical studies have used Accountability for Reasonableness
as a conceptual framework to evaluate priority setting and decision-making
processes (see for example Maluka et al., 2010b; Kapiriri, et al., 2007; Kapiriri &
Martin, 2006; WHO, 2006). Other studies have recently compared the elements
of fairness described in the Accountability for Reasonableness framework to
the elements of fairness as perceived by decision makers (Kapiriri, Norheim, &
Martin, 2009). However, this is the first study to document the actual experience
of implementing Accountability for Reasonableness framework in the planning
and priority-setting process in low-income country.
This thesis revealed that, despite the indisputable national rhetoric on decentralisation, practice in the district involved little community participation.
Official government documents clearly state that the planning and prioritysetting process in the context of decentralisation would be done in line with the
principles of public participation, democracy, transparency and accountability
at all levels-from the national level to the community level. Emphasis is placed
on devolving power and resources to the community level and, in particular, on
the role of the health care committees and boards.
The thesis showed that decentralisation, in whatever form, does not automatically provide adequate space for community engagement. The conventional assumption, that when power and authority are devolved to the local governments,
the community would then demand transparency, accountability and involvement, is far from the reality.
In the first place, the content of the annual district health plans seemed to be
largely dictated by national priorities despite the emphasis on decentralisation of
decision-making and budgeting. Secondly, the high level of conditionality associated with local government funding gave the CHMT little room to alter funding
allocations, especially in the recurrent budgets. However, national guidelines
could be an important tool for effective decentralisation. Given the weakness
of accountability mechanisms at the district and grassroots levels, guidance is
needed on the criteria to be debated in the priority setting and resource-allocation
processes. Decentralisation may become problematic if local decision-making
on how to use resources is made without guidance on citizen rights and locallevel responsibilities. Nevertheless, it is important that such guidance does not
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impose new outside criteria, but both operationalises and balances established
planning criteria.
In addition, grassroots participation (the community, health centres and dispensaries) appears to have little impact on the planning and priority-setting processes,
despite the existence of planning guidelines and the presence of health committees
and boards at the facility and village levels. District health plans are the products
of a few members of the CHMT, with community bodies and private partners operating at best as a rubber stamp to approve the decisions taken. The thesis found
that user committees, boards, and the public, seemed unable to affect quality of the
decentralised health care planning and priority-setting processes. It was evident
that the laws, bylaws and regulations, boards and committees in many places were
non-functional. Some members were not active, some not replaced, and often they
did not know what was expected of them. One could argue that decentralisation has
both ‘supply’ and ‘demand’ sides. Demand for accountability by citizens requires
education, mobilisation and democratisation at the grassroots.
Further, this thesis found that Accountability for Reasonableness was perceived as an important approach for improving priority setting and health service
delivery. Accountability for Reasonableness helps to operationalise the concept
of fairness at the district level. Traditionally, health workers, patients, and the
public have been excluded from planning and priority setting. Accountability
for Reasonableness provides not only a justification for including these groups
in priority setting (meeting the condition of fairness) but also provides practical
guidance for decision makers to enhance inclusiveness of their priority-setting
process and day to day managerial decision-making processes. Thus, Accountability for Reasonableness assists in creating a fair balance within finite resource
limits between mainly expert-defined need, programmatic and other supply
pressures, stakeholder interests, and demands from service users, their representatives and their communities. The focus on the process of priority setting,
rather than priorities, is an innovation that responds to the long-standing calls
for an increased focus on process and context to enhance the delivery of quality
services (Gilson & Mills, 1995).
However, while the Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority
setting was perceived to be relevant in strengthening transparency, accountability, stakeholder engagement and fairness, integrating the innovation into
the current district health systems was challenging. National guidelines, budget
ceilings, interference from higher authorities, unreliable and untimely disbursement of funds, inactive grassroots participatory structures, and low awareness
of health staff, stakeholders and communities were the major obstacles to the
implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention.
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5.1 Implications of the findings to the Accountability for
Reasonableness approach to priority setting
So what do these findings mean in terms of what is known about the applicability
of the Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority setting in resource
constrained settings with weak organisations and fragile democratic institutions?
The results suggest that three important points should be taken into account.
First, there is need for greater engagement of affected communities in relevant
decision-making processes than currently exists. Although Daniels (2008) acknowledge that stakeholder participation may improve deliberation about complicated matters, he believes it is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition
of Accountability for Reasonableness. While Daniels’ view, that the mere fact of
public involvement in priority-setting ensures neither true representation nor a
better quality of decision-making process is persuasive, without greater opportunities for engagement of affected communities, it is uncertain how the prioritysetting process can enhance legitimacy. Stakeholders affected by the decisions
should have an input in determining how priorities are ranked.
Whereas Norman Daniels is correct that, even with stakeholder participation, a
process not aimed at accountability for reasonableness will not achieve legitimacy
(Daniels, 2008:129), it would be important for the relevance condition aiming
for inclusion of stakeholders in the mechanism for achieving compromise. In
this respect, the Accountability for Reasonableness conditions may be mutually
supportive, but the strongest possible initial focus on involvement across formal
and informal power differences is likely to accelerate the desired change. There
is, therefore, an urgent need to broaden the involvement of stakeholders from
the demand side, making sure also that representatives of vulnerable groups are
present and heard. Having a wide range of stakeholders participating in deliberation helps include the full range of relevant arguments, enhances legitimacy and
facilitates the implementation of the decisions made. Further, in order to make
the most of channels of stakeholder influence, deliberate efforts to sensitise the
public, health care staff, ward and village development committees, and village
health governing committees, to the importance of priority-setting using Accountability for Reasonableness is necessary.
However, while encouraging the existing engagement with health boards and
committees, it is important also to acknowledge the accountability deficits, i.e.,
who is speaking for whom and with what degree of legitimacy. Communities
are characterised by complex and unequal relations of power, and a consensusparticipatory process may serve to downplay or conceal these, creating a situation
where it is only the voice of the powerful that is heard. Inequalities in cognitive
skills, gender, ability to express oneself and, not least, social status, creates an
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overrepresentation of already powerful groups as well as strong inequalities in
bargaining power. Some studies have documented successful ways of fostering
group deliberation, generating collective choices, and incorporating the public’s
preferences and values into decision-making processes (Goold et al., 2005; Shani
et al., 2000; Lenaghan, 1999). These studies suggest that, given enough time and
information, the representatives of the general public could effectively engage in
debates about the allocation of limited resources for health care.
Second, the findings of this thesis underline the need to recognise and deal with
power asymmetries among various actors in the priority-setting process. More
attention needs to be paid to issues of difference and the challenges of inclusion.
It was evident that while priority setting was meant to be participatory, this was
not the case. In practice, most of the district health plans were products of a few
members of the CHMT, with private partners and community bodies at best
operating as a rubber stamp for decisions taken without their input. The findings suggest that simply establishing institutional arrangements of participatory
planning, priority setting and governance-in the absence of prior awareness and
without the strong capacity for exercising countervailing power against persisting
‘rules of the game’-will not result in greater responsiveness to community needs
and priorities. Rather, the best-intentioned mechanisms for participatory planning and priority setting might simply be dominated by the local elite.
This thesis reinforces the findings of an earlier study in high-income countries,
which advocated the need to add the empowerment condition in the Accountability for Reasonableness framework (Gibson, Martin & Singer, 2005). The
empowerment condition requires that steps should be taken to optimise effective stakeholder participation and minimise the impact of power differences in
decision-making (Ibid.). In this case, empowerment of user committees and
boards enables them to be pro-active, to suggest solutions to local authorities,
and to insist on decisions being made and implemented. One of the tools in
empowering boards and committees is the provision of good information, more
so if they are involved in its collection. Well-informed members of boards and
committees will be in a better position to make sound and informed decisions,
and to participate effectively in the implementation of priorities. Another way to
empowerment could be to engage the committees and boards in identifying not
only community needs but also the available local resources, and in working out
acceptable solutions (Kapiriri, Norheim & Heggenhougen, 2003).
Third, this thesis suggests that attempts to establish fair priority-setting mechanisms have to recognise constraints in the local contexts of socio-political conditions and traditions. The desired change is unlikely to come about without direct
attention given to such existing socio-political conditions and traditions. In this
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case, the Accountability for Reasonableness framework should be implemented
with flexibility to allow for the local context. Since Daniels and Sabin developed
Accountability for Reasonableness in the context of US private care organisations,
their fourth condition focused on public or voluntary regulation, which is the
most obvious means of enforcement. In Mbarali district it was evident that the
enforcement mechanism needed to go beyond a voluntary or public regulation of
the process, to ensure that the relevance, publicity and appeals/revisions conditions are met. While Tanzania has adopted a number of policies, rules and regulations that enforce transparency, accountability, and stakeholder participation,
for almost two decades little has been done at the district and grassroots levels to
translate the same into practice. This thesis, therefore, re-emphasises the need to
build strong and effective organisational leadership and oversight that ensures
the implementation and sustainability of the Accountability for Reasonableness
approach. Leadership can be described as a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal. Good leadership is about
providing direction to, and gaining commitment from partners and staff, and
thereby facilitating change. In building the leadership capacity of district health
care leaders, there is a need to go beyond the skills of medical practitioners to
the skills of teamwork, advocacy, negotiation, lobbying, data management, governance, and accountability to achieve results that are fundamental in making a
district health system effective. These skills could be acquired through a variety
of means, including coaching, mentoring and action learning.
Further, since the Accountability for Reasonableness approach emphasises
inclusiveness, participatory planning, and priority setting, the approach could
be seen as threatening to some members. The implementation of the Accountability for Reasonableness approach thus requires strong support from oversight
institutions. At present, an increasing range of oversight institutions, such as the
Full Council, CHSB and Facility Governing Committees and Boards, are too weak
to hold district health managers accountable. There is an urgent need to build
the capacity of these institutions through training and sensitisation to enable
them carry out the range of functions required for effective district health system
governance, including overseeing the implementation of agreed health priorities.
The capacity-building plan would, amongst other things, entail refresher courses
on the roles and functions of boards and committees, management and governance, participatory planning and priority setting processes, and an overview of
the health services within the local authority.
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5.2 Reflections on methodological approaches
This thesis adopted a policy analysis framework as a guide to prompt and organise possible analytical issues (process, contexts and actors dynamics) affecting
policy implementation and the interrelations among these factors. The use of
policy analysis framework in this thesis has contributed to the understanding of
actors’ dynamics and processes related to health policy-making; it has also demonstrated that analysis of power and process can add value to those attempting to
influence policy change. Policy analysis framework facilitated in-depth analysis
of how and why some problems and issues are prioritised in district health plans
while others not. Additionally, policy analysis approach brought attention to
the fact that actors’ differences in position, their interests, relationships and so
forth can and does alter the outcomes of policies. It is evident that relationships,
particularly power imbalances between actors, as well as institutional contexts,
including management practices and capacities, had a deep impact on how the
decentralised health care priority-setting process was implemented in the district.
Power analysis is thus critical to understanding the extent to which new spaces for
participatory governance can be used for transformative engagement, or whether
they are more likely to be instruments for reinforcing domination and control.
Secondly, this thesis also adopted a realist evaluation approach because health
care organisations are complex. Given the focus of realist evaluation in uncovering what works, for whom, and under what circumstances, its application to this
research was valuable. The findings of this study are more detailed conclusions
that indicate how the Accountability for Reasonableness intervention was carried
out, which effect it had and how it worked; they also offer insights in the contextual
factors that constrained the full implementation of the framework. Such analysis
helps to overcome the limitations of traditional case studies to explain change of
the intervention in an open system setting (Pawson, 2006).
However, realist evaluation poses a number of methodological challenges for
the researcher. Perhaps the most important challenge is defining and identifying
mechanisms of change. In this case it was difficult to identify the mechanisms
that were driving change processes in the district. I decided to interpret the
four conditions of Accountability for Reasonableness as mechanisms of change.
Equally important, given the fact that this study was conducted two years after
the active intervention period in the district, the study could not assess the outcomes. In this case, the study decided cautiously to focus on monitoring how the
intervention was shaped, enabled and constrained by the interaction between
mechanisms and contextual factors.
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5.3 Strengths and limitations of the thesis
The design of any study has its strengths and limitations. Similarly, the interpretation of research findings may be conditioned by methodological issues. These
strengths and weaknesses are considered below.
Methodologically, this thesis adopted a qualitative case study design. The two
sub-studies were limited by its participants. While an effort was made to sample
respondents from different levels of decision-making in the district, the views
and results from each study are not generalisable to other stakeholders. The
study setting was only one district and represented perspectives of a relatively
small number of participants. However, even though generalisability was not the
intention, the rich description this study has presented still provides a valuable
contribution to the knowledge base of priority setting. The thesis sheds light on
how the priority-setting process is actually done in the context of resource-poor
settings, weak organisations and fragile democratic institutions, and how the
process can be strengthened. Studying more stakeholders in other contexts would
provide an ever-richer description and there is potential for future research and
refinement of the ideas presented in this thesis.
It is possible that the views provided by participants in the two sub-studies were
shaped by social desirability bias, and responses given in the interviews might not
correspond to what respondents actually do in terms of priority setting. However,
no obvious inconsistencies were found between the interview data and the field
notes, suggesting that what participants were saying was in line with what was
actually happening in the district.
Further, the thesis contributes to our understanding of the acceptability of the
Accountability for Reasonableness framework in improving planning and prioritysetting processes in low-income countries. It enhances understanding of the processes and mechanisms of the Accountability for Reasonableness framework that
trigger changes in the priority-setting process, as well as the contextual factors
that appear to both facilitate and constrain the integration of the Accountability
for Reasonableness intervention. This thesis, therefore, would help health care
analysts, decision-makers and others improve their understanding of the health
care system and form the foundation for many of the ongoing efforts to improve
health and health systems across Tanzania.
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6. General reflections and the way
forward
In Tanzania there seems to be a particular need for the Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority setting, due to the complexity of district health
team situations and the need for, and recent plans to strengthen, priority-setting
processes at health centre and dispensary levels.
In addition to Mbarali district, and in connection with the insights from the
REACT project, four other districts (namely: Mufindi, Songea, Mbinga and
Ludewa) piloted the application of Accountability for Reasonableness to fully
develop priority setting and Accountability for Reasonableness-based marketable
capacity-building packages for the Primary Health Care Institute (PHCI) to offer
widely. PHCI is a zonal centre under the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare,
supporting district health capacity building. Several lessons have been learnt and
further improvements can be made, but overall the process has been successful
and the final results are being evaluated.
A training package has been developed based on the REACT project as an
independent programme of the PHCI. It has involved a needs assessment, development of training guides, and has been tested in the four districts named above.
It is intended to draw on the expertise of Tanzanian trainers in implementing
the training and support a one-year starting process. It is anticipated that the
programme in Tanzania will include a Zonal workshop and programme set up, as
well as a districts training round and a quarterly team follow-up in each chosen
district by team members.
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7. Conclusion
This doctoral thesis aimed to analyse the existing health care organisation and
management systems in Tanzania, and explore the potential and challenges of
implementing the Accountability for Reasonableness approach to priority setting. The thesis has revealed that, despite the indisputable national rhetoric on
decentralisation, practice in the district involved ineffective and limited participation. The findings of this thesis demonstrate clearly that the setting up of health
priority-setting structures alone is unlikely to lead to significant improvements
unless accompanied by the putting in place of transparency and accountability
mechanisms aimed at ensuring the effective use of resources. In this regard, one
could rightly argue that the participatory priority-setting approach (including
decentralisation and the Accountability for Reasonableness approach) which
has no stakeholder participation, and minimises the impact of power differences
in the decision-making context is less likely to bring about strong and effective
health systems.
Additionally, the thesis has shown that the road to strengthening fairness,
transparency and accountability in resource-poor settings is neither straight
nor smooth. There is a need for a broader and more detailed analysis of health
system elements and socio-cultural contexts, and such research can help promote better prediction of the effects of the innovation and pinpoint stakeholders’
concerns, thereby illuminating areas requiring special attention and fostering
sustainability. Equally important, the thesis encourages the intensification of
social networks between decision-makers and researchers to build sound working
relationships, which foster the adoption and integration of innovations in health care
settings. Furthermore, the study suggests a need for building strong and effective
organisational leadership as an important factor in the successful implementation
and sustainability of the Accountability for Reasonableness approach. In building
the leadership capacity of district health care leaders, there is a need to go beyond
the skills of medical practitioners to promote the skills of planning, negotiation,
lobbying, data management, governance, and accountability to make district
health systems effective.
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The Researcher
I was born in 1978 in Ngindo Village, along the shores of Lake Nyasa in the southern part of Tanzania. During my childhood, I loved being a fisherman, which was
the only real economic activity in my village. Soon, however, I became interested
in teaching because most of my brothers and sisters were teachers.
I began my teaching career at the University of Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, in
2000 and graduated with a Bachelor of Arts (Education) in 2004. I worked as a
secondary school teacher for one year. In 2005, I joined the Institute of Development Studies, University of Dar es Salaam, for a Masters Degree in Development
Studies. It was during this time I came to learn more about Health and Development. I became interested in the socio-political dimensions of health.
In 2007, when I was finalising my MA studies, I was recruited by the Institute of Development Studies as a Tutorial Assistant. It was during this time I
became aware of the REACT project, which, by then, was in its first year of the
implementation. The Institute of Development Studies was one of the research
institutions in Tanzania with the mandate of implementing the Accountability
for Reasonableness approach to priority setting in Mbarali district.
Professor Peter Kamuzora, who taught me health and development course at
the Institute of Development Studies, was by then a country coordinator for the
REACT project, and introduced me to Anna-Karin Hurtig (one of the partners
in the REACT project). Having an interest in health policy and implementation
research, I joined the PhD programme at Umeå International School of Public
Health in 2008.
My PhD studies at the Division of Epidemiology and Global Health have
given me enormous opportunities to participate in international forums. These
platforms provided me avenues to present my work and learn from experts in
the field of health policy and systems. I have also been involved in many activities related to health policy and systems research in Tanzania and elsewhere.
Undoubtedly, the new knowledge and skills gained during my PhD training will
dynamise the Health and Development Research Cluster at the University of Dar
es Salaam and beyond.

57

Acknowledgements
Although I am the sole author of this thesis, it has been influenced by a significant number of people and institutions, without whose assistance it would have
been impossible to complete. I wish to express my thanks to all those who aided,
supported, and inspired me in this academic endeavour. Although trying to list
them all would be almost out of the question, I would like to single out a few
people and organisations:
I want to express my deep gratitude to the Swedish Centre Party Donation for
Global Research Collaboration; the Swedish Research School for Global Health;
the University of Dar es Salaam, Tanzania; the EU-funded REACT project grant
number: PL 517709; and the African Doctoral Dissertation Research Fellowship
offered by the African Population and Health Research Centre (APHRC) in partnership with the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) and Ford
Foundation. Without the financial support from these bodies, this study wouldn’t
have been accomplished.
I am greatly indebted to my supervisors, particularly Anna-Karin Hurtig (Associate Professor), my main supervisor. I am grateful for your support, advice,
and comments, which generously helped improve my research project. Miguel
San Sebastian (Associate Professor), my supervisor, for your tireless guidance
throughout my entire PhD studies. Without your continuous advice and engagement, my work would not have been possible. Finally, Peter Kamuzora (Associate
Professor) of the Institute of Development Studies, University of Dar es Salaam,
Tanzania, first as a supervisor and secondly for opening up the doors for me to
undergo PhD training at Umeå University. Professor Kamuzora also introduced
me to the theoretical realm of health and development and, more particularly,
to health policy and systems while pursuing my Masters Degree in Development
Studies at the University of Dar es Salaam.
I would also like to express my gratitude to Birgitta Åström for all her help in
making the accommodation arrangements each time I visited Umeå to pursue my
studies. My thanks also to Anna-Lena Johansson (and, later on, Karin Johansson and Per Olofsson) for their hospitality and administrative work, working
hand-in-hand with Birgitta, to ensure that my studies went well every time that
I visited Umeå. Professor Lars Lindholm for his support and agreeing to be my
examiner throughout my PhD journey. You also introduced me to Realist Evaluation principles. You have really shaped my career!
I would also like to thank my co-authors: Dr Jens Byskov, DBL-Centre for
Health Research and Development, University of Copenhagen; Dr Benedict
Ndawi, Primary Health Care Institute in Iringa, Tanzania; Dr Øystein Evjen
58

Olsen, Haydom Lutheran Hospital in Mbulu, Tanzania; and Ms Elizabeth Shayo,
National Institute for Medical Research, Tanzania. Many thanks for your fruitful
comments.
I have also been greatly aided by my colleagues at Epidemiology and Global
Health, Umea University. My thanks to all of you in the department for creating
such a felicitous research environment! Special thanks to: Gasto Frumence, Felix
Kisanga, Rose Laiser, Hussein Kidanto, Barnabas Njozing, Anna Lorena Ruano,
Tumsifu Elly and Wilson Mboya for all the fun and enjoyable talks we had in Umeå.
My gratitude extends also to friends and colleagues at Institute of Development
Studies, University of Dar es Salaam, for filling the gap I created by pursuing this
degree while working. I owe special thanks to my long-time friends, Professor
Severine Rugumamu, Professor Suleiman Ngware and Dr Adalgot Komba for
their constant encouragement.
Fredrik Norström, my friend and colleague at Epidemiology and Global Health,
deserves special thanks for the assistance he provided in managing the REACT
data set. Equally important, I am grateful to Gasper Materu and Joseph Kahimba
for assisting in the data collection.
My thanks are extended to Dr Gasto Mapunda of the Linguistic and Foreign
Language Department, University of Dar es Salaam, and Keith Roberts of Actually English, Sweden, for their editorial assistance.
I am forever indebted to my parents, Anna Chitumbo and the late Oswald
Maluka (who passed away just a few months before the start of my PhD), for
instilling in me the value of education.
I owe the greatest debt to Gaudensia Ngongi for her inspiration, support, and
doing most of the typing. She alone can read my writing.
I would like to express my sincerest thanks to Onike Kapinga. I am grateful
for her love and taking care of my responsibilities when I was away. Finally, I am
deeply grateful to my children: Abednego and Joshua, for arranging their lives
so that it was possible for me to work each day and allowing me to leave them
many times when they needed me most.
My warmest and deepest thanks to all of you!

59

References
Baltussen, R., Floyd, K., & Dye, C. (2005). Cost effectiveness analysis of strategies for tuberculosis control in developing countries. British Medical Journal, 331(7529), 1364.
Beauchamp, T. L., & Childress, J. F. (1994). Principles of biomedical ethics (4th ed.). New
York: Oxford University Press.
Berry, S. R., Hubay, S., Soibelman, H., & Martin, D. K. (2007). The effect of priority setting
decisions for new cancer drugs on medical oncologists’ practice in Ontario: a qualitative
study. BMC Health Service Research, 7, 193.
Bobadilla, J. L., Cowley, P., Musgrove, P., & Saxenian, H. (1994). Design, content and financing of an essential national package of health services. Bull World Health Organisation,
72 (4), 653-662.
Bryant, J. H. (2000). Health Priority Dilemmas in developing countries In A. Coulter & C.
Ham (Eds.), The Global Challenge of Health Care Rationing (pp. 63-74). Buckingham:
Open University Press.
Buse, K., Dickinson, C., Gilson, L., & Murray, S. F. (2007). How can the analysis of power and
process in policy-making improve health outcomes? Moving the agenda forward. Overseas
Development Institute Briefing Paper.
Buse, K., Mays, N., & Walt, G. (2005). Making Health Policy. New York: Open University Press.
Byskov, J., Bloch, P., Blystad, A., Hurtig, A. K., Fylkesnes, K., Kamuzora, P., et al. (2009).
Accountable priority setting for trust in health systems-the need for research into a new
approach for strengthening sustainable health action in developing countries. Health Research Policy and Systems, 7, 23.
Calltorp, J. (1999). Priority Setting in Health Policy in Sweden and a Comparison with Norway.
Health Policy 50, 1-22.
Cochrane, A.L. (1989). Effectiveness and Efficiency: Random Reflections on Health Services.
Great Britain: Cambridge University Press.
Daniels, N. (1985). Just Health Care Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Daniels, N. (2008). Just Health: Meeting Health Needs Fairly. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Daniels, N., & Sabin, J. (1997). Limits to health care: fair procedures, democratic deliberation,
and the legitimacy problem for insurers. Philosophy and Public Affairs, 26(4), 303-350.
Daniels, N., & Sabin, J. (1998). The ethics of accountability in managed care reform. Health
Affairs (Millwood), 17(5), 50-64.
Daniels, N., & Sabin, J. (2002). Setting limits Fairly: Can we Learn to share Medical resources?
New York: Oxford University Press.
Drummond, M., & McGuire, A. (1997). Methods for the economic evaluation of health care
programmes (2nd edition ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Emanuel, E. J. (2000). Justice and Managed Care. Four Principles for the Just Allocation of
Health Care Resources. Hastings Center Report, 30, 8-16.
60

Englehardt, H. T. (1996). The foundations of Bioethics (Second edition ed.). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Erasmus, E., & Gilson, L. (2008). How to start thinking about investigating power in the organizational settings of policy implementation. Health Policy and Planning, 23(5), 361-368.
Fleck, L. M. (2001). Healthcare Justice and Rational Democratic Deliberation. American
Journal of Bioethics, 1, 20-21.
Frenk, J., González-Pier, E., Gómez-Dantés, O., Lezana, M., & Knaul, F. (2006). Comprehensive
reform to improve health system performance in Mexico. Lancet, 368, 1524-1534.
Friedman, A. (2008). Beyond accountability for reasonableness. Bioethics, 22(2), 101-112.
Gibson, J. (2005). Ethics and priority setting for HTA: A decision-making framework. University of Toronto Joint Centre for Bioethics, Canadian Priority Setting Research Network.
Gibson, J. L., Martin, D. K., & Singer, P. A. (2005). Priority setting in hospitals: fairness, inclusiveness, and the problem of institutional power differences. Social Science and Medicine,
61(11), 2355-2362.
Gilson, L, & Mill, A. (1995). Health Sector Reforms in Sub-saharan Africa: Lessons of the last
10 years. Health Policy, 32 (1-3): 215-43.
Goddard, M., Hauck, K., Preker, A., & Smith, P.C. (2006). Priority setting in health-a political
economy perspective. Health Economics, Policy and Law, 1, 79-90.
González-Pier, E., Gutiérrez-Delgado, C., Stevens, G., Barraza-Lloréns, M., Porras-Condey,
R., Carvalho, N., et al. (2006). Priority setting for health interventions in Mexico’s System
of Social Protection in Health. The Lancet, 368 ( 9547), 1608 - 1618.
Goold, S. D. (1996). Allocating health care: cost-utility analysis, informed democratic decision
making, or the veil of ignorance? Journal of Health Politics, Policy and Law, 21(1), 69-98.
Goold, S. D., Biddle, A. K., Klipp, G., Hall, C. N., & Danis, M. (2005). Choosing Healthplans
All Together: a deliberative exercise for allocating limited health care resources. Journal
of Health Politics, Policy and Law, 30(4), 563-601.
Gruskin, S., & Daniels, N. (2008). Process is the point: justice and human rights: priority setting and fair deliberative process. American Journal of Public Health, 98(9), 1573-1577.
Ham, C. (1997). Priority setting in health care: learning from international experience. Health
Policy, 42(1), 49-66.
Ham, C., & Coulter, A. (2003b). International experience of rationing In C. Ham & G. Robert
(Eds.), Reasonable rationing: International experience of priority setting in health care.
London: Open University Press.
Hasman, A., & Holm, S. (2005). Accountability for reasonableness: opening the black box of
process. Health Care Analysis, 13(4), 261-273.
Heywood, A. (2000). Key Concepts in Politics. Basingstoke, England: Palgrave Macmillan.
Hogan, D. R., Baltussen, R., Hayashi, C., Lauer, J. A., & Salomon, J. A. (2005). Achieving the
millennium development goals for health: Cost effectiveness analysis of strategies to combat
HIV/AIDS in developing countries. British Medical Journal, 331, 1431-1437.
61

Holm, S. (1998). Goodbye to the simple solutions: the second phase of priority setting in health
care. British Medical Journal, 317, 1000-1002.
Jansson, S. (2007). Implementing accountability for reasonableness-the case of pharmaceutical
reimbursement in Sweden. Health Economics, Policy and Law (2), 153-171.
Judge, K., & Bauld, L. (2001). Strong theory, flexible methods: Evaluating complex communitybased initiatives. Critical Public Health, 11(1), 20-28.
Kamuzora, P., & Gilson, L. (2007). Factors influencing implementation of the Community
Health Fund in Tanzania. Health Policy and Planning, 22(2), 95-102.
Kapiriri, L., Arnesen, T., & Norheim, O. F. (2004). Is cost-effectiveness analysis preferred to
severity of disease as the main guiding principle in priority setting in resource poor settings?
The case of Uganda. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation, 2(1), 1.
Kapiriri, L., & Bondy, S. J. (2006). Health practitioners’ and health planners’ information needs
and seeking behavior for decision making in Uganda. International Journal of Medical
Informatics, 75(10-11), 714-721.
Kapiriri, L., & Martin, D. K. (2006). Priority setting in developing countries health care institutions: the case of a Ugandan hospital. BMC Health Service Research, 6, 127.
Kapiriri, L., & Martin, D. K. (2007). A strategy to improve priority setting in developing countries. Health Care Analysis, 15(3), 159-167.
Kapiriri, L., & Martin, D. K. (2010). Successful priority setting in low and middle income
countries: a framework for evaluation. Health Care Analysis, 18(2), 129-147.
Kapiriri, L., Norheim, O. F., & Heggenhougen, K. (2003). Using burden of disease information
for health planning in developing countries: the experience from Uganda. Social Science
and Medicine, 56(12), 2433-2441.
Kapiriri, L., Norheim, O. F., & Martin, D. K. (2007). Priority setting at the micro-, meso- and
macro-levels in Canada, Norway and Uganda. Health Policy, 82(1), 78-94.
Kapiriri, L., Norheim, O. F., & Martin, D. K. (2009). Fairness and accountability for reasonableness. Do the views of priority setting decision makers differ across health systems and
levels of decision making? Social Science and Medicine, 68(4), 766-773.
Klein, R. (1993). Dimensions of rationing: Who should do what? British Medical Journal,
307, 309-311.
Klein, R., & Williams, A. (2000). Setting priorities: what is holding us back-inadequate information or inadequate institutions? . In A. Coullter & C. Ham (Eds.), The Global challenge
of health care rationing. Philadelphia: Open University Press.
Koot, J., & Kilima, P. (2009). Tanzania Joint Annual Health Sector Review: HSSP III and
CCHP Planning 2010 Priorities, Final Report MoHSW.
Kvale, S. (1999). Interviews, an Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing Thousand
Oaks, CA.: Sage Publishers.
Lauridsen, S., & Lippert-Rasmussen, K. (2009). Legitimate allocation of public healthcare:
Beyond accountability for reasonableness. Public Health Ethics, 2(1), 59-69.
62

Lenaghan, J. (1999). Involving the public in rationing decisions. The experience of citizens
juries. Health Policy, 49, 45-61.
Lindstrom, H., & Waldau, S. (2008). Ethically acceptable prioritisation of childless couples and
treatment rationing: “accountability for reasonableness”. European Journal of Obstetrics,
Gynecology, and Reproductive Biology, 139(2), 176-186.
Madden, S., Martin, D. K., Downey, S., & Singer, P. A. (2005). Hospital priority setting with
an appeals process: a qualitative case study and evaluation. Health Policy, 73 (1), 10-20.
Makundi, E. A., Mboera, L. E., Malebo, H. M., & Kitua, A. Y. (2007). Priority setting on malaria
interventions in Tanzania: strategies and challenges to mitigate against the intolerable
burden. American Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygine, 77 (6 Suppl), 106-111.
Maluka S., Hurtig AK., San Sebastián M., Byskov J., Shayo E., & Kamuzora P (2010a). Decentralization and health care prioritization process in Tanzania: From national rhetoric to
local reality, International Journal of Health Planning and Management PMID: 20603818
(Epub ahead of print).
Maluka, S., Kamuzora, P., San Sebastian, M., Byskov, J., Olsen, O. E., Shayo, E., et al. (2010b).
Decentralized health care priority-setting in Tanzania: evaluating against the accountability
for reasonableness framework. Social Science and Medicine, 71(4), 751-759.
Maluka S., Kamuzora P., San Sebastián M., Byskov J., Ndawi B., Olsen ØE. & Hurtig AK. (2011).
Implementing accountability for reasonableness framework at district level in Tanzania: A
realist evaluation. Implementation Science, 6:11.
Marchal, B. (2007). Draft protocol for a Processual analysis framework, REACT project Standard Operating Procedure (unpublished).
Martin, D. (2007). Making Hard Choices: the Key to Health System Sustainability. Practical
Bioethics, 2(4).
Martin, D., & Singer, P. (2000). Priority setting and health care technology assessment:
beyond evidence-based medicine and cost-effectiveness analysis. In C. Ham & A. Coulter
(Eds.), The Global Challenge of Health Care Rationing (pp. 135-145 ). Buckingham: Open
University Press.
Martin, D. K., Giacomini, M., & Singer, P. A. (2002). Fairness, accountability for reasonableness, and the views of priority setting decision-makers. Health Policy, 61(3), 279-290.
Martin, D. K., Walton, N., & Singer, P. A. (2003). Priority setting in surgery: improve the
process and share the learning. World Journal of Surgery, 27(8), 962-966.
McKneally, M. F., Dickens, B. M., Meslin, E. M., & Singer, P. A. (1997). Bioethics for clinicians:
13. Resource allocation. Canadian Medical Association Journal, 157(2), 163-167.
Mooney, G., & Wiseman, V. (2000). Burden of disease and priority setting. Health Economics, 9(5), 369-372.
Mshana, S., Shemilu, H., Ndawi, B., Momburi, R., Olsen, O. E., Byskov, J., et al. (2007). What
do district health planners in Tanzania think about improving priority setting using ‘Accountability for reasonableness’? BMC Health Service Research, 7, 180.
63

Murray, C. J. L., & Lopez, A. D. (Eds.). (1996). The global burden of disease. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press.
Ngulube, T. J., Mdhluli, L. Q., & Gondwe, K. (2005). Planning and budgeting for primary health
care in Zambia: A policy analysis, EQUINET Discussion paper, 29.
Norheim, O. (2003). Limiting Access to Health Care: A Contractualist Approach to Fair
Rationing. Oslo: Oslo University Press.
Norheim, O. F. (2000). Procedures for Priority Setting and Mechanisms of Appeal in the
Norwegian Health Care System. Paper presented at the 3rd International Conference on
Priorities in Health.
Obermann, K., & Tolley, K. (1997). The State of Health Care Priority Setting and Public Participation New York.: The University of York.
Patton, M. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications.
Pawson, R. (2006). Evidence-based Policy: A Realist Perspective London: Sage Publications.
Pawson, R., & Tilley, N. (1997). Realistic Evaluation. London: Sage.
Rawlins, M. (2005). Pharmacopolitics and Deliberative Democracy. Clinical Medicine, 5(5),
471-475
Rawls, J. (1999). A Theory of Justice. Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University.
Reeleder, D., Martin, D. K., Keresztes, C., & Singer, P. A. (2005). What do hospital decisionmakers in Ontario, Canada, have to say about the fairness of priority setting in their institutions? BMC Health Service Research, 5(1), 8.
Rid, A. (2009). Justice and procedure: how can ‘accountability for reasonableness’ result in
fair limit setting decisions? Journal of Medical Ethics, 35, 12-16.
Robson, C. (2002). Real World Research (Second Ed. ed.). Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
Sabik, L. M., & Lie, R. K. (2008). Priority setting in health care: Lessons from the experiences
of eight countries. International Journal for Equity in Health, 7, 4.
Sackett, D. L., Rosenberg, W. M., Gray, J. A., Haynes, R. B., & Richardson, W. S. (1996). Evidence based medicine: What it is and what isn’t. British Medical Journal,, 312(7023), 71-72.
Shani, S., Siebzehner, M. I., Luxenberg, O., & Shemer, J. (2000). Setting Priorities for the Adoption
of Health Technologies on a National Level-the Israeli Experience. Health Policy, 54, 169-185.
Sibbald, S. L., Singer, P. A., Upshur, R., & Martin, D. K. (2009). Priority setting: what constitutes success? A conceptual framework for successful priority setting. BMC Health Service
Research, 9, 43.
Singer, P. A., Martin, D. K., Giacomini, M., & Purdy, L. (2000). Priority setting for new technologies in medicine: qualitative case study. British Medical Journal, 321(7272), 1316-1318.
URT. (2005). The Constitution of the United Republic of Tanzania 1977.
URT. (2008). Summary of an Assessment of Comprehensive Council Health Plans 2008/09
and third quarter (January-March 2008) Progress Reports and Regional Health Management, Monitoring and Capacity Building plans July 2008 to June 2009.
64

Waldau, S. (2010). Creating organisational capacity for priority setting in health care: using
a bottom-up approach to implement a top-down policy decision. Umea University, Umea.
Walt, G., & Gilson, L. (1994). Reforming the Health Sector in the Developing Countries: The
Central Role of the Policy Analysis. Health Policy and Planning 9: 353-370.
Walton, N. A., Martin, D. K., Peter, E. H., Pringle, D. M., & Singer, P. A. (2007). Priority setting
and cardiac surgery: a qualitative case study. Health Policy, 80(3), 444-458.
WHO. (1978). Primary Health Care. Report of the International Conference on Primary
Health Care. Geneva: WHO.
WHO. (2006). Equity and fair process in scaling up antiretroviral treatments: Potentials and
challenges in the United Republic of Tanzania. Switzerland: World Health Organisation.
WHO. (2008). Primary Health Care: Now more than Ever. The World Health Report 2008.
Geneva: WHO.
World Bank (1993).The World Bank World Development Report 1993: investing in Health.
New York: Oxford University Press.
Yin, R. K. (1994). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications Inc.
Yin, R. K. (2003). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. London: Sage Publications.

65

DOCTORAL THESES FROM
EPIDEMIOLOGY AND GLOBAL HEALTH 1987-2011
Rosén M. Epidemiology in planning for health: with special reference to regional
epidemiology and the use of health registers. 1987. Umeå University Medical
Dissertation New Series No 188.
Sandström A. Epidemiology at a smeltery: Changing patterns concerning
occurrence, work environment, smoking and risk perceptions over six decades. 1992.
Umeå University Medical Dissertation New Series No 353.
Shamebo D. Epidemiology for public health research and action in a developing
society: the Butajira Rural Health Project in Ethiopia [Eds Wall S, Freij L, Muhe L,
Sandström A]. 1992. Umeå University Medical Dissertation New Series No 360.
Brännström I. Community participation and social patterning in cardiovascular
disease intervention. 1993. Umeå University Medical Dissertation New Series No
383.
Muhe L. Child health and acute respiratory infections in Ethiopia: Epidemiology for
prevention and control. 1994. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
420.
Killewo J. Epidemiology towards the control of HIV infection in Tanzania with
special reference to the Kagera region. 1994. Umeå University Medical Dissertations
New Series No 421.
Stenberg B. Office illness: The worker, the work and the workplace. 1994. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No 399.
Bergström E. Cardiovascular risk indicators in adolescents: the Umeå Youth study.
1995. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 448.
Lindholm L. Health economic evaluation of community-based cardiovascular disease prevention: Some theoretical aspects and empirical results. 1996. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No 449.
Wulff M. Reproductive hazards in an industrial setting: An epidemiological
assessment. 1996. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 489.
Barnekow Bergkvist M. Physical capacity, physical activity and health: A
population based fitness study of adolescents with an 18 year follow-up. 1997. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No 494.
Forsberg B. Urban air quality and indicators of respiratory problems. 1997. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No 522.
Weinehall L. Partnership for health: On the role of primary health care in a
community intervention programme. 1997. Umeå University Medical Dissertations
New Series No 531.
Ibrahim MM. Child health in Somalia: An epidemiological assessment in rural
communities during a pre-war period. 1998. Umeå University Medical Dissertations
New Series No 557.

Peña R. Infant mortality in transitional Nicaragua. 1999. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No 618.
Mogren I. Reproductive factors' impact on the health of mother and offspring - An
epidemiological study. 1999. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
633.
Zelaya E. Adolescent pregnancies in Nicaragua. The importance of education. 1999.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 639.
Ellsberg MC. Candies in hell: Research and action on domestic violence against
women in Nicaragua. 2000. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
670.
Johansson E. Emerging perspectives on tuberculosis and gender in Vietnam. 2000.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 675.
Nyström L. Assessment of population screening: the case of mammography. 2000.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 678.
Berhane Y. Women’s health and reproductive outcome in rural Ethiopia. 2000.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 674.
Andersson T. Survival of mothers and their offspring in 19th century Sweden and
contemporary rural Ethiopia. 2000. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New
Series No 684.
Edlund C. Långtidssjukskrivna och deras medaktörer: en studie om sjukskrivning
och rehabilitering. 2001. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 711.
Kwesigabo G. Trends in HIV infection in the Kagera region of Tanzania. 2001.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 710.
Öhman A. Profession on the move. Changing conditions and gendered development
in physiotherapy. 2001. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 730.
Ivarsson A. On the multifactorial etiology of celiac disease. An epidemiological
approach to the Swedish epidemic. 2001. Umeå University Medical Dissertations
New Series No 739.
Grönblom-Lundström L. Rehabilitation in light of different theories of health.
Outcome for patients with low-back complaints - a theoretical discussion. 2001.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 760.
Nurdiati D. Nutrition and reproductive health in Central Java, Indonesia. An
epidemiological approach. 2001. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series
No 757.
Hyder SM Z. Anemia and iron deficiency in women. Impact of iron
supplementation during pregnancy in rural Bangladesh. 2002. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No 783.
Utarini A. Evaluation of the user-provider interface in malaria control programme:
The case of Jepara district, Central Java province, Indonesia. 2002. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No 805.

Ringbäck Weitoft G. Lone parenting, socioeconomic conditions and severe illhealth. Longitudinal register-based studies. 2003. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No 828.
Chicovore J. Gender power dynamics in sexual and reproductive health. A
qualitative study in Chiredzi District, Zimbabwe. 2004. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No 876.
Sri Hartini Th N. Food habits, dietary intake and nutritional status durin economic
crisis among pregnant women in Central Java Indonesia. 2004. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No 885.
Emmelin M. Self-rated health in public health evaluation. 2004. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No 884.
Lind T. Iron and zinc in infancy: Results from experimental trials in Sweden and
Indonesia. 2004. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 887.
Hang HM. Epidemiology of unintentional injuries in rural Vietnam. 2004. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No 914.
Hassler S. The health conditions in the Sami population of Sweden 1961-2002.
2005. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 962.
Valladares Cardoza E. Partner violence during pregnancy psychosocial factors
and child outcomes in Nicaragua. 2005Umeå University Medical Dissertations New
Series No 976.
Nguyen TX. The injury poverty trap in rural Vietnam: Causes, consequences and
possible solutions. 2005. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 990.
Oscarson N. Health Economic Evaluation Methods for Decision-Making in
Preventive Dentistry. 2006. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
1004.
Månsdotter A. Health, Economics and Feminism. On judging fairness and reform.
2006. University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1013.
Ng N. Chronic disease risk factors in a transitional country. The case of rural
Indonesia. 2006. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1017.
Minh HV. Epidemiology of cardiovascular disease in rural Vietnam. 2006. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1018.
Edin K. Perspectives on intimate partner violence, focusing on the period of
pregnancy. 2006. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1041.
Dao Lan Huong. Mortality in transitional Vietnam. 2006. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No 1036.
Nafziger A. A population perspective on obesity prevention: lessons learned from
Sweden and the U.S. 2006. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
1050.

Kahn K. Dying to make a fresh start: mortality and health transition in a new South
Africa. 2006. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1056.
Norberg M. Identifying risk of type 2 diabetes: epidemiologic perspectives from
biomarkers to lifestyle. 2007. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
1077.
Hagberg L. Cost-effectiveness of the promotion of physical activity in health care.
2007. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1085.
Jerdén L. Health-promoting health services: Personal health documents and
empowerment.2007. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1126.
Tesfaye F. Epidemiology of cardiovascular disease risk factors in Ethiopia: The
rural-urban gradient. 2008. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No
1151.
Fantahun M. Mortality and survival from childhood to old age in rural Ethiopia.
2008. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1153.
Fottrell E F. Dying to count: Mortality surveillance methods in resource-poor
settings. 2008. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No 1152.
Dahlblom K. Home alone. Sibling caretakers in Léon, Nicaragua. 2008. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1210.
Tollman S. Closing the gap: Applying health and socio-demographic surveillance to
complex health transitions in South and sub-Saharan Africa. 2008. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1226.
Sorensen J. Social marketing for injury prevention: Changing risk perceptions and
safety-related behaviours among New York farmers. 2009. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No. 1238.
Emmelin A. Counted – and then? Trends in child mortality within an Ethiopian
demographic surveillance site. 2009. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New
Series No. 1256.
Nilsson M. Promoting health in adolescents – preventing the use of tobacco. 2009.
Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1263.
Collinson M A. Striving against adversity. The dynamics of migration, health and
poverty in rural South Africa. 2009. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New
Series No. 1251.
Sahlén K-G. An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. Preventive home
visits among seniors. 2009. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No.
1278.
Kasenga F. Making it happen. Prevention of mother to child transmission of HIV in
rural Malawi. 2009. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1284.

Goicolea I. Adolescent pregnancies in the amazon basin of Ecuador – a rights and
gender approach to girls’ sexual and reproductive health. 2009. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1294.
Kidanto H L. Improving quality of perinatal care through clinical audit. A study
from a tertiary hospital in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania. 2009. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No. 1311.
Nzefa Dapi L. Socioeconomic and sex differences in adolescents’ dietary intake,
anthropometry and physical activity in Cameroon, Africa. 2010. Umeå University
Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1327.
Eriksson M. Social capital, health and community action - implications for health
promotion. 2010. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1355.
Waldau S. Creating organisational capacity for priority setting in health care. Using
a bottom-up approach to implement a top-down policy decision. 2010. Umeå
University Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1368.
Wiklund M. Close to the edge. Discursive, gendered and embodied stress in modern
youth. 2010. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New Series No. 1377.
Johansson H. En mer hälsofrämjande hälso- och sjukvård. En studie med
utgångspunkt från vårdens professioner. 2010. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No. 1388.
Probandari A. Revisiting the choise. To involve hospitals in the partnership for
tuberculosis control in Indonesia. 2010. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New
Series No. 1383.
Lundqvist G. Tobaksvanor i medelåldern. Riskfaktormönster, rökstoppsattityder
och erfarenheter av att sluta röka. 2011. Umeå University Medical Dissertations New
Series No. 1344.
Petersen Z. Smoking cessation during pregnancy. A person-centred approach
among disadvantaged women in South Africa. 2011. Umeå University Medical
Dissertations New Series No. 1398.

