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ABSTRACT 

This research was undertaken at Chamwino District, in Chinangali II project of 

Dodoma region, the area was selected as it is where the newly agricultural 

population engaging in grape production is higher. Mainly the study aimed at 

examining the role of household in the process of participatory development 

planning (PDP) of development projects (DP) in Tanzania. Specifically the study 

examined the household perceptions on participation processes of PDP, household‟s 

perception on participation tools in PDP used in the project, forms in which the 

household participate in PDP, role performed by household in PDP of development 

project, and finally the study examined the household perception on the way to 

participate in PDP. This is because of the fact that, despite of practice of PDP still 

various DP indicates failure to deliver because of being focused to community 

participation which has no common interest and collective responsibility as the 

household is. Therefore to capture information both primary data and secondary data 

were used. The study involved 94 household as a sample drawn from 1000 

household that the project covered. Qualitative data were analyzed using statistical 

package for social sciences (SPSS) version 16.0 concentrating on central tendencies.  

 The findings indicates that household participation in PDP of DP are mixed, they 

represent an advance in our understanding of the multiple ways in which household 

members might engage (or not) in opportunities to contribute to DP and the 

implications of their involvement for social development outcome. This is because of 

the fact that household perceptions on participation processes of PDP are diverse, for 

instance many respondents pointed out to be more convenient with implementation 

and monitoring than the other. More over the study findings indicates that household 
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has a well defined role in the project only in activities which are action based, while 

their role is not experienced in PDP activities requiring knowledge and skills of 

formal nature to execute them properly. This is because of the fact that, every 

variable that household indicated to be well convenient with are those which are 

action based than theoretical based. Finally the study concluded that, household can 

be easily depicted within the project if they actively participated on these areas than 

the other. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

1.0 Introductions  

This chapter presents explanation on the background information to the problem that 

mainly bases on Tanzania information about development projects, statement of the 

problem, the objectives of the study, research questions, and significance of the 

study. 

1.1 Background information 

Development projects may be termed as any social and economic undertaking, 

executed in a certain area in a given period of time by committing financial, material 

and human resource purposely for bringing about positive social and economic 

change on a given community, people or household so that to manage their daily 

social economic life. The implementation of development project always takes a 

very long path from policies at national level to programs and from program to 

projects. Therefore development projects are complements of programs, and 

programs are complements of policies. Development projects came as a need for raw 

materials to surpass developed world industries to produce for their development, 

and therefore mobilization of local resources for development projects indicate a 

long history in Tanzania and there are many pre-colonial institutions of communal 

labour (Lange S, 2007). Because development was both blueprint for the world of 

nation-states and a strategy for world order, we shall call this enterprise the 

development project. The epithet project emphasizes that development is 

something pursued and incomplete, rather than an evolutionary outcome (Michael, 

2003). Therefore development projects emerged during the colonial era as Robert 

Chambers has pointed out for East Africa in general, that these non-coordinated local 
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initiatives often resulted in duplication, compulsory labour and force (Chambers, 

2005). While it may have been experienced by nineteenth-century Europeans, over 

time it came to be viewed as a universal necessity (Michael, 2003). Hence in this 

situation, the implementation of development projects in Africa and specifically in 

Tanzania failed to bring expected social economic changes simply because took the 

same colonial face. This being the case, economic performance in 1970s and 1980s 

was disappointing; Much of the region was unable to break away from paths of 

negative or low per capita income growth, high inflation and fiscal deficits, and 

balance of payments difficulties, which in some countries culminated into political 

unrest (ESRF, 2003). 

 

In the sense at which development projects was taken as an evolutionary outcome 

rather than persuade, during 1960's and '70's, Tanzania implemented policies of self-

reliance and protectionism, which entailed state taking the leading role in national 

development (ESRF, 2003).  To make it materialize various development project was 

put in place, such as the nationalization of private owned companies since 1967 and 

creation and management of state enterprises that based on the infant industry 

considerations while thinking that the state was in a better position to guide the 

society towards sustainable development (ESRF, 2003) instead of society guiding 

their own development. Also on villagization project, the country experienced people 

being evicted from their residences to new where they had to start afresh through 

team work in building new houses and handling community farms for the village 

production. It was assumed that, as the people will settle in single villages, it will 

result into easy service delivery. The project faced failure as people had seen it as 
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some sort of punishment to them and therefore refusing to live in ujamaa villages 

being the result of poor participation of household in the project. More over the 

community farms/ujamaa farm established, did not materialized as people used to 

boil grains before planting them.  All this indicates lack of participation of key 

stakeholders in development projects for the purpose of tackling real problem and 

rising stakeholders concern to implementation of development projects. 

In desire to bring about people‟s development through development projects, 

Tanzania tried its own structural adjustment programs in early 1980s (the National 

Economic Survival Program (NESP) in 1981-1982 and the Structural Adjustment 

Program (SAP) in 1983-1985 (ESRF, 2003). The details of these programs were not 

discussed, as they were made in haste without adequate preparation and the 

government could not muster enough external resources to implement them 

successfully (ESRF, 2003).  Due to failure of its homegrown reforms, Tanzania 

adopted a series of donor supported reform programs starting in 1986. The first of 

these was Economic Recovery Program (ERP I) adopted in 1986-1989, followed by 

ERPII in 1989-1992. The aim of these reforms was to achieve sustainable growth in 

real income and output. It was suggested that better pricing of crops, improved 

product and input marketing, an increase in government outlays for agriculture, an 

increase in industrial capacity utilization by liberalizing raw material imports, a 

decrease in the balance of payments deficit through devaluation, export incentive 

schemes, and foreign exchange liberalization, and better control of the budget deficit 

and money supply were thought to be the key ingredients necessary to achieve this 

goal. 
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In 1990‟s Tanzania in its efforts to socio-economic development adopted 

decentralization program, the goal of the reform being to „strengthen the local 

government authorities with the overall objective of improving the quality and access 

to public services provided through or facilitated by the local government 

authorities‟ (Ngwilizi, 2002). Through it decision power were transferred to lower 

level of governing such as villages, wards and districts hoping that through this 

practices there will be effective participation of key stakeholders in development 

activities with consideration to development projects. As there was increasing 

agreement that the high failure rates of development projects could be blamed on the 

lack of participation by local communities (McNeish, 2001; Brett, 2003; Ferguson 

and Gupta, 2005). But its practice indicated to have experienced poor local people 

participation as a result of politics.   This is because, the success of a political leader 

is often measured by his or her ability to attract donor and/or district funding to local 

development projects (Lange S, 2007).  Therefore this influenced neglect of key 

stakeholders and vagrant participation in development projects as it become a more 

evolutionary outcome rather than pursued as indicated in various development 

projects.  In 1998, and with the assistance of DANIDA, the Government of Tanzania 

launched the Capacity Building and Environmental Management Project in Mwanza. 

According to the project document, the project „focussed on capacity building of 

Mwanza City Council (MCC) staff and Councilors, members of Mwanza community 

and the Mwanza business community‟ (Sustainable Mwanza Program, 2003). But 

ultimately the project failed, while the core problem that faced the Sustainable 

Mwanza Project was the issue of representation. Who was representing the people? 

As the donor looked for community representatives to plan and organize the project 
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in line with the „bottom-up approach‟ and the newly adopted National Human 

Settlements Development Policy (Lange S, 2007).   

 

Based on effects of many development projects failure to deriver expected results to 

targeted communities, in 2000 Tanzania came up with Tanzania Social Action Funds 

(TASAF) through Community Development Initiative (CDI) projects (Lange S, 

2007), aiming at taking developments through development projects at people‟s hand 

with the idea of key stakeholders having participated fully. By taking the case of 

Bagamoyo in Makurunge village where the TASAF projects had to construct a 

village dispensary that had to be completed in 2002. By late 2004, almost three years 

later, the dispensary was still not completed. According to the TASAF coordinator, 

members of the village government had convinced people not to participate in 

project activities by contributing money and labour. Apparently, they felt sidelined 

since the TASAF regulations forbid any member of the village government to be part 

of the local TASAF committee hence resulting into projects failure (Lange S, 2007). 

The problems in Makurunge are not unique. TASAF‟s national office noted a 

number of conflicts between TASAF committees and local authorities (McLean et 

al., 2006) leading to TASAF projects failure. 

 

There are stories of „participatory processes undertaken ritualistically, which had 

turned out to be Manipulative, or which had in fact harmed those who were supposed 

to be empowered‟ (Cooke and Kothari, 2001: 1). Co-option of development projects 

that are targeted at youth, women or other disadvantaged groups by political elites or 

traditional male authorities is common, since „the relative bargaining power‟ of the 
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people involved is seldom taken into account (Cooke and Kothari, 2001; Platteau and 

Abraham, 2002). It is also common for aspiring politicians to use development 

projects as springboards and vehicles for patronage in their relationship with the 

poor. Brett argues that participation in development projects may work under some 

circumstances (Brett, 2 

1.2 The statement of the problem 

Therefore the problem for failure of various development projects to deliver 

expected results is not simply because of being taken as evolutionary outcome and 

politicizations of participation but wrong stakeholder‟s participation in PDP as a 

result of its focus to community participation rather than other unit of the community 

which have a clear defined characteristics such as household which is helpful in DP 

implementation. In that case this research intended to provide dimension of 

participation in development projects by examining the role of household in 

participatory development planning (PDP) of development projects by focusing on 

grape projects.  

 

1.3 Objectives of the study 

1.3.1 Main objectives 

To examine the role of household in the process of participatory development 

planning of development projects in Tanzania. 
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1.3.2 Specific Objectives  

i. To examine the household perceptions on participation processes of PDP. 

ii. To examine the household‟s perception on participation tools in the PDP used 

in project. 

iii. To examine the forms in which the household participate in the PDP. 

iv. To examine the role performed by the household in PDP of development 

project. 

v. To examine the household perception on the way to participate in PDP. 

1.3.3 Research Question 

i. What is the perception of the household on the participation processes of 

PDP? 

(a) Identification process 

(b) Planning process 

(c) Implementation 

(d) Monitoring and evaluation  

ii. What is the household‟s perception on the participation tools used in PDP? 

(a) Information-sharing tools  

(b) Consultation tools  

(c) Collaborative planning tools  

iii. What are the forms in which the household participate in the PDP? 
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(a) Direct participation 

(b) Indirect participation 

iv. What is the role performed by the household in PDP of development project? 

(a) Positive role of the household 

(b) Negative role of the household 

v. What is the household perception on the way to participate in PDP? 

1.4 Significance of the research 

The study intended to examine the role of household in PDP of DP in Tanzania, 

being the case it will help the government, Non governmental organizations, projects 

managers and other agencies to be aware and concentrate on the role of household in 

PDP of DP and make necessary adjustments on their policies and strategies to ensure 

attainment of projects goals.  Theoretically, the research intended to contribute to 

modern development theories particularly to modernization theory and new 

institutionalism theory, by providing a new outlook on the world norms and culture 

through which development ideas are practiced. This research stressed on the idea 

that development projects and programs implementation must integrate glocal 

concepts of PDP in execution of development projects for its goals attainment 

through stressing on household roles in whole project cycle. Methodologically, this 

research used a case study research design, by adopting survey strategy through 

carrying out a multistage sampling procedure, based on sampling the divisions, then 

wards, followed by villages using simple random sampling, resulting in selecting a 

household sample. Both Probability and non probability sampling techniques was 
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used to select respondents hence making the importance of this research as it lead to 

accurate information. Policy-wise, the research contribute to the attainment of the 

national development vision 2025, that stress at improving people‟s well being at 

household level, through implementation of relevant development projects that will 

make their dreams realized  and household income improved.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.0 Introduction 

This literature review is categorized into conceptual analysis, theoretical analysis; 

empirical analysis, conceptual framework and it end up by looking on the research 

gape. Generally it focuses on the notion of community participation, challenges and 

its relationship to PDP in development projects. In addition, the role of a government 

and non-governmental organizations (NGO‟s), such as the local government 

authority, is also examined in relation to household participation toward local 

peoples‟ development.  

2.1 Conceptual analyses 

For better understanding of this research, it is important first to explore various 

concepts underlying it. This includes the analysis of the following concepts:- 

 What is meant by the word development 

 What is meant by development projects 

 Participatory Development Planning (PDP) 

 What is meant by participation as a concepts  

2.1.1 Development 

To start with, the word development is a multidimensional concept as it can be 

defined depending on what discourse one has when defining it. This includes 

defining development as progress by entailing western discourse toward 

understanding development. The other is that related to satisfaction sort of 

development that entails African discourse toward understanding development. 
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Generally scholars define development such as, Chambers (2004), who argues that 

development has been taken to mean different things at different times, in different 

places, and by different people in different professions and organizations. The 

dominant meaning has been those attributed by economists and used in economics. 

In all cases it has been normative and has involved change. Development is equated 

with economic development, and economic development in turn with economic 

growth. The underlying meaning of development has been good change in the realm 

of ecology, economics, society, and politics and indeed in all spheres of life. But 

Nyerere in development argued that Development is for man, by man, and of man 

(Nyerere, 1978). Its purpose is to develop man from restraints and limitation of 

ignorance and dependency. The personal and physical aspect of development can not 

be separated. It is in the process of deciding for himself what is development, and 

deciding in what direction it should take his society, and in implementing those 

decisions, that man develops. In this research therefore, development will contend to 

positive economic change of the society through the activity that the society employ 

by them selves based on their geographical and climatic factor for their household 

benefit and the society at large with the need of retaining it for the next generation.     

2.1.2 Development projects  

Is a deliberate initiative/strategy to intervene the identified development obstacles 

with the objective of contributing towards desired improved situation. A project 

intended to increase a developing country's ability to produce in the future. Such 

projects are most commonly additions to the country's capital stock, but they may 

involve improvements in infrastructure, educational facilities, discovery or 
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development of natural resources, (www-personal.umich.edu.  retrieved on 

24/09/2010). 

2.1.3 Participatory Development Planning (PDP) 

The core aims of participatory development planning are to give people a say in 

development decisions that may affect them and to ensure that development 

interventions are appropriate to the needs and preferences of the population that they 

are intended to benefit (Jennifer M, 2009). Participatory development planning can 

be undertaken by government agencies or other development agencies and CSOs at 

the national, regional, municipal or community level. Most of the methods and tools 

are inexpensive and simple to use and many have been designed for use with or by 

community members and do not require literacy (Jennifer M, 2009). The types of 

stakeholders participating in this approach can range from rural or urban local 

communities, community-based organizations and other CSOs in local development 

planning, to larger CSOs, international NGOs, the private sector, and the academia, 

in the case of national or even regional development planning. The level of 

stakeholder participation varies greatly depending on how seriously the approach is 

being taken, and can range from minimal i.e. involvement only in information-

gathering or consultation to more active forms such as in identifying, prioritizing and 

designing the development program/activities. 

 

While participatory development planning is generally initiated by the government 

or development agency involved, there are also opportunities for CSOs to take the 

lead. For example, there are many instances where NGOs have organized and 
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facilitated participatory action research to help development decision-makers learn 

about local needs and preferences in order to plan locally-appropriate interventions.  

 

But McCracken J, 2009, indicates that other CSO-led approaches which include: 

awareness-raising and mobilizing of communities and citizens to encourage them to 

get involved in development planning processes; building the capacity of local-level 

stakeholders to participate in these processes; and campaigning for or against 

particular development interventions. In the best of instances, long-term working 

relationships develop between, for example local government offices and NGOs or 

development agencies and the communities in which they work, to enable the 

planning to benefit from the knowledge and experience of different stakeholder 

groups. These linkages may take the form of formal partnerships between the parties 

involved or informal arrangements based on mutual trust. 

2.1.4 Participation 

Apart from PDP, Participation has been defined differently by different people who 

contradict its meaning, but its interpretation always has included the following:- 

(a) The involvement of a significant number of persons in situation or action 

which enhance their well being, 

(b) The consciousness of the public about their right to decide on matters 

affecting their destiny that force the decision makers to give in to the 

demands for popular participation, 

(c) A process of interaction between the government public service and the 

people, 
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(d) The gaining of a voice in decision making by a particular group (in a 

community) which also becomes a measure of that group‟s influence and 

extent of sharing the wealth of the community, 

(e) Mobilization of only those sections of the village or neighborhood that are 

most disadvantaged or the poor majority, 

(f) Participation is not involved with the mobilization of some individuals who 

should be regarded as the beneficiaries of participation rather it involves the 

participation of the organized community. (Tanzania planners handbook, 

1989). 

More over is a process by which people are enabled to become actively and 

genuinely involved in defining the issues of concern to them, in making decisions 

about factors that affect their lives, in planning and implementing policies, in 

planning, developing and delivering services and in taking action to achieve change 

(World Health organization, 2002). 

 

But Chambers brought participation into mainstream development by emphasizing 

Participatory Rural Appraisal PRA. PRA includes participatory mapping and 

modeling (for example asking village communities to map their environment, asking 

them how they perceive their own situations such as health, education, poverty and 

well-being, and involving them in producing seasonal calendars to understand their 

needs better). Other methods include interviews and focus groups, with the 

difference being those conducted by “insiders” rather than outsiders (Chambers, 

1997). For Chambers, participation is where “the positivist, reductionist, 
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mechanistic, standardized-package, top-down models and development blueprints 

are rejected, and in which multiple, local, and individual realities are recognized, 

accepted, enhanced and celebrated (1997).  

 

With that Chamber‟s conception, this research will put more concern to Chamber 

clarification of participation. This is because of the fact that the recognition, 

acceptance, enhancement and celebration of multiple, local, and individual realities 

are the key element of this research, in totality this research will centre to Chamber‟s 

conception of participation because of the fact that in current perception of 

participatory development planning of development projects in Tanzania lack 

effectiveness and efficiency in participation.  

2.1.5 Different perspectives in understanding these concepts 

The above defined and classified concepts can also be understood into different 

perspectives such as satisfaction as opposed to progress. It is another perspective in 

which the concept development is understood especially in African perspectives, 

Development in Africa contrast what is believed to be development in western 

discourse. Development in Africa may mean to have as many wives as possible, 

many children especially boys and white girls for instance in Sukuma tribe, and 

holding as many cows as possible regardless of whether he/she obtain enough daily 

meal. But as defined earlier, the word development project has another perspective 

of understanding it; local people understand them as the money giver and service 

providing projects. With this perspectives make many development projects to face 

difficulties to realize their goals since people neglect to contribute and indicate their 

role in the project. To elite class development projects are understood as opportunity 
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provider, people see these projects as the place where they go to earn a living for 

their own/family well being. This belief results into unsatisfactory outcomes of 

projects due to the reason that, projects implementer consumes the projects activities 

resources for their personal needs apart from what was planed for. This becomes true 

and efficiently achieved when the household member have no or little role in those 

projects as they are ignored in the whole project process.  

 

Participation concept is understood as means to project success, this is due to the 

fact that current development discourse is vested in involving people. It is believed 

that people themselves can make their own development and no one can bring 

development for them. But in real sense what is practiced contrast the real meaning 

of participation which lead to many project failure. To local people it is understood 

as the elite‟s means to force local people give whatever asked to implemented 

projects, which pose a question whether it is in real sense practiced as it is because if 

it is, why people understand it at only one level of project cycle?. More over local 

people tend to believe that involvement in PDP of development projects is to save 

money of the project initiator instead of believing that it is one way of increasing 

capital for their social development. 

2.2 Theoretical Analyses 

The following theories are behind analytical concepts; these include modernization 

theories and new institutionalism theory.  These theories are classified as 

contemporary development theories as they focus on current development 

perspectives. In currying out this research two theories will be inclined to, being 

modernization and new institutionalism theories. This is because of the fact that, the 
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research intends to provide information on the household in participatory 

development planning of development project in Tanzania. Therefore, being the 

case, development concept, development projects, PDP and Participation concepts 

are encompassed in contemporary development thinking hence requiring the 

application of modernization theories when examining the concepts so as to have a 

clear understanding of these theories in relation to research concepts.  

2.2.1 Thought of less development in Africa 

Modernization theories became as the dominant theories of development as a 

synthesis of what was taking place in developing countries (Evans and Stephen 

1988).  Authors of modernization theories believe that developing countries do not 

develop to the fullest extent because of government interventions to regulate the 

economy by setting prices and wages (Rostow 1961).  Modernization theorists 

believe that the advanced Western countries can help developing ones by providing 

necessary facilities to enable them to modernize. This modernization of development 

in developing countries changed the old development discourse especially in Africa 

and Tanzania in particular from satisfaction to progress. This being the case, 

development approach in Africa has taken the face of western development 

discourse. While thinking of modernization, it is important to acknowledge that 

development is also about what people give up during the development process 

(McMichael 2000).  In simple words, development may imply growth, progress, 

expansion, or loss of independence economically, politically, and socially.  In sum, 

modernization theories hardly address development concerns of the Third World 

countries. Based on these theories African countries adopted western pass to 

development by changing the outlook of development from satisfaction to progress 
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and therefore they had no way to make it achieved instead of doing what western 

countries did, hence designing projects to achieve societies‟ need from development 

projects.  This has contributed to delayed development in Africa as the 

implementation of DP neglect involvement of crucial stakeholder in their locality in 

whole process. 

2.2.2 Institutionalization of DP  

This emphasizes global diffusion and the homogeneity of policies around the globe, 

and contends that the legitimacy of nation-states in the global system results from the 

adaptation of policies that reflect what is “right” and “acceptable” in the global 

system (Jepperson 2001).  Globalization imposes a singular set of norms abstracted 

on a culturally, ecologically, and politically diverse world (McMichael 2001).  The 

nation state‟s interests, like development strategies, programmes and projects are 

defined by international norms which reflect what is right in the global system.  

There are striking similarities in the institutional apparatus of the modern system, in 

the contemporary nation-states.  Therefore it was believed that, in order Africa to 

develop in its fullest extent it should adopt what the west did. Based on that Africa 

development projects had to take a shape of institutions and look like those of the 

west. This being the case, institutionalism theories appears to be very important 

when examining development projects, and therefore they will be inclined to in this 

study because of the fact that current development is executed through projects with 

institutional nature. Therefore application of institutionalism theories will provide a 

better understanding of how the institution operates within DP and hence provide a 

chance to examine how the household can institutionalize DP through their 

participation.  
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2.3 Empirical analyses 

2.3.1 Background on Participatory Development Planning (PDP) 

Globally, the core aims of participatory development planning (PDP) are to give 

people a say in the development decisions that may affect them and to ensure that 

development interventions are appropriate to the needs and preferences of the 

population that they are intended to benefit (Jennifer M, 2009). Basically globally it 

became as the realization of the fact that, the response to the growing awareness that 

various approaches then employed for rural development, such as community 

development, integrated rural development or basic needs did not often lead to 

significant rural development and especially poverty reduction, largely, as was then 

thought, because there was little involvement in development projects of those 

undergoing „development‟, and particularly the poor (ESCAP, 2009).  

 

Therefore this being the case, PDP since then taken various features/shapes in its 

implementation based on actors and what they want to achieve for people‟s 

development. As the matter of fact, actors of PDP focused on specific areas such as 

community and people‟s participation while leaving aside the household unit hence 

resulting into unsatisfactory results of many development projects.  

 

For instance, many studies globally conducted focuses on community participation 

and better elements of its operation, such as the study of Gaventa (2004) as it defines 

a variety of different spaces from a participation point of view, ranging from closed 

spaces in which decisions are made by a set of actors behind closed doors, without 

any pretence of broadening the boundaries for inclusion. Also Gaventa (2004) link 
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participation and citizenship, and explores the transformative possibilities of citizen 

engagement with local governance, and the conditions under which such engagement 

can lead to both a strengthening of democracy and pro-poor development outcomes. 

The study lacks the element of households in PDP and its position in PDP as DP 

intends to change household incomes and hence requiring to provide attention to this 

unit especially in grape projects (GP) which are household natured in its 

implementation.   

 

Although Gaventa, has potential particularly through the possibility of multi-level 

approaches to PDP, the study of Cleaver (2004) returns to the recursive relation 

between agency and structure when she cautions that agency cannot be exercised in a 

vacuum. The forms that citizenship can take are shaped by the minutiae of social life 

and relationships, which may prove slower and more difficult to transform than 

public spaces and institutions of the state. But it has to be noted that the conclusion 

of Cleaver that, the forms that citizenship can take are shaped by the minutiae of 

social life and relationships can be easily and better understood in DP if it is 

examined at the household level.  

 

While cleaver(2004) looks on participation by focusing on the relation between 

agency and structure of the community, Smith (2008) focuses on the importance of 

community participation at which he conclude that communities who have been 

involved in participatory development projects would give a better understanding of 

how the projects have worked or failed in terms of goals achievement and 

sustainability (Smith,2008), but the problem comes that, the community is not 
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shaped by minutiae social life and relationship as not necessarily bonded by common 

interest. It is only the household which is characterized by that nature, and therefore 

presenting the importance of its position in PDP for the success of DP. This being 

the case, grape projects provides a most important project area to determine the 

position of household in PDP since these projects requires collective household 

effort to achieve the goals.  

 

Likewise in Africa, PDP was the result of failure of former approaches in 

development process. Many actors of PDP in Africa desired to have a better 

approach at which development intervention will be implemented and result into 

people centered development. In so doing, various approaches have been adopted 

and implemented by different actors as much literature indicates.  

 

In Uganda for instances the study by Kayuza, 2009 on participatory development 

management an experience in Uganda, looks on the challenges of PDP. He provides 

that, Challenges to Participatory Development Management processes revolve 

around the human attitudinal change, logistical constraints and inappropriate 

institutional systems at the grassroots level (Kayuza, 2009). But these challenges can 

be minimized if the household position in PDP is understood and put in 

consideration because is at this unit where human altitude remain the same, logistics 

are understood and the institution system is appropriate. Marrie in 2009, provides 

information on community participation in Education projects in Ethiopia. The 

study‟s results demonstrate that community participation occurred in the schools of 

the three villages of Khisha, Triab and Shinkah in several different ways. The NGO, 
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IEED, integrated the concept of community participation into their mission, which 

resulted in the community directing the priorities of the school projects. The NGO 

also built a trusting relationship with the community, which also positively 

influenced community participation in the villages (Marrie, 2009). Though the study 

indicates the shift of PDP into various element of the community especially 

education, the focus still on community participation and ignoring the household in 

PDP process hence influencing the need to focus on the household participation in 

PDP by considering that, projects performances and results are determined at the 

household level which is neglected at the project planning and implementation. This 

pose the question to how formally less considered element get to be an important 

area to determine projects success? How does this unit perceive these projects? And 

what is their perception to PDP?  

But in Tanzania context, PDP in DP emerged as the failure of the former central 

planning approach at which in 1970‟s the government identified the problems and 

abandoned the central planning approach to a participatory approach through 

decentralization in which bottom up approach were adopted hopping to bring real 

development changes in the country (Mwageni, 2006). Therefore since then, various 

DP and programs focused on participatory approach at which local people were 

identified as core participant in any development projects and program. This being 

the case, many studies on PDP in Tanzania has focused on gender and development, 

for instances, the study by Lugalla in 2008 looks on  gender in the participatory 

agricultural development and empowerment project (PADEP) at which it concluded 

that there was little inclusion of female sex in DP (Lugalla,2008). This is because of 

the fact that, PDP focused on community participation at which only a number of 
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representatives are of concern from the community rather than who is of effect in the 

project. While the conclusion by Lugalla, would have been different if the project 

would have been focused on household lather than the community.  Many literatures 

portrays the importance of having role of local government, community based 

organizations, professionals, facilitator and financial institutions as the important 

element of community in PDP success (Alli, N and Emery, S, 2008). This indicates 

the reasons that may be contributing to many projects failure as far as an important 

element of the community social structure (household) is given less concern. Apart 

from that, the studies does not describe to why the community has been of concern 

lather than the household unit while the projects performance are examined at this 

unit. This poses various problems in achieving project goals in many DP especially 

those of which its implementation are household natured such as the grape 

production projects in Tanzania.  

2.3.2 Studies conducted in the area of research world wide 

Community participation in development projects is expanding and it is unlikely that 

its importance will decline (Arcand and Bassole, 2007). Therefore there is a need to 

focus on household in PDP of development projects so that to ensure projects goals 

attainment as it will create a clear base toward determining the project success. But 

in order to have a better understanding of what it means by community participation 

let us have a detailed discussion of it. 

2.3.3 Participation, Community, and Community Participation 

2.3.3.1 Foundations of the Concept of Community Participation 

This discussion examines the roots of participatory development beginning with 

participatory approaches now used widely in development strategy known as 
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Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA). A discussion of PRA in rural development 

helps to clarify criteria that can be used to evaluate and understand PDP. At the heart 

of PRA is the idea of building long-term sustainable local action and institutional 

capacity. PRA employs a wide range of approaches and methods to enable local 

people to express, enhance, share, and analyze their knowledge of life and 

conditions, as well as to plan and act. PRA is also intended to enhance people‟s 

analytical capacity and knowledge, and promote local ownership (Chambers, 1995). 

In the 1980s, critics found that mainstream development programs using topdown 

approaches were not effectively addressing social inequality (Korten, 1984). Foreign 

assistance organizations began to shift their strategy in a way that the people who 

required it would directly participate in enhancing their own lives “based on the 

resources which they controlled” (Chambers, 1994). This people-centered approach 

was used in participatory rural appraisal (PRA). PRA as a development strategy 

invited the poor and powerless to take part in the investigation and analysis of rural 

development strategies (Chambers, 1994). In addition, local people were asked to 

suggest ideas to improve their circumstances. The development was a shared process 

supported by NGOs not solely grassroots (Chambers, 1994). More over Chambers 

(1994) observes that PRA espoused three prescriptive ideas: Poor people are creative 

and capable and can and should do much of their own investigations analysis and 

planning; that outsiders have roles as conveyors, catalysts, and facilitators: and that 

the weak and marginalized can and should be empowered. PRA was built on other 

theoretical methods, including sociological research techniques and Rapid Rural 

Appraisal. PRA was applied by NGOs with the objective of facilitating and 

empowering the poor and their communities as an integral part of their projects. 
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Although PRA primarily focused on rural agricultural development, its impact on 

development strategies spilled over to other areas. If farmers, could create, own, and 

analyze the process of farming, then households should be able to identify their own 

development projects. In Chambers (1994) view, PRA took years to become a 

recognized strategy because a critical mass of ideas and practices was slow to 

evolve. Although Chambers pioneered the concept of community participation in 

development, the literature reveals a lack of clarity in how to define community 

participation and therefore raising the need to focus on most effective unit of the 

community such as household at which development project are implemented. 

2.3.3.2 The Problematic Concept of Community Participation 

Definitions associated with community participation are numerous and often 

interrelated. These definitions derive from two sources; international development 

projects and analytic and research literature. These approaches to community 

participation, including the use of local knowledge for project planning and 

implementation, is frequently identified in international development and analytic 

literature as “alternative development” or “bottom-up” (Mosse, 2001; Pieterse, 

2001). Alternative development connotes community participation by focusing on a 

bottom-up approach and the “people‟s capacity to affect social change” (Pieterse, 

2001). The concept of community participation in development projects focuses on 

the “local decision makers who are better able to adapt the appropriate mix of inputs 

and development policies to local preferences” (Gertler, Patrinos, & Rubio-Codina, 

2008). This is often contrasted to “mainstream development,” which the literature 

refers to as “top-down” approaches of development agencies (international donors) 

that focus more on structural and macroeconomic change, with limited or no sub-
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national (local) participation (Pieterse, 2001). The focus of alternative development 

is on the local community and its ability to participate (Pieterse, 2001). However, 

participatory approaches were not without their detractors (Kapoor, 2002).  Pieterse 

(2001) views people-centered, bottom-up approaches as the new mainstream, 

suggests that alternative development involves communities at various social, 

economic and cultural strata, and hence is “mainstream” by definition including, as it 

must, active participation by civil society (Pieterse, 2001). Community participation 

approaches are criticized as not being truly “participatory” because of the lack of 

consideration of authority and social structure in the existing community (Arcand & 

Bassole, 2007). This entails the need of having another dimension of participation 

from the community focus to a more sensitive unit of the society that can effect 

changes in DP and influence a positive result of DP. With this conception, a focus to 

household in PDP of development projects promises better results as the unit is a 

more organized and influenced by common interest and collective responsibility than 

the community.  

2.3.3.3 Criticism about Approaches to Community Participation 

This section reviews the criticism about approaches to community participation, 

especially as it relates to the larger development debate on participatory strategies 

and the “bottom-up” approach. There are several criticisms; a) participatory projects 

do not take into account local power structures; b) NGOs are prescriptive in their 

project goals; and c) a lack of understanding about the community (Marie DeLucia 

Ternieden, 2009). Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) came into common use 

because of its potential to place “power” in the hands of local people to encourage 

more sustainable projects. Chambers (1994) himself noted, that PRA is “now a 
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fashionable rhetoric and field reality.” Criticism of PRA centers on not taking into 

account local power structures and what might constitute participation in each 

community (Cleaver, 2001). Furthermore, merely stating that participation is a 

“good” idea does not necessarily make it so, especially if it is not truly 

“participatory,” and begs the question on the critical discussion of participation as a 

development strategy. The same approaches to building local capacity and 

sustainable projects through PRAs have also been applied to community 

participation in PDP. Thus, the same criticism may apply (Cleaver, 2001). In the 

same way, Kapoor (2002) criticizes PRA‟s lack of a comprehensive framework. In 

his opinion, Chambers‟ descriptions of participation and consensus to reach planned 

outcomes for improving community practice lack any “systematic way of checking 

power relationships in the PRA space”. He further suggests that Chamber‟s lack of 

theory or principle leaves no way to judge the accumulation of knowledge or the 

consensus of the community; and without that critical analysis “there appears to be 

little scope for preventing coerced outcomes” (Kapoor, 2002). In other words, the 

challenge to community participation in PDP of development projects context is 

thus: if household members lack the ability to be heard, and the “local elites” assert 

their power over the decision-making process, is community participation truly 

participatory (Gertler, Patrinos, & Rubio-Codina, 2008)? In another criticism of 

community participation, Tvedt (1998) argues that the needs assessment process is 

not truly a bottom-up process but a form of control. This happens because, in many 

cases, NGOs have defined project goals before engaging the community using a 

priori assumptions of what should work or has worked somewhere else (i.e., another 

country). Then, communities may identify their needs using language that reflects 
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the vocabulary of the NGO provider, independent of a community needs assessment 

and its “descriptive” assessment (Tvedt, 1998). In principle, local people would need 

to become more equal participants by knowing and using the language of the NGO 

system. But White (1996) suggests that “sharing through participation does not 

necessarily mean sharing in power”. If community participation is directed and 

controlled by the NGO, then it is questionable whether the community has actually 

“participated” in a real community needs assessment. Therefore based on this 

criticism of community participation, household participation comes into a 

functioning unit of DP in PDP as it pose with no contradiction of its definition, 

understanding, functions and its general organization that are needed in execution of 

project activities in a more successful and efficient way and hence reviling the actual 

results of the project at household level.   

2.3.4 Contributions of actors in PDP 

 Carolyn J. Heinrich, Yeri Lopez, 2007, in their study provide a core principal 

underlying the current design and orientation of Social Intervention Funds as is 

community-driven development (CDD), in which control of decisions and resources 

is ceded to community groups that partner with local elected governments, the 

private sector, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and central government 

agencies provide social and infrastructure services and improve governance and 

resource management, while simultaneously empowering the poor (Carolyn J. 

Heinrich, & Yeri Lopez,2007). But many experts have noted that technocratic elites 

can not by themselves promote planned socio-economic changes but must have 

active support and assistance of the target group to formulate, implement and 

evaluate programme successfully. They have further observed that in many 



29 

 

developing countries public resource have been wasted on grandiose, overly complex 

and sometimes ill planned schemes i.e. schemes that were either beyond the 

implementation capacity of average citizen or which failed to meet their real needs ( 

a case of villagization schemes of Tanzania around 1960s), they have therefore 

argued that, the case for a participatory approach to the planning, implementation 

and evaluation of both national and local development program, strategies and 

projects must be community centered (Mwageni, 2006),  these studies centers much 

on community participation in development projects as they forget the bases of 

people‟s real development which start at household level hence require the need of 

having household in any PDP by looking on their role and perception toward DP so 

that to ensure projects goals realization to the targeted population especially the 

household unit.      

 

With such dimensions, many organizations reports such as (Action Aid Africa, 2002; 

CDRN, Annual Report 2002; Save the Children- US, 2000) focuses on community 

participation in participatory development planning and mention training and 

capacity building as a much-used approach in ensuring community participation in 

development projects at different levels. However, what does not clearly come out is 

whether they are trained so that people have skills with which to implement 

programs at the household level or whether the training is actually focuses on 

participation at household level to emancipate the household role so as to ensure 

goals attainment and emancipate people‟s development. 
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However these studies focuses on community participation in participatory 

development planning, it is argued that this emancipator nature was somewhat 

hijacked into supporting development projects, were participation, rather than the 

end in itself, became a means to an end (i.e. the development project) (Hickey and 

Mohan, 2004; Leal, 2005). From 1990s to the current era, Hickey and Mohan find 

that a more institutional approach to participation has appeared, with initiatives such 

as participatory budgeting and participatory poverty assessments. It is argued that 

such “planner-centered” participation is more about an efficient mechanism for 

delivering a development project and reducing cost, rather than a genuine 

understanding of community‟s needs (Mosse, 2001). 

 

But Rawlings reported in 2005, that social funds had drawn close to US$10 billion in 

foreign and domestic financing globally and represented international financial 

institutions‟ most significant investment in community-led development initiatives, 

however it does not exactly tell about the impact of the project to household, and this 

is because of the fact that many studies ignore to encompass the position of the 

household in many participatory development project hence experiencing difficult to 

realize and indicates real development impacts to people and especially the  

household unit. 

Cooke and Kothari 2001, drawn attention to a set of shrewd critiques that challenge 

the conception that promoting community participation will consistently contribute 

to better development outcomes. The essays in their edited volume consider three 

elemental concerns: (1) Do participatory processes “override existing legitimate 

decision-making processes”? (2) Do the group dynamics involved in these processes 
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“reinforce the interests of the already powerful”? and (3) “Have participatory 

methods driven out others which have advantages participation cannot provide?” For 

example, in his study of the Kribhco Indo-British Farming Project (KRIBP) in India, 

Mosse (2001) determined that participatory goals were more likely to be oriented 

outward or upwards, i.e., conditioned by expectations of project deliverables and 

justifying or validating higher-level objectives or mobilizing political support for 

them, rather than downwards, drawing from local knowledge and engaging diverse 

local interests. Cleaver (2001) concluded that the emphasis on participation in 

development activities has in practice become more of a managerial exercise that 

draws from “toolboxes of procedures and techniques” and is disproportionately 

focused on efficiency. Arguing that most of the claims about benefits of participation 

are yet unproven, Cleaver call for more empirical analysis of the effects of 

participation and its linkages of the poor to social and economic outcomes hence 

indicating the need to determine the household position in participatory development 

projects since the determination of social economic outcome are assessed at 

household level after the project have turned to an end. This lead to a contradicting 

results that indicates poor performance of the projects to the needy especially the 

household simply because of the fact that the household is not fully incorporated into 

the process from the start but get in the process at the end of the project to determine 

the performance of the activity.  Therefore this provides a room and desire of having 

another dimension in PDP and hence exposing the importance of having household 

information in PDP of development projects.  
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2.3.5 Empirical analyses in Africa context 

Study on community participation and development project in Africa have been 

more central, for example,  Hulme and Murphree (2001) assessed community 

participation in the conservation area, their study described three particular strands to 

these ideas which are woven together in different ways by theorists, policy makers 

and managers of the African environment. The first is that conservation should be 

more based in society; it should involve the local community rather than being 

purely state-centric. Secondly, the concept of sustainable development has promoted 

the notion that the things to be conserved (species, habitats or biodiversity) should be 

viewed as exploitable natural resources that can be managed to achieve both 

developmental and conservation goals. The study has no focus to household 

participation in conservation areas which is a key to ensure effective management of 

the natural resources for people development therefore entailing the need to look on 

household role in these PDP of development projects. 

 

At local environment study on community participation and development project 

have been made of concern for example, Community participation in Tanzania‟s 

development lies in the fact, as Nyerere agued, that “People can not be developed:  

They can only develop themselves.  For while it is possible for an outsider to build a 

man‟s house an outsider can not give the man pride of self confidence in him as a 

human being, those things a man has to create in himself by his own action he 

develop himself by what he does: he develop himself by making his own decisions 

by increasing his understanding of what he is doing and why:  by increasing his 

knowledge and ability and by his own full participation.  Involving people in 
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determination, decision making, planning, and implementation of development 

strategies, programmes and project is really one of the basic fundamental human 

rights which result to alleviation of poverty, ignorance and diseases (Mwageni, 

2006). Any participation of community in participatory development planning 

intends to alleviate poverty among the people but its impacts should be determined at 

the household level. The literature forget the key element for the need of having PDP 

of development projects which is the household, therefore providing the need of 

examining household role in participatory development planning of development 

projects which many research had not put in concern. Further more, Nyerere (1967), 

argues empirically that, a man develops himself if he joins in free discussions of new 

ventures and participates in subsequent decisions on it. That he is not being 

developed if he is herded like animal into the new venture. Nyerere says that 

development of a man can only be affected by that man, and that development of 

people themselves goes on to say that one purpose of development is to increase 

people‟s freedom and if this is to happen, development must therefore be for people, 

It must serve them and their interests every development proposal must be judged by 

the criterion of whether it serves the development purpose. 

 

To sum up on the related reviewed literatures, Leach in his study note that 

communities are often seen as homogeneous and consensual entities resulting in 

misleading analyses which inform community-based sustainable development 

initiatives (Leach et al. 1997). The household unit is a more organized, homogeneous 

and consensual entity which is fertile by common interest and collective 

responsibility, these are crucial element that fever participation approaches to project 
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implementation as it lead to successful implementation of DP. This provides the need 

to consider every household as an independent entity, and its role in any PDP of 

development projects is a must for effective and efficient realization of projects goals 

and hence real development. 

2.3.6 Classifications of the studies 

The study review are classified into socio-economic aspects of PDP and gender 

based as they all intend to focuses on bringing people‟s centered development 

through participatory approaches, though they all focus on community participation 

which seems to be unworkable approach of participation. This is because it does not 

indicate to bring desired impact to targeted units. This study therefore, is inclined to 

socio-economic classification as it intends to examine the role of household in PDP 

of development projects in Tanzania. This is because of the fact that current 

development agenda entails real development of those in concern by the intended 

intervention. 

 2.3.6 Research Gap 

Through the reviewed literatures, PDP of development projects is much centered on 

the importance of community participation in development projects, while stressing 

on homogeneous and consensual community, in fact which doesn‟t exists. This poses 

an illusive way of participation, as results into absence of information on household 

role in PDP of development projects. Therefore this research intended toward 

shifting the wind by providing information on household participation, hence leading 

to presence of useful information about household in PDP of development projects 

that will contribute toward minimized projects failure.  
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2.4 Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework is based on the fact that, Household PDP is a variable by 

which in order development projects to attain its goals there must be need to ensure 

that all sub variables are put in concern. These include the following perception of 

household in PDP processes, perception of household in participatory tools, Forms of 

participation and Role of Household in PDP. But the better implementation of this 

variable in all PDP must ensure that the role of household is made a key of concern 

in any development projects by taking into account of the following; the effective 

household participation in PDP processes, household awareness to participation 

tools, household relevant participation forms, and the effective participation of 

household in all PDP processes. This will lead to sense of ownership of stakeholders 

at household level and hence resulting into desire to take part in development 

projects as they develop sense of owning the project. Once this is ensured, there 

result effective development projects which delivers household expected output and 

hence granting people‟s socio-economic wellbeing at household level. 

More over, this conceptual framework is based on the fact that, development projects 

in order to deliver must emerge from the people who are based in household unit, 

and hence presenting necessity for having household participation in participatory 

processes. Therefore effective participation of household unit results into effective 

role of the stakeholders in PDP, at which all stakeholders join in the process without 

leaving asides some of the stakes. The existence of effective PDP will lead to 

efficient and effective development projects in the society at which they are 

implemented. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Frame work 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES 

3.0 Introduction  

This section presents procedures and methodologies used in sample designing, data 

collection and data handling for this study. It describes the sampling frame, 

procedures and sample size that was employed in collecting primary data and the 

rationale for technique. The section also describes the study area, study 

methodology, the data collection exercises, data analysis techniques and concludes 

by providing the limitation of the study.  

3.1 The study area 

This research was conducted in Dodoma region in Chamwino district at the village 

of Chinangali II of Chamwino district council. Chamwino district council was 

established in 2007 as part of old Dodoma rural district council. Currently it has a 

population of 294,298 out of which 153,582 are females and 141,016 are males. It 

has a population density of 33 people per square kilometer. The district lies between 

latitude 4
0
 and 8

0
 south and between 35

0
 and 37

0 
East of Greenwich meridian. It has 

a total area of 8,056 square kilometer which is divided into 5 divisions, 32 wards 

which holds 78 villages.  The district holds almost 85% of its population engaged in 

farming activities especially in food crops such as maize and simsim. More over the 

district is one among of grape products producers in the region as the product is 

highly produced in various areas such as Mpunguzi, Mvumi and other areas of the 

district, Chamwino ward being one of them at which the study was mainly 

undertaken at the area where most of the population engaging in the project are 

found.  
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3.1.1 The Chinangali II grape project  

Chinangali II grape project is situated about 52km from Dodoma town on the way to 

Morogoro.  The project was established in 2007 but it took actual implementation in 

2009 as the first phase of the project that consist almost 300 acre squire out of the 

1000 actre squire of the whole project. It resulted as the regional commissioner‟s 

need to empower the least poor household of the district from poverty situation by 

improving their household income. Therefore to make this realized it was agreed that 

each household should get involved in the project by owning their own plot that will 

be serviced by the household itself. The household had to join in cooperatives so as 

to be able to execute agricultural activities in a cooperative way, more over they had 

to join financial institution especially SACCOS so as to be eligible for loans. To 

implement the project the household had to contribute little amount and the rest was 

secured from their SACCOS which is financed by Commercial Rural Development 

Bank (CRDB). Currently the whole project is assumed to have obtained the loan 

from CRDB of about 1,500,000,000/= Tshs divided by each household owning the 

grape plot.  The loan was directed to FUNE SACCOS which is the financial 

institution of the project responsible for monitoring the financial flow of the project. 

More over CHABUMA AMCOS LTD is another project organization responsible to 

execute farmer‟s organization matters. The organization is operating as a 

cooperatives society at which farmers are responsible to join, each farmer had to join 

first the CHABUMA AMCOS LTD and then allowed to join the FUNE SACCOS 

for the financial matter.  
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Figure 2: Geographical outlook of the area 

 

Source: Chamwino district council  
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3.2 Research design 

In this study, a case study design was used. The choice of case study design is based 

on the fact that the study method gives unitary character of data being studied by 

inter-relating a variety of facts to a single case, taking into account of its flexibility in 

terms of methods for data collection and analysis that will be used. The study will 

also expect to provide opportunity for researcher to analyze many specific details 

that are often overlooked with other methods. Moreover, the study is less costly in 

comparison to other research designs (Ghauri P and Gronhaug K, 2002; 1985; 

Tipaph and Shukia, 2002). 

3.2.1 Approach used  

A multiple case-study approach was used as the study examined how household 

participation occurs in rural villages of Chamwino. A multiple case-study design 

suited to observe, analyze, and evaluate community participation activities from 

multiple perspectives because of the techniques that are used to gather data (Yin, 

1994). For the purpose of this study, these techniques include interviews, 

observations, and document analysis (Yin, 1994; Merriam, 1998). The multiple case-

study design also was used because of its ability to evaluate and assess household 

participation both in single case analysis and examine overarching themes through 

cross case analysis (Maxwell, 2005). To assess household participation, each case 

was examined to reveal how and why household participation in development 

projects is understood by stakeholders. A cross case analysis pulled out different 

themes related to each of the research questions and demonstrate how the cases are 

similar and in what way each case differs (Maxwell, 2005). 
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Likewise, to examine household role in participatory development planning of 

development projects in Tanzania particularly in Chamwino district, multiple 

research methods, which included archival research, in-depth interviews, group 

discussion and participant observation were used.   

The archival component included the available documents on participation in 

development projects, newspaper and articles with related information on 

participation in development projects especially on grape projects of Chamwino 

which intended to achieve the national agricultural development philosophy mostly 

known as Kilimo Kwanza. 

In-depth interviews offered access to spoken meaning of household role in 

participatory development planning, the participant observation allowed to “catch” 

both spoken and unspoken meanings by observing how people through their 

household take part in the project. More over the use of various methods helped to 

ensure the quality of findings by “triangulating” the findings via comparison of the 

content of different sources of information.  

3.2.2 The strategy used  

After acceptance of my proposal, I first spent the week conducting extensive 

literature research on participatory development planning of development projects on 

establishment and management of these grape projects in the operation area. 

Chamwino district in Chinangali 2 was my destination, and after arriving in my 

study site, I began working with local NGO and local government officials 

responsible in implementation of the grape projects. After extensive discussion with 

government and non government official, the study ventured on the single sampled 

household not only conduct the interviews and group discussion by responding to 
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various question, but also provide background information on the grape projects and 

the household participation in whole project cycle. 

3.3 Sampling 

3.3.1 Population sample 

This study dealt with male and female population in Chamwino district situated 

around the project area of Chinangali II grape project from 6 villages of Manchali, 

Buigiri, Chamwino, Mlebe, Chinangali 1 and Chinangali 2. 

3.3.2 Sampling procedure  

Both Probability and non probability sampling techniques was used to select 

respondents. Under Probability sampling techniques, simple random sampling 

technique was used to select respondents from the ward where by every household 

had an equal chance to be included in the sample, while under non probability 

sampling technique; purposive sampling technique was used to select ward and 

District officials as well as project leaders. 

3.3.3 Sample size 

Because of time, location and financial constraints 94 respondents was selected as a 

sample size to represent the whole population. The sample size comprised of 90 

households‟ heads, 2 officials and 2 project facilitators, and rrespondents from 

households was obtained by using scientific formula bellow:- 

n=N/1+N (e) 
2 

 

Where    n= Sample size 

              N= Total umber of households in the ward 

              e= Detection error expressed in percentage (5%-10%) 
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Given the total number of households (N) around Chinagali II grape project to be 

=1704 households. But only six villages with 1000 households will be involved. 

By taking the level of significance (e) to be 10% 

Hence the sample size (n) was computed as follows:- 

n= 1000 households / 1+ 100(10/100)
2
 = 1000 / 1+ 10=1000/11 = 94 households 

Therefore 94 respondents was considered for data collection, where by 94 household 

heads was interviewed, 2 project administrative officials (FUNE SACCOS and 

CHABUMA AMCOS LTD) and 1 government official = 94 respondents 

Table 1: Summary of the sample size distribution 

Categories of sample Number of sample 

Project administrative official 2 

Household heads 90 

Government official 2 

Total 94 

Source: Field Survey, 2011 

3.4 Data collection methods  

3.4.1 Data collection instruments 

To make sure that relevant data was collected, the researcher employed two data 

collection instrument, and this included:- 

Questionnaires: Semi-Structured questionnaires was designed and used to capture 

both qualitative and quantitative data.  The questionnaires consisted of both open and 

closed ended questions.  The questionnaire was pre – tested using 20 respondents 

from selected areas during a preliminary or pilot survey to check the relevance of the 

question to the intended respondents. A semi structured questionnaire was used for 
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the stakeholder interviews. Basic descriptive information was asked at the beginning 

of the interview to put respondents at ease (Merriam, 1998). Each question was 

designed to elicit a response that informed and answered the research question. The 

semi-structured interview was also used due to the anticipated time constraints of the 

interview process. The open-ended questioning was used to allow individual 

respondents to “define the world in unique ways” (Merriam, 1998). In addition, the 

responses suggested sources of corroboratory evidence such as participation 

documents (Yin, 1994). For each question, probes were used to help particularly shy 

respondents. Merriam (1998) described question types for the protocols that 

encouraged respondents to provide the most amount of information, given the time 

limits and number of interviews to be conducted in the field. Two types of question 

were used: ideal position and interpretive questions (Merriam, 1998). The ideal 

position question type allowed the respondent to provide information and opinion. 

To check interpretations and probe for more information, the interpretive question 

type was used. A translated version was available for those interviewees who were 

uncomfortable with English and Kiswahili.  

3.4.2 Data Collection procedures 

3.4.2.1Primary Data collection procedure 

 Primary data was obtained from respondents at the household level through the 

following methods/procedure:- 

Survey – Here the researcher went through the study area in order to see the real 

situation. Through survey the researcher was guided by local people to see the 

families that participate in the project. The researcher had chosen this technique 



45 

 

because it allowed the researcher to walk across the study area to see the real 

situation and meet respondents. 

Discussion- This is also a procedure for primary data collection where the researcher 

conducted discussion with groups ranging from eight to twelve informants by freely 

discussing a certain subject with the guidance of a researcher. The reason to use this 

method was to get concise information concerning the way the household 

participated in the whole project in Chamwino district. The researcher decided to use 

focus group discussion because it allowed him to listen on views of respondents 

about question raised. More over the researcher used this technique to gather 

information related to the attitude and perception of the people on the concept of 

participation. The researcher meet with respondents in groups were discussion was 

held by the researcher and the answers was given by respondents. More probe 

questions was asked based on the answers given by respondents. 

Interview- An interview is a set of questions to collect information through oral or 

verbal communication in a face to face contact between the researcher and the 

respondent (Kothari, 1972). More over is a data collection technique that involves 

oral questioning of respondents either individually/in group. The researcher had 

chosen this method because it allowed him to record and write the answer given by 

respondents during the interview. The researcher had the chance of recording and 

writing down the responses either during the interview or after the interview. Also 

interview was used in order to obtain qualitative and quantitative information.  

3.4.2.2 Secondary Data collection procedure 

Secondary data are the information collected and compiled by another person for his 

or her purpose. These were obtained through the following methods or techniques:- 
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Information and data gathering from key informants –These are people who were 

chosen by the researcher in order to provide information about the question asked. 

The researcher consulted key respondents in which secondary data was obtained. 

The researcher decided to use key informants because they have more knowledge 

and statistical information about the topic under study. These key respondents 

include Agricultural and Livestock Development Officer (DALDO), Ward Executive 

Officer (WEO), Village Executive Officer (VEO) and Village Extension Officer, and 

hamlet leaders.  

Book review- This refered to the process of reviewing various literatures in order to 

grasp further information about the problem. The researcher decided to use this 

technique because literatures provide statistical information which support primary 

data. 

3.5 Data Analysis 

This section describes the process of data analysis, included in single-case analysis 

and cross case analysis. The data analysis based on a coding scheme that helps to 

organize the data. 

(i) Single-case Analysis 

For each of the three villages, the interviews, observations, and documents were 

coded. Each case was analyzed according to developing themes and relevance to the 

research question. The SPSS software was useful in coding process because of the 

ability to group codes and to create code families. The computer software helped to 

move the coding process more quickly than hand coding. 
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(ii) Cross-case Analysis 

Once the single-case analysis was conducted, the cross-case analysis began. The 

cross-case analysis began with the selection of the stakeholders that emerge through 

the single case study analysis. Each stakeholder was further subdivided into 

categories. This format enabled the reader to see the relationship between the 

stakeholders in each of the cases. Then, the results were interpreted to find patterns 

that emerge to answer the research question. 

3.6 Validity and Reliability of the data 

Validity of data; The research data and information is valid as they were collected 

from physical existing area, known, and reachable that can be reached and verified. 

Methodologically, the research is valid as the data were collected through using 

relevant method that can be adopted and bring relevant results.  More over the 

research concentrated on real problem affecting large population in the world as well 

as Tanzania in particular that needed special attention. Apart from that the research 

focused on socio-economic activities of the majority Tanzanian which occupies 

almost over 80% of the whole population hence indicating a great contribution to the 

country prosperity. 

Reliability of the research; the research is a reliable as it can be read by many 

readers inside and outside the country since it is presented in an understandable 

language, figures and data are presented in understandable tables that can be easily 

read by many people and hence contributing to knowledge delivery the prime 

intention of the researcher.  More over the research is reliable in terms of 

accessibility to the readers in outside the country as it can be replicated. 
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3.7 Limitation of the study 

In conducting this study various situation happen as a limitation to the researcher 

such as Lack of enough financial resources to facilitate the researcher reach other 

areas in far locations, language limitation as many respondents used only gogo 

language hence the researcher were required to have an interpreter.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

4.0 Introduction 

This chapter presents results and discussions of findings related to this study. The 

discussion relies on specific objectives as they appear in chapter one of this report. 

The discussion is centered on household role in PDP of development project in 

Tanzania to the rural farmer of Chamwino district in Chinangal II grape project. The 

variables are preceded by demographic characteristics of respondents. 

4.1 Demographic characteristics of respondents 

4.1.1 Sample characteristics  

The respondents involved in this study was 94 where by 90 of them was rural farmer 

in the project while the remaining respondents were key informants comprised of 

WEOs, VEOs,  DALDO and the Project Manager from Chinangali II grape project 

of Chamwino district. 

4.1.2 Gender of respondent 

Findings revealed that rural farmers involved in the project are mostly men who 

comprised 78.9% while women were 21.1%. The ratio of men is higher than women 

apart from the fact that women are ones mostly known and identified to be engaging 

in rural farming than men. Even though they execute other roles like domestic chores 

which involve their reproductive roles such as child bearing, child rearing and taking 

care of household responsibilities, still several studies have indicated that women 

constitute up to 60% of African agricultural workforce Sigot (1995) reports: 

“evidence shows that women in Africa are responsible for an estimated 70% of total 
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food production throughout the continent. But the farming role that women 

undertake is mostly for subsistence, i.e. providing urgent needs of families”.  This is 

contrary to the study as the result indicated more men in the project farming 

activities than women who are the known population in rural areas to have 

constituted a larger percent of rural agriculture. This imply the existence of more 

than one factor for little women in the project, one being economic situation of 

women in rural areas, given that women are economically poor than men, and since 

the project initially required initial investment of some money in estimate of 

15,000/= Tshs, might have caused little women in the project because mostly failed 

to pay the entrance fee. Secondly being cultural factors, that because cultural 

believes oppress women toward wealth ownership and that, ownership is men based, 

therefore in the study area cultural believe is still dominant because of the fact that 

the project is a grape production which is commercial based than domestic 

consumption based which imitate worth making of the family/household, hence 

leading to little women in the project.  

Table 2: Distribution of respondents by gender 

Gender Frequency Percent 

Male 71 78.9 

Female 19 21.1 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field Survey 

4.1.3 Age of respondent 

According to Basnayake and Gunaratne, (2002) the age of a person is usually a 

factor that can explain level of production and efficiency. This is because of the 

factor that, an elderly person is less powerful than teenage person. Therefore a 
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teenage person is likely to apply much muscular power to cultivate large mass of 

land than an elderly person can do. Hence much involvement of large number of 

younger age entails high productivity given large land mass cultivated.  The study 

revealed that, there are little younger teenage and elderly people in the project than 

middle age people. The study results indicates that people aged between 18-25 years 

posses 2.2% in the project, 25-35 years posses 17.8%, 35-45 years posses 37.8%,  

45-55years  posses 30%  and 55 years and above posses 12.2% . This indicate that 

there are much muscular power in the project as large number of middle age with 

ability to work are in the project, this imply that the project is likely to materialize 

and achieve its planed goals in production and cultivation of large land mass. But the 

question still to why teenage population indicate little position in the project as well 

as elderly population given cultural practice in the study area that gives elders right 

to wealth ownership than middle age and teenage population. Therefore low 

percentage of teenage population in the project imitates lack of project sustainability 

as they will have little knowledge about the project in future at the time when they 

will be needed to positively affect the project. The table below provides statistical 

indication of the study results.   

Table 3: Distribution of respondent by age 

Years Frequency Percent 

18-25yrs 2 2.2 

25-35yrs 16 17.8 

35-45yrs 34 37.8 

45-55yrs 27 30.0 

55 and above 11 12.2 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field survey 
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4.1.4 Education level of respondents 

World Bank (2000) defines “education as development”. It creates choices and 

opportunities for people, reduces the twin burdens of poverty and diseases, and gives 

a stronger voice in society. But agricultural extension experts point out that farmers 

with higher educational qualification adopt agricultural technological innovations 

more than those without or with lower educational qualification (Tacoli, 1997). 

Therefore this gives an importance of integrating education status of an individual 

into development activities as it alight him/her to development opportunities in 

agricultural farming. This being the case the study results reviled that, education of 

respondent in the project is lower/insufficient as much of respondents‟ posse‟s 

primary education and large numbers found to have not attended formal education. 

As the study reviled that 26.7% of respondents did not attend any formal education, 

and 56.7% of respondents attended standard seven and only 16.7% indicated to have 

attended secondary education. This implies that, it can be difficult sometimes to 

make a project materialise to its fullest extent due to education obstacles. This is 

because of the fact that, some farmer given by their level of formal education resists 

to adopt technological innovation hence affecting results of the project. This was 

some how experienced in the field from respondent‟s discussion at which one 

complained about usage of pest sides in her farm as quoted.  “This project will not 

materialize if they wont stop usage of chemical pest sides, look how they lead to 

distortion of my grapes, the leaves are drying out because of pest sides they spry in 

our farm,  I would lather prefer not to spry them in my farm plot if I had power to 

stop them”. This indicates that this respondent has little knowledge on the 

importance of using pest side; therefore if she is concerted before spraying she is 
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likely to resist because of her layman on its importance. But in other side there is a 

need to look on causes of dry out of grape leaves as it appears to be a problem to 

many farm plots in the Chinangali II grape project. 

 

Figure 3: Education level of respondents 

 
 

Source: Field survey 

4.1.5 Economic levels of respondents 

Given PDP of development project requires people themselves to contribute their 

own resources for the project to take off. Therefore economic status of respondents is 

an important aspect toward project success and sustainability. More over middle 

economic situation of respondents grant him power to influence decision in the 
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project processes.  Indeed, the poor themselves see powerlessness and voicelessness 

as key aspects of their poverty (Narayan et al., 2000). Therefore by considering that, 

the study intended to examine the household income so as to determine household 

voice and power within the project. The study result indicated that more population 

within the project are very poor based on the monthly earning of an individual, as the 

data indicated that more population were found to have a monthly income of less 

than 100,000/= Tshs which is estimated to be 72.2% (65), and those with earning 

between 100,000/= - 200,000/= are estimated to be 2.2% (2), 200,000/=- 300,000/= 

are estimated to be 11.1% (10), 300,000/= -400,000/= are estimated to be 2.2% (2), 

and 400,000/=-500,000/= are estimated to be 10% (9) while 2.2% (2) respondent had 

I do not know answers. This implies that the project is at risk of ending up with little 

population in, as the majority may drop out because of failure to repay the loan given 

by poor economic status of their household. Therefore there is a need for the funders 

to employ long term period of repayment so that to provide room for the project 

output to materialize into monetary term for the poor to be in position to repay. More 

over there are risks of poor farmer to loose their plots given that high income people 

from town who are mostly workers do buy plots from poor farmers, this will result 

into project ending up without achieving its prime goals of rising least poor 

household income as it will serve untargeted population. The table below provides 

the economic status of respondents by their monthly earning. 
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Table 4: Household average income per month 

Income  level of respondent Frequency Percent 

100< 65 72.2 

100-200 2 2.2 

200-300 10 11.1 

300-400 2 2.2 

400-500 9 10.0 

I dont know 2 2.2 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field survey 

4.2 Household perceptions on participation processes of PDP 

Participation is a process by which people especially disadvantaged, influence 

decisions that affect them” (World Bank, 1992). Roman and Colle (2002) call for a 

“conscientious attention to participation” because it “conveys a sense of community 

ownership; it provides indigenous wisdom; it helps reflect community values and 

needs; it provides important resources, such as volunteers or technical expertise, at a 

favorable cost”. Therefore in order all this be reflected in the project, there must be 

full participation of stakeholders in all process of the project, so that their role can be 

reflected by their perception toward that project through out. This is because of the 

fact that participation of people based on their household in identification, planning, 

implementation and monitoring and evaluation process provide a chance for 

stakeholders to develop a sense of ownership of the project as what is identified, 

planed for and then implemented is a real need of the people. Therefore the study 

intended to examine household perceptions on participatory processes so that to 

explore their role in the project by looking on various variables.  
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4.2.1 Respondent’s perception on identification process of PDP 

 This is an immediate process of the project cycle at which the community is 

analyzed and assessed in order to explore people‟s real problems for effective and 

efficient interventions. Therefore this process requires the integration of experts and 

all stakeholders (who will be or can be positively or negatively affected by the 

intervention) in an effective manner while ensuring that no any stakeholder/s lagging 

behind. This is because of the fact that, a stakeholder who lags behind in 

participatory processes became unaware and does not develop mental consciousness 

toward the project and hence become unsupportive to the project as far as he/she do 

not understand the real problem propagated that intervention. Therefore by 

considering that, the researcher intended to examine household perceptions on the 

identification processes of the grape project so as to explore the role of the household 

in PDP. The study indicated that 61.1% (55) had good perception to identification 

process and 38.9% (35) had bad perceptions to the process. This indicates that there 

was significant participation of household in the processes, but their participation 

was insignificant as almost 38.9% (35) had no effect in the participatory process of 

the project. This is because of the fact that, the numbers of household were unaware 

about the process which resulted into bad perception and failure to indicate their 

perception on that process.    

Table 5 : Respondent’s response toward identification processes of PDP 

 

Responses Frequency Percent 

Good 55 61.1 

Bad 35 38.9 

Total 90 100.0 

 Source: Field survey 
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More over respondent‟s perceptions indicated dynamics as each response given by 

respondents indicated different meanings on single variable. Out  of 61.1% (55) who 

had good perception to identification process of the project, their response had 

variations on what good mean, these variations laid in the following categories, 

55.8% (29) their good perception on the process meant that it is because of the fact 

that stakeholders required were all involved in the process, but 25%(13) indicated 

that their good perception to identification process meant implemented idea of the 

project was the community idea that triggered the household toward their own 

development while 19.2% (10) indicated that their good perception to identification 

processes meant the community at household base initiated the project.  But 38.9 

(35) who had bad perception to the process also had variations which laid in the 

following categories. 34.3% (12) with response of bad perceptions to the process 

meant that stakeholders required were not all involved in the identification process, 

but 31.4%(11) indicated that their bad perception to identification process meant that 

the implemented idea of the project was not the community based idea that triggered 

the household toward their own development while 34.3% (12) indicated that their 

bad perception to the processes meant that it was because the community at 

household level did not initiate the project. Based on these dynamics of respondents, 

it entails that participation at identification phase does not only mean to have 

stakeholders in the process but it has to go farther into insuring that all stakeholders 

required to be involved in the project are actually taken on board, also the idea of the 

project should result from the community itself and must be the problem triggering 

the community at household level toward development. But the dynamics goes on 

telling that the project indication of stakeholder‟s participation in identification 
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process must result into a community itself at household level. Hence the idea of 

participation in identification process should not be taken for granted in various PDP 

of DP, it requires consideration of various perspectives and variables for its effective 

and efficient implementation so as to meet the intended goals. 

 

Table 6: Dynamics of respondents on their responses 

Responses Dynamics of responses Frequency Percent 

 

 

 

 

Good 

All stakeholders required were 

involved in the identification process 

29 55.8 

Implemented idea of the project was a 

community idea that triggered the 

household toward their own 

development 

13 25 

Community at household level 

initiated the project 

10 19.2 

TOTAL  52 100 

 

 

 

Bad 

All stakeholders required were not 

involved in the identification process 

12 34.3 

Implemented idea of the project was 

not a community idea that triggered the 

household toward their own 

development 

11 31.4 

Community at household did not 

initiated the project 

12 34.3 

TOTAL  35 100 

Source: Field survey 

4.2.2 Respondent’s perception on planning process of PDP in DP 

PDP requires a participation process that goes consecutively in order to create some 

orders and become meaningful on the result of the intervention. Therefore after 

identification phase, planning phase must emanate so as to plan on the identified 

problem to create better environment for implementation. Hence in order 

implementation to become effective and efficient, stakeholders involved in 

identification phase must be part in planning phase to create a sense of ownership of 
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community but mostly to provide best solutions to identified problem during that 

phase. This being the case, the researcher examined respondent‟s perceptions on 

planning phase of grape project at household level to determine household role in the 

project. The study results indicated that 57.8% (52) had good perception to planning 

phase and 38.9% (35) had bad perception to planning phase while 3.3% (3) had no 

comment about the processes. This implies that planning phase in PDP does not 

require much involvement of household especially when intervention is curried in 

remote areas like Chamwino district in Chinangali where people‟s level of formal 

education is quite minimal or to some extent they did not attend formal schools in 

such a way they cannot read and write. Therefore since planning process require 

integration of technical variables that cannot be understood by layman,  involvement 

of people in this process shows un effective impact to the project implemented since 

they only listen to experts directions. One of old women commented that “Yes 

during planning we attended, but discussions were too technical in such a way that I 

couldn’t understand any word, therefore I stayed waiting for departure time”.  This 

statement indicates less impact of layman in this process and hence concluding less 

contribution of this class in this process, therefore as far as execution of this process 

require project resource that may be invested to unproductive section of stakeholder, 

hence can be diverted to other process that need much stakeholders and which they 

are able to lean and understand.  

Table 7: Respondent’s perceptions to planning process 

Responses Frequency Percent 

Good 52 57.8 

Bad 35 38.9 

No response 3 3.3 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field survey 
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But apart from responses given, they were accompanied by various dynamics on the 

single variable. When the respondents respond whether Good or bad, their response 

does not ends there as they are accompanied by meaning of what it mean when 

he/she perceive in any case. Out of 57.8% (52) who had good perceptions to 

planning process had the following dynamics of their response, 84.6% (44) indicated 

that it was because all stakeholders required were involved in this process, and 

15.4% (8) indicated that the process was undertaken in an understandable manner. 

While out of 38.9% (35) who had bad perception to the process, 17.1% (6) indicated 

that it was because all stakeholders required to be involved in the process were not 

effectively involved, 31.4% (11) indicated that it was because the idea did not 

emanates in the community and therefore they can not plan for which they did not 

initiate themselves, and 51.4% (18) indicated that it is because the problem did not 

triggered the household toward their own development. Based on these variation it 

implies that participatory planning of development projects is directly connected 

with project idea to be household own course and that idea/problem should be that 

triggering the household toward their own development. This is because DP should 

emanate from the people themselves/come from down to the top, this create a sense 

of the community at household level to own the project in full extent contrary when 

the idea of the project comes from the top to the bottom for implementation.  
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Table 8: Dynamics of responses to planning phase 

Responses Dynamics of response Frequencies Percentages 

Good All stakeholders required were 

involved 

44 84.6 

Undertaken in an understandable 

manner 
8 15.4 

TOTAL 52 100 

 

 

Bad 

Not all stakeholders required were 

effectively involved  
6 17.1 

the idea did not emanates in the 

community 

11 31.4 

The problem was not triggered the 

household toward development 
18 51.4 

TOTAL 35 100 

Source: Field survey 

4.2.3 Respondent’s perception on implementation process of PDP 

Implementation process is a crucial phase of any intervention because it transforms 

and actualizes into the field what was documented or proposed. This is the point at 

which the project materializes and starts to indicate output of the intervention only if 

stakeholders are actively involved. To those projects who‟s its implementation 

requires household efforts such as household based projects like Chinangali II grape 

project, effective and efficient household organization process become most 

important so that to acquire enough manpower to implement the project. Therefore if 

stakeholders were not taken on board from first phase of participatory process, 

implementation become difficult as stakeholders does not see their part in the project 

as they fill of not owning the project. Therefore by considering that, examination of 

household perception to implementation process of participatory planning (PP) in 
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Chinangali II grape project was a point of concern so that to determine household 

role in that project and find sustainability of the project. The study result indicates 

that, 85.6% (77) had a good perception to the process, 11.1% (10) had a bad 

perception to the process while 3.3% (3) did not indicate their position on the 

process. This implies that project implementation process in this project were well 

undertaken as almost all respondents ha good perception to the process, hence 

showing that household could have a meaningful role in implementation process as 

contrary to other. 

Table 9: Perception of household on the implementation process of PDP 

Responses Frequency Percent 

Good 77 85.6 

Bad 10 11.1 

No response 3 3.3 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field survey 

 

Given the significant numbers of respondents who responded on their perception to 

implementation process of PP, their response indicates that implementation does not 

only mean transformation and actualization but goes father into looking to other 

indicators as dynamics of their response indicates. Out of 85.6% (77) respondents 

who had good perception to implementation process, 37.7% (29) commented that it 

was good perceived because all stakeholders were active actors of implementation 

process, 55.8% (43) indicated that it is because the project was spread into sub plots 

given to each household to implement therefore the household were active member 

of implementation process and 6.5% (5) commented that all stakeholders were fully 

involved in the process. Contrary to 11.1% (10) who had bad perception on 
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implementation process at which 60.0% (6) commented that no any stakeholder who 

was involved in the process, 10.0% (1) commented that the implementation was 

done by expert only and 30.0% (3) indicated that only those who owned sub project 

were involved in implementation process. This being the case, household role 

becomes meaningful in PP of DPs with household nature in its implementation 

especially when the project is spread into sub units given to each household to 

implement. This is because of the fact that the unit given to household is effectively 

serviced as they fill ownership and their household social and economic expectation 

are closed to that project hence leading to collective effort toward servicing the unit 

resulting into great contribution to the project toward household living standard both 

socially and economically. Some of the household found in the field serving their 

plots commented that “This is my life; it is our life, the backbone of our household. 

We always keep our eyes on this plot since we are expecting to change our family 

life soon after harvesting; this project is our economic savior we had dreamed for 

a long time”.  This statement indicates much expectation of household to the project, 

but what if soon after harvesting they don‟t realize what they had expected?  This 

situation alerts and indicates the need for the government and other stakeholders to 

start chasing for the market so that at the time of harvest people don‟t loose hopes as 

a result of insufficient market for their product which can result into lack of 

sustainability for the project. 
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Table 10: Dynamics of responses to planning phase 

Responses Dynamics of response Frequencies Percentages 

Good All stakeholders were active actors of 

implementation process 

29 37.7 

The project was spread into sub plots 

given to each household 

43 55.8 

all stakeholders were fully involved in 

the process 
5 6.5 

TOTAL 77 100 

 

 

Bad 

Not all stakeholders required were 

effectively involved  
6 60.0 

the idea did not emanates in the 

community 

1 10.0 

The problem was not triggered the 

household toward development 
3 30.0 

TOTAL 10 100 

Source: Field survey 

4.2.4 Respondent’s perception on M&E of PDP 

M&E is the phase in development project that indicates finalization of PP process, 

this process goes hand in hand with implementation process as monitoring start as 

soon as actualization of proposal start. This is an important step in PP process as it 

tells implementers of what step they have achieved and at what far, so that they can 

restructure the coming activity or propose another approach for goal attainment. 

These being the case, as far as stakeholders for intervention are actively involved in 

other processes, do not lags behind in this process since it can result into insufficient 

determination of results for the activity undertaken.  Therefore examination of 

household perception on this process indicated an important role performed by 
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household in grape project of Chinangali II.  The study results indicated that out of 

respondents examined, 88.9% (80) had good perception to M&E process and 11.1% 

(10) had bad perception to M&E of the project.  Based on the study results it shows 

that M&E process was well undertaken in this project. But what bring difficulties in 

its understanding refers to responses dynamics indicated by respondents on a single 

variable. This is because of the fact that not only response of good perceptions ends 

there; it is always attached by its interpretations. For instance out of 88.9 % (80) who 

had good response on M&E, their response indicated the following dynamics 

46.7%(42) indicated that their good perceptions to M&E is because all stakeholders 

were involved in this process, 20.0% (18) meant that it was because there were 

knowledge among stakeholders on M&E, 1.1% (1) indicated that the community 

undertaken the M&E, while 21.1% (19) indicated that it is because M&E was 

conducted by their family owning the plot. But those who had bad perception on the 

process indicated the following dynamics, out of 11.1% (10) only 3.3%(3) indicated 

that it is because of the fact that no stakeholder who were involved in the process, 

1.1% (1) indicated that it is because there was no any awareness creation aiming to 

impart knowledge to stakeholder, 6.7% (6) indicated that it is because only external 

community undertaken the process. Therefore this indicated existence of various 

understanding and perception among stakeholder on the better/bitter of M&E that 

create difficulties in understanding on how it was conducted and why people had 

understood it differently if they had efficiently participated. This situation entails that 

there were different approaches toward household participation in this process, or 

they were imparted only idea/knowledge on different occasions that resulted into 

different perception to the same process. Therefore the situation creates the existence 
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of different roles performed by household at this process, such as conducting M&E 

ideally, to observe only as the M&E is undertaken by external communities, and 

implementing the process as M&E was undertaken by household units. But as far as 

PDP is concern, the role of household is efficiently experienced when household are 

provided with plot to serve.  

Table 11: Respondent’s perception on M&E process of PDP 

Responses Dynamics of response Frequencies Percentages 

 

 

Good 

All stakeholders were involved in this 

process 

42 46.7 

There were knowledge among stakeholders 

on M&E 

 18 20.0 

The community undertaken the M&E  1  

 

   1.1 

It was conducted by their family owning 

the plot 

 19 

 

21.1 

Total 80 88.9 

 

 

Bad 

 No stakeholder who were involved in the 

process 

3 3.3 

There was no any awareness creation 

aiming to impart knowledge to stakeholder 

 1 1.1 

Only external community undertaken the 

process 

 6 6.7 

Total  10 11.1 

 Source: Field survey 

4.2.5 Respondent’s Perceptions on PDP processes of DP in summary 

Based on the analysis above, the result indicates that good respondent‟s perceptions 

toward PDP processes of DP lies more in implementation and monitoring and 

evaluation process because they are only process of which stakeholders take more 
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part in the activity contrary to other process. The study results reviled that 61.1% 

(55) had well perceived identification and planning processes while 88.9% (80) 

indicated to have well perceived the implementation and monitoring processes. This 

implies that household role in DP started at implementation and monitoring than in 

any other processes. One of the reasons for differed perceptions was that they are 

more actively involved in implementation and monitoring of their farms than during 

identification and planning process. This is because; identification and planning 

process are more technical and requires involvement of educated ones than layman. 

But given that agricultural activities especially in Africa requires collective effort of 

household for serving the farm in order to achieve high yield. Hence household must 

be aware of activities of which they are more concern with than of which they are 

not. This implies that, household have more role in implementation and monitoring 

of DP than in identification and planning processes. Therefore PDP of DP needs to 

concentrate on project implementation and monitoring processes of PDP especially 

in farming projects than any other. 

Table 12: Household perception to participation processes 

Participation 

processes 

Response Frequency Percent 

Identification and 

Planning  

Good 55 61.1 

Bad 35 38.9 

Total  90 100 

Implementation 

and Monitoring 

Good 80 88.9 

Bad 10 11.1 

Total   90 100 

Source: Field survey 
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4.3 Household’s perception on participation tools used in PDP 

Participatory tools are mostly important instruments used in DP natured by PDP as 

they enable participants to gain skills and knowledge to be used in participatory 

development projects implementation, evaluation and monitoring so that to attain the 

project goals. These tools are divided into a vast of array based to actor of 

development intervention, but based on the nature of this study and the importance 

of each tool, the study focused on examination of tools provided by Jennifer M, 

(2009), who provides that there is a vast array of tools available for PDP. The 

following list illustrates some of more commonly used ones as follows:-  

Information-sharing tools: This is a tool that aims at disabusing information to all 

stakeholders of the intervention in which news and updates on a participatory 

planning process can be transmitted via traditional media such as newspaper, radio, 

and television or electronic media such as websites and emails or via meetings and 

presentations with the communities in a given geographical area. Through this 

practice, the tool become a more effective way as it facilitate access of necessary 

information to stakeholders in the project hence ensuring project goals attainment 

effectively and efficiently. 

 

Consultation tools: It is a tool aiming at changing laggards stakeholders of the 

intervention into positive perception so that to smoothen implementation 

successfully through consultation. Through using this tool, stakeholders who are 

either interested in or likely to be affected by development decisions can be 

consulted through discussion forums such as round tables, public hearings, town 

meetings, community debates, focus groups, or electronic conferencing, surveys, 
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opinion polls etc. The successful practice of this tool in the project ensure that no 

stone remain unturned and hence resulting into full stakeholders involvement in the 

intervention and hence resulting into project goal attainment. 

 

Collaborative planning tools: This is a tool that aims to ensure that an intervention is 

a real PDP as it grants participatory procedures in the project processes. This tool 

ensure the following: structural mechanisms such as stakeholder representation on 

decision-making bodies, establishment of local-level planning committees, 

participatory budgeting, or finance schemes to fund community-managed 

development; technology-based tools such as participatory GIS (Geographic 

Information System) or 3-D modeling; and process methods like participatory action 

research and community planning based on Participatory Learning and Action (PLA) 

such as community mapping, priority ranking and wealth ranking. The consideration 

of all necessary participatory steps in any PDP intervention grants stakeholders with 

all needed instruments for project effectiveness and efficiency that results into 

project goals attainment and hence role of the household in any intervention.   

 

Based on this, the study intended to examine household perception on these tools as 

they appear to be a potential element in participatory development project success if 

they are practically employed in projects as they result into a well managed project 

in communication terms, reporting, and relation with one another within the project 

areas.  
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4.3.1 Household perception on Information sharing tools 

A fully and actively participated household results into a well developed sense of 

knowledge and understanding of the process in which they were involved. Through 

this variable the study examined household perception on information sharing tools 

of PDP aiming at determining their role in the process as influenced by participation 

tool employed in the project and hence determining the role of household in PDP.  

The study results indicated that, 80% (72) had good perception on the information 

sharing tools, while 16.7% (15) indicated to have bad perception to information 

sharing tools and 3.3% (3) did not indicate their perception on the tool. But out of 

80% (72) who indicated to have good perception on information sharing tool, also 

indicated that their good perception is based on how the tool facilitated the project 

implementation as 17.8% (16) indicated that it is because that the tool facilitated to 

get information much sooner, 24.4% (22) indicated that it is because the tool 

facilitated the spread of information to people on how the project is going, and 

37.8% (34) indicated that it is because the tool helped them to know how their plots 

are improving. While out of 16.7% (15) who had bad perception to the process, their 

perception lied on the fact that people were not trained to adopt the tool as 13.3% 

(12) indicated, while 3.3% (3) said that they perceive the tool badly since they it was 

badly used in the project. Generally the study results indicates that there was 

effective application of information sharing tool in the project participation process 

as large numbers of respondents indicated to be aware of the tool and had perceived 

it in positive way contrary to those who had perceived it in a bad way. Apart from 

these results, it was identified that household did not take part in this process directly 

or in the project but they were much represented. This was indicated by respondents 
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when they had to indicate ways in which they got aware of the tool. Out of 80% (72) 

who were aware of the tool, 13.3% (12) indicated that they got aware of it through 

the project processes, 64,4% (58) indicated to have been aware of the tool through 

representatives in the project, 2.2% (2) indicated to have got aware of the tool 

through their neighborhood while 3.3% (3) had indicated that it was because they 

was in the project hence they had to implement it. This implies that a large percent of 

household were represented in the project in some of activity and they were informed 

through the use of information sharing tool. Therefore as the tool were employed in 

the project, its implementation was more practical than theoretical since stakeholders 

themselves had used this tool in their daily execution of the project hence facilitating 

project implementation. 

 

 

Figure 4: Household source of aware to information sharing tool 

 

 
Source: Field survey 
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4.3.2 Household perceptions on consultation tool 

As consultation tool grant the project with no stone remain unturned at the end of the 

process which ensure all stakeholders for intervention taken on board, the study 

results indicates that, 62.2% (56) indicated to have good perception on the tool, 

34.4% (31) had indicated to have bad perception on the tool while 3.3% (3) had no 

response on the tool. This implies that application of the tool in the process had very 

low impact in the process given that many respondents shown to have little 

knowledge and idea of the project. At the initial respondent‟s awareness on the tool 

shown to be unaware of the tool, it was until robbing question that led respondents to 

develop an idea of what the tool is. This being the case, therefore application of this 

tool in the project was not effective and stakeholders were to some extent not 

actively involved. The study results shows that, community meeting were not 

conducted in their geographical areas to make clear understanding to people about 

the project merits though there are enough number of household within the project 

holding plots. This may indicates effective household participation, but based on 

local environment experience and local household respondents, it indicates that many 

household were not consulted effectively probably those which the project targeted 

and therefore outsiders invaded the project by using financial capabilities and took 

what was for the local poor household. Some of the respondents commented that 

“This project was for poor household in our areas, but because of poor participation 

of household in the processes at initial stages many who could have desired to take 

part did not got in given little knowledge provide to them hence the project being 

taken by rich people who are not residents of this area” This implies diversion of 

initial idea of the project that focused at serving most local poor household of the 
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area so that to be in the position to earn income that can bust them from extreme 

poverty line hence endangering the attainment of the project goal.  

Figure 5: Household perception of consultation tool 

 
 

Source: Field survey 

4.3.3 Household perceptions on collaborative planning tool 

Application of this tool in project aims at ensuring that, an intervention is a 

community based on household so that to allow every individual representation in 

decision making bodies, budgeting, funding and in establishment of local level 

planning committee within the project. Based on merits of this tool in development 

projects, the study intended to examine household perception on application of this 

tool in the project so that to determine role of household in PDP via this tool.  The 

study results indicates that 41.1% (37) had good perception to collaborative planning 
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tool, while 55.6% (50) had bad perception to the tool and 3.3% (3) had no any 

perception related to the tool. This implies that there was little participation of 

household in this important tool for project positive impact. Based on this results 

household role in joining and establishment of local level planning committee, 

funding mechanisms and budgeting was quite small though these bodies exists in the 

project somehow which implied application of the tool. Though its application was 

indicated by existence of some indicators, but those does not necessarily reflect 

application of the tool through participation means of whole community at household 

level which results into effective operation of project bodies as they reflect 

stakeholder‟s ideas. With that idea the study results shows that out of 41.1% (37) 

who indicated to have good perception about the tool, 10% (9) indicated that they got 

aware about it through the project processes as they actively took part in, 24.4% (22) 

indicated that they got aware about it through their representatives, and 6.7%(6) had 

got aware about the tool through their neighborhoods. These results supplement the 

above arguments that participation of stakeholders in application of the tool was 

quite minimal and shows how household participated. Sufficient participation of 

stakeholders in the tool application could have been meaningful if the source of 

awareness to the tool that created their perception could have had greater number on 

“through the project process” which could have created doughty that a great number 

of respondents were actively involved. But since it processes a small number and the 

large number was from representatives and neighborhood it implies that only few 

people were involved. Since the end results of the tool application in the project 

participatory processes is to result into active participation of stakeholders in 

formation of project decision making bodies which actually existed in the field. But 
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the study results indicates that only 10% (9) who indicated the tool to have assisted 

them to become aware for forming and joining in decision making bodies which is 

actually the same percent who indicated to have had became aware of the tool 

through project processes, while its only 31.1% (28) who indicated the tool to have 

had assisted them only in becoming aware on the existence of project decision 

making bodies. This indicates that the tool could have not been effectively applied in 

the project so as to minimize stakeholder‟s desire to join decision making bodies like 

the planning committee, funding committee like FUNE SACCOSS and CHABUMA 

AMCOS.   

Table 13: Collaborative planning tool source of awareness and its merits 

Awareness 

Source of the 

tool 

Merits of the tool TOTAL 

Know to form and join 

decision making bodies 

Awareness on 

existence of decision 

making bodies 

Through project 

process 

9 (10%) 0 (0%) 9 (10) 

Through 

representatives 

18 (20%) 6 (7%) 24 (27%) 

Through 

neighborhood 

3 (3.3%) 3 (3.3%) 6 (6.6%) 

TOTAL 30 (33.3%) 9 (10.3%) 39(43.6%

) 

Source: Field survey 

4.3.4 Respondent’s Perceptions on PDP tools of DP in summary 

Therefore the researcher intended to find out what is the perception of the household 

to these participatory tools, it have been identified that household perceived well 

information sharing tool than the other two. The reason behind their perception is 
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that it helped them to acquire information related to progress of their plots. But 

though collaborative planning tool indicates to have effective and efficient impact if 

it is well applied in the project via relevant participatory processes, it shows that 

there were little consideration of stakeholders in its application. Based on this, it 

implies that there was more influence of sharing information between project 

members from their representatives that facilitated project implementation. But the 

most important with information sharing tool in this project is that, there was an 

established sort of mechanism from which information flow from the source to final 

consumer and vice versa. This mechanism was found to have a structure of this 

nature, respondents had to report to their representative and representative to 

planning committee and the planning committee to project manager and the manager 

to decision making bodies and the vice versa but in this mechanism there existence 

of interrupting organ (Government institutions i.e local and regional government) 

that was found to access any information from any source within the mechanism. 

This has facilitated project success since stakeholders managed to solve their 

problems in the right time, through acquiring right implements like fertilizers, pest 

sides and other implements.  Below is information sharing mechanism established in 

the project. 
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Figure 6: Project information sharing mechanism 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                          Source: Field survey 

Note: Information source is at household and the decision making bodies based on 

the administration of the project. 

But apart from information sharing tool indication of being positively perceived and 

having an effective operation within the project also the collaborative planning tool 

instead of its low positively perceived from respondents indicates to have a great 

contribution in the project and being effectively operating. This is because of the fact 

that, indicators of application of this tool in the project via participatory planning 

processes existed. This was shown by logically formed decision making bodies in the 

project, like stakeholder representation on decision-making bodies, establishment of 

local-level planning committees, participatory budgeting, or finance schemes to fund 

community-managed development and technology of modern irrigation system. This 

was said to have been brought by a better system formed to run the project with a 

sequential formation and the nature of such kind.  
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Figure 7: Product of collaborative planning tool in PDP projects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  Source: Field survey 

Note: These decision making organs in development project a result of the use of 

collaborative planning tool do exists in the Chinangali II grape project of Chamwino 

District in Dodoma region. 

 

 Therefore based on the above findings it indicates that, the household have a well 

defined role in the Chinangali II grape project in information sharing. But it shows 

that household role in that project can become more reflect and meaningful when 

collaborative planning tool is effectively and efficiently applied in participatory 

planning process. This could have resulted into a clear role of household in the 

project via decision making bodies which could have perhaps reduced problems 

facing the project management committee, the community funding organisation 

(FUNE SACCOS) and the social organisation (CHABUMA AMCOS LTD). 

Although these tools indicates an important role in PDP but possess a difficult steps 

for local people to understand, therefore they can be applied in PDP by top 
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managerial.  This is because of the fact that they are too technical than information 

sharing tool of which the people can adopt easily and understand. But apart from 

that, information sharing is a better tool for PDP especially to household natured 

project such as farming based project like of Chinangali II grape project as it shows 

indicators for achievement of project goals. 

4.4 The forms in which the household participated in PDP of the project 

The form in which the stakeholder participate convey a strong point for the project to 

deliver and continue to deliver, this is because of the fact that stakeholder who 

participate in the project directly he/she is likely to affect the project than those who 

indirectly participated. This is due to the reason that those who directly participate 

develop a sense of ownership for the project as they understand better the project and 

sometimes agree to stand for it at the time of hardship than those who indirectly 

participated. Therefore this being the case, the study intended to examine the project 

in terms of the form in which stakeholders participated in the project so that to 

determine confidence level of household to their project. The respondents were 

required to answer “Yes” if they directly participated and respond to “No” if they 

indirectly participated. The study results indicated that more household participated 

directly in the project as they responded to “yes” answer than those who responded 

to “No” answers. This is because of the fact that 88.9% (80) indicated to have 

participated directly in the project while 7.8% (7) indicated to have not been 

involved and 3.3% (3) indicated that they did not participate at all. Therefore this 

implies that the household participated directly in the project, and one of the reason 

pointed out as the indication of their direct participation was that each household had 

the farm plot they possess directly in the whole project which is the asset for their 
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family at large. But those who indicated to have not been participated in the project 

agued that, they had not been given plot until now to own since they had no enough 

money to pay as the entrance fee. Therefore this being the case, it appears to have a 

great role in the project when the households are more directly participated than 

when they are not. This is because of the reason that, when they are directly 

participated and especially when they have a certain share to own, for them becomes 

as a household/family project that they collectively need to serve for the future of 

their household/family wellbeing. But on top of that, there is a relationship between 

participating directly and owning a share within the project and indirect participation 

without owning a share within the project.  This is because of the fact that all 

respondents who responded to have participated directly shown to have owned the 

plot as the indicator of their direct participation, in the same way those who said to 

haven‟t participated directly shown to have no plot to own in the project. 

 

Figure 8: Response on the form of participation of the household 

 
Source: Field survey 
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4.5 The Role performed by household in PDP of development project 

Different stakeholders may have different interests and their commitment and 

ownership is essential for achieving successful outcomes (Mosse, 1998). But 

development project usually use a stakeholder analysis to identify both the relevant 

partners/participants and who has roles and responsibilities for decision-making, 

allocation of resources, planning, implementation and monitoring and evaluation 

(Karl, 2000). Based on this the study intended to examine the household performed 

role during project initiation by considering that the role performed during the 

project initial stage can influence the role of that household/stakeholder in the project 

to ensure that the accompanied benefit expected are meet in future. Therefore in 

information gathering, respondents were required to respond to „Yes‟ if they had a 

role in the initial stage of the project and „No‟ if they had no role performed during 

the initial stage of the project. The study result indicated that more respondents had a 

role during the initial stage of the project initiation, as 84 (93.3%) responded to 

“Yes” which means they had role during the project initiation and 6 (6.7%) 

responded to “No” that indicate to have no role during project initiation. The study 

results implies that the project is likely to materialize to its fullest extent as the 

household collectively make effort to ensure that what they had invested is 

maximized in future for profit experience. Therefore household role is much vested 

in direct participation and especially when stakeholders/household do possess a share 

in the project, of which they believe is the household assert. This influence them 

toward monitoring the project positively as they understand that failure to effectively 

monitor the project will result into household poverty. The figure below indicates the 

distribution of response on the role of household during project initiation. 
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Figure 9: Distribution of respondents on the role performed by household 

during project initiation 

 
Source: Field survey 

 

More over respondents who indicated to have had role during the project initiation 

indicated varied role that they performed during project initialization, at which 26 

(28.9%) indicated to had performed the role of maintaining the farm at family level, 

39 (43.3%) had the role of ensuring that more household member are informed and 

join the project, 17 (18.9%) had a role to pass information to other people and 2 

(2.2%) indicated to have performed the role of ensuring that those with negative idea 

to the project are trained into a positive way and 6 (6.7%) did not indicate any role to 

have performed during the project initial stage. This implies that when participation 

is correctly undertaken, the household perform a great role to ensure that the project 
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achieve its planned goal. In this project it have been made possible as the role of 

household within the project have facilitated the project toward achieving great 

enrollment of enough number of household given that formally it was negatively 

perceived as the farm was used as a community farm purposely for food crop 

production to ensure household food security. 

Table 14: Distribution of response on the role performed by household during 

the project initiation 

Role performed Frequency Percent 

To maintain the farm at family level 26 28.9 

To ensure the project sustain 39 43.3 

To pass the information to other 

households 

17 18.9 

To ensure no one undermine the project 2 2.2 

No response 6 6.7 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field survey 

4.6 Household perceptions on effective participation in PDP 

The perception of the household on the effective way to participate in PDP of 

development project provide a room for the household suggested best way for a 

better participation in development project so as to ensure project delivery of 

expected results to its fullest extent. Therefore respondents were asked to point out 

best way for participation in future development project within the area and out the 

project jurisdiction. The study results indicates that more respondents suggested 

education to household member on the importance of their participation in 

development project as they crowned to 46 (51.1%), 22 (24.4%) indicated leadership 

commitment to the project with less hypocrites as it result to damaging the project, 
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13 (14.4%) pointed out education to people before the project take off as it will result 

to people‟s full awareness to PDP as opposed to delayed awareness creation which 

normally lead to poor people involvement in the project as they lack awareness to 

established project, and 9 (10.0%) agued to have leadership information system 

within local government such as Village Government leaders (VGL)  (Village 

Executive Officer (VEO) ) Ward executive Officer (WEO) and the District 

Government (DG) at large. This will mobilize household to have attention to 

development projects and hence having collective responsibility to implement the 

project. This will ensure and make available of household role in development 

project especially of agricultural farming nature like Chinangali II grape project. In 

the table below are respondent‟s responses indicated in tabular form to provide a 

better evaluation of information given during the field study.  

Table 15: Household perception on effective way for participation in PDP 

Responses  Frequency Percent 

To educate people before the project take off 13 14.4 

To educate people on the importance of join such 

activity 

46 51.1 

Leaders should not be hypocrites 22 24.4 

leaders have to inform the people 9 10.0 

Total 90 100.0 

Source: Field survey 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.0 Introduction 

This chapter presents conclusion, recommendation and areas for further research 

revealed from findings obtained in this study. Mainly the study aimed to examine the 

household role in PDP of development project in Tanzania. Specifically it intended 

to examine the household perception on participation processes of PDP, to examine 

the household‟s perception on participation tools in the PDP used in the project, to 

examine the forms in which the household participated in the PDP in the project, to 

examine the role performed by the household in PDP of development project, and to 

examine the household perception on the way to participate in PDP. 

5.1 Conclusions 

Although findings on the role of household in participatory development planning in 

improving household participation in development projects,  outcomes are mixed, 

they represent an advance in our understanding of the multiple ways in which 

household members might engage (or not) in opportunities to contribute to 

development projects and the implications of their involvement for social 

development outcomes.   

 

The result of the study indicated that, household perceptions on participation 

processes of PDP are diverse, many respondents pointed out to be more convenient 

with implementation and monitoring processes of participation than the other. 

Therefore household participation in PDP is more likely to function in 

implementation and monitoring than it is in identification and planning processes. 
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This was because of the fact that, they don‟t understand some of the step involved in 

the two processes since its processes are two complicated and only can be 

understood by professionals.  

But with participation of household in the project, the study indicated that, the 

household were actually involved in all processes of participation but the role 

appeared to be much reveal in only two processes of participation which is 

implementation and monitoring. One of the reasons to have well managed only 

implementation and monitoring processes of participation, the study indicated that 

local people are more flexible and adoptive on issues which are more action based 

than thought, given that their level of education is very low.  

 

More over the study examined the perception of household on participation tools as 

they are crucial toward project success. The study indicated that, the perception of 

household on participation tools specifically information sharing tool, collaborative 

tool, and consultation tool. The household shown to understand much information 

sharing tool than the other, this is because of the reason that sharing information is 

more functional than collaborative and consultation which appear to be more 

managerial areas. Therefore the household indicated to have a funcitional role more 

in sharing information than in other tools. The respondents indicated that they had 

role of passing information two other household on their importance to join the 

project. Therefore participation of household is more functional in sharing 

information than in collaborating and consultation, which provide knowledge on 

household participation only on sharing information as it become simple for the 

household than in other tools. 
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When examining the form in which the household participated during the initial 

stage of the project, the study results indicated that, the household participated in the 

project directly. This is because of the fact that the nature of the project was 

household based and hence each household had to posses the project plot of their 

own. This resulted into many household to participate more directly in the project as 

they were active member of the project. Hence direct involvement of household in 

development project provides household position in the project as they become 

active implementer of the project. When they were asked to indicate the role 

performed, respondents indicated to vary in role performed during initial stage of the 

project. Some of the roles pointed out are (i) maintaining the farm at family level (ii) 

passing information to other people (iii) ensuring that those with negative idea to the 

project are trained into a positive way and (iv) ensuring that more household member 

are informed to join the project. Although the mentioned roles indicate to have been 

performed by many household during initial stage of the project, but the role of 

maintaining the farm at family level indicated to have been performed by many 

households. 

 

Finally the study aimed at finding out the household perception on the effective way 

to participate in PDP. The study results indicates that more respondents suggested 

education to household member on the importance of their participation in 

development project, leadership information system within local government such as 

Village Government leaders, education to people before the project take off as it will 

result to full awareness of the people to PDP as opposed to delayed awareness 
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creation which normally lead to poor people involvement in the project as they lack 

awareness to the established project and  leadership commitment to the project with 

less hypocrites as it result to damaging the project. 

 

Generally, the study indicates that household has a well defined role in the project 

only on activities which are action based, but the household role can not be 

experienced in PDP activities which require knowledge and skills of formal nature to 

execute them properly. This is because of the fact that, every area that household 

indicated to have well convenient with are those which are action based than thought 

based. Thing like implementation, monitoring, information sharing, passing 

information from one household to another are action based than thought. Therefore 

household can be easily depicted within the project if they are actively participated 

on these areas than the other. 

5.2 Recommendations 

Household role in PDP is a new participatory opportunity to  adopt in development 

projects as the study indicate its important role in development project, information 

sharing between household to another, provide room for increased household in the 

project and adopting proper way of farming and other benefits associated with 

collective effort of the household in agricultural activities. In order this sector to be 

improved and increase household role in PDP, the following issues found in the 

study area must be taken into account: 
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Range of structural and resource barriers to participation, specifically: 

professionalism, historical factors, and bureaucratic characteristics need to be given 

special attention in the project for to strengthen project at large. 

 

Participatory information-gathering exercises are useful for identifying the 

perspectives of affected citizens. But yet, they are usually extractive and the subjects 

of inquiry do not gain a sense of ownership of the project. Therefore project 

management teem need to find alternative solutions toward increasing sense of 

ownership in the project for project sustainability. 

 

Consultation processes in which themes or problems and proposed solutions are 

predetermined by outsiders are similarly unlikely to generate commitment. 

Therefore, consultation per se, should be understood as a limited modality for 

engaging stakeholders, and hence if possible can be excluded in any participatory 

sort of planning. 

 

Collaborative processes invite stakeholders to become partners in the decision-

making process so that citizens, constituents, and institutional stakeholders develop a 

sense of ownership which enhances the likelihood of attaining effective and 

sustainable results. Therefore there are need to strengthen and put much effort on 

collaborative tool to household during the second phase of the project so that its 

benefit could result into sustainable project. 
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As many response indicate active role of household in some areas especially 

implementation, monitoring and information sharing. Therefore there are need to 

focus on these unit during the second phase of the project so that to ensure increased 

household participation in development projects, Chinangali 2 grape project being of 

concern.  

 

Since the project is a government-led participatory development planning, In order to 

make participatory development planning more effective, the government body, 

specifically the Prime Minister‟s office Local Government and Regional Authority 

(PMO LAGR) needs to link the participatory process and the outcomes of this 

process to its own planning framework. The participatory process need to take a 

short term approach involves household-based planning process spanning one to two 

weeks that can be replicated with relative ease using the available resources of the 

government body. Such an approach should involve the following steps:  

 Design of an integrated planning system by combining the household-

component with the more conventional planning framework used by the 

government;  

 Situational analysis of the area including variables such as poverty levels, 

distribution of ethnic groups, presence of CSOs, etc.  

 Selection of pilot community household based on the situational analysis to 

test the participatory planning methods and introduction of the proposed 

planning exercise to the communities through meetings with local leaders and 

the household members;  
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 Training of household-level facilitators and government/development agency 

staff in the participatory methods through field-based workshops;  

 Planning and implementation of household-level planning by small teams of 

trained household members and government/agency staff working in each 

community. These may include participatory methods such as visioning, 

ranking, livelihoods analysis, etc.; 

 Feedback to household of the outcomes of the planning processes and how 

these will be taken forward by the government/agency involved;  

 Analysis of outcomes of all the household-level planning exercises and 

identification of key issues;  

 Participatory workshop(s) or task forces involving household representatives 

and government/agency staff and decision-makers to draw up development 

plans based on the outcomes of the household-level planning plus other 

sources of information like secondary data, market surveys, and capacity 

assessments. 

 Presentation workshops to highlight the process and outcomes to the 

decision-makers of the government body/development agency and other 

external stakeholders like partners, donors, etc.; and  

 Development of follow-up actions including plans for monitoring and 

evaluation of the implementation process using similar participatory 

techniques.  
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5.3 Areas for further researches 

The study concentrated on the household role in PDP of development projects. The 

researcher suggests further research should be done on the household best practice in 

PDP of development projects especially in food production project. Also further 

study should be done on the factors that influence collective effort of the household 

in participatory development planning of development projects.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Household Questionnaire 

Name of the ward………………………………………………………….. 

Name of village/Mtaa……………………………………...................... 

Name of the head of household……………………………………. 

Number of people in the household…………………………………… 

 Marital status 

(a) Married (   ) (b) Single (c) Divorced (   ) (d) Widow/widower (   ) (c) separated ( ) 

Gender of respondent 

(a) Male (   ) (b) Female (   ) 

1. What is your average household income per month in Tshs? 

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2. What is your education level? 

(a) Primary education (    ) (b) Secondary education (c) Adult education (   ) 

(d) College/ institution level (   ) (e) University level (    ) 

 (f) not attended school at all (  ) 

3. Age of respondent in years………………… 

4. Physical ability of respondent 

(a) Normal (   ) (b) Disabled (   ) 

A: Perception of the household on participation processes of PDP. 

1. How do you perceive the identification process of the project? 

(i) Good       [      ] 

(ii) Bad         [      ] 
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If good, why? 

(i) All stakeholders required were involved                     [    ] 

(ii) The project idea implemented triggered us                 [     ] 

(iii) The project was initiated by the community               [     ] 

If bad, why? 

(i) Required stakeholder were not involved                           [    ] 

(ii) The project implemented idea was not that triggered us   [    ] 

(iii) The project did not originate from our community           [    ] 

2. What is your perception to Planning process of the project? 

(i) Good          [      ] 

(ii) Bad             [      ] 

If good why? 

(i) It was undertaken in an understandable manner      [     ] 

(ii) All stakeholders were involved                                [     ]   

If bad, why? 

(i) All stakeholder were not involved                                [     ] 

(ii) The project did not emanated from us                          [     ] 

(iii) Others mention 

…………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………….. 

3. What is your perception to implementation process of the project? 

(i) Good       [      ] 
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(ii) Bad          [      ] 

If good how?  

(i) All stakeholders were active actor of the process                        [     ] 

(ii) The project were spread into sub plots given to household        [     ] 

(iii)All stakeholders were fully involved in the process                   [     ] 

If bad, why?  

(i) The implementation were done by experts           [    ] 

(ii) Only those who had sub plots involved                [    ] 

(iii)No stakeholder were involved in the process       [    ] 

4. How do you perceive the monitoring and evaluation process of the project? 

(i) Bad              [    ] 

(ii) Good            [    ] 

If good how?  

(i) All stakeholders were involved in the process                    [    ] 

(ii) There were knowledge among stakeholders                       [    ] 

(iii) Only local community undertake the evaluation                [    ] 

(iv) Other mention 

…………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………… 

If in a bad way why?  

(a) There were no any stakeholder involved                            [    ] 
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(b) No knowledge among stakeholders                                    [    ] 

(c) Only external community undertake the evaluation           [    ] 

B: What is the household‟s perception on the participation tools used in PDP? 

5. What is your perception on information-sharing tools of participation used in 

the project? 

(i) Good          [    ] 

(ii) Bad             [    ] 

(a) If Good, How did you get to know it ? 

(i) Through the process of this project                      [    ] 

(ii) Through our representative in the project            [    ] 

(iii)From neighborhood who are in the project          [    ] 

(iv) From the project implementer                              [    ] 

(b) If Bad, why  

…………………………………………………………… 

(c) If Good, How did it helped you in the project management? 

(i) ………………………………………. 

(ii) ………………………………………. 

(iii)………………………………………. 

6. What is your perception to consultation tools of participation? 

(i) Good                           [    ] 

(ii) Bad                             [    ] 

If good, why? 
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……………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

If Bad, why? 

(i) …………………………………. (ii) ……………………………… 

(ii) ………………………………….. (iv) ………………………………. 

If Good, how did you get to know it? 

(i) Through the process of this project                     [    ] 

(ii) Through our representative in the project           [    ] 

(iii)From neighborhood who are in the project         [    ] 

(iv) From the project implementer                             [    ] 

7. What is your perception to collaborative planning tools of participation? 

(i) Good                      [    ] 

(ii) Bad                        [    ] 

If Good, how did you get to know it? 

(i) Through the process of this project                           [    ] 

(iii) Through our representative in the project           [    ] 

(iv) From neighborhood who are in the project         [    ] 

(v) From the project implementer                             [    ] 

(vi) Others 

mention…………………………………………………………… 

If Bad, why? 

(i) ………………………………..……. (ii) …………….………….… 

(iii)…………………………………….. (iv) ……………………………. 
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If Good, why? 

(i) ……………………………… (ii) 

……………………………………..  

(ii) ……………………………… (v) …………………………………..  

C: What are the forms in which household participate in PDP of the project? 

8. In what ways you got participated in the project? 

(i) Directly          [    ] 

(ii) Indirectly      [    ] 

If directly how? 

(i) I am a project committee member     [    ] 

(ii) I own the project by my self              [    ] 

(iii)Others mention, 

……………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………… 

If indirectly, how?  

(i) We have representatives                    [    ] 

(ii) Others  mention, 

(i) ………………………… (ii) ……………………… 

D: What is the role performed by household in PDP of development project? 

9. As the household, do you think that you had any role to fulfill for the project 

sustainability? 
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(i) Yes                    [    ] 

(ii) No                     [    ] 

If Yes, what is that role? 

(i) …………………………………………. (ii) ………………… 

(iii)…… …………………………. (iv) ……………………… 

If No, why? 

(i) ……………………………………….. (ii) ……………….. 

(iii)……………………………… (iv)……………………………. 

E: What is the household perception on the way to participate in PDP? 

What is your perception on the way for the household to have effective participation? 

………………………………………………………………………………………. 

……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire for Official Respondents 

1. Who is the implementer of Chinangali II grape project? 

(a) Central government                                                [    ] 

(b) Local government (Chamwino District Council)   [    ] 

(c) Foreign countries                                                    [    ] 

(d) International organization                                       [    ] 

(e) Civil societies                                                         [    ] 

2. Does Chinangali II grape project a participatory development project? 

(a) Yes         [    ] 

(b) No          [    ] 

If YES how? 

………………………………………………………………………….. 

………………………………………………………………………….. 

If No, how? 

…………………………………………………………………………… 

3. What participation tools were used in the project process to ensure effective 

household participation for project success? 

(i) ……………………………… 

(ii) ………………………………. 

(iii)……………………………… 

What was the household response on each of the tool used? 

………………………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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4. In your opinions, do you think that the people understand them effectively and 

able to use them efficiently? 

……………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………… 

5.  Was there any participation of household in the whole project processes? 

(a) Yes               [      ] 

(b) No                [      ] 

(a) If YES, how many household were estimated to participate in the whole project 

…….. out of …………………. of estimated to participate. 

(b) If YES, what is the indicator of household participation in the Chinangali II 

grape project? 

(i) …………………………………… (ii) ………………………………. 

(c) What is the position of the household in the grape projects? 

(i) ……………………………………………………… 

(ii) ………………………………………………………. 

(iii) ……………………………………………………… 

6. What are the forms in which the household participated in the project? 

……………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………… 

7. What are the indicators of household participation in Chinangali II grape project? 

(a) ……………………… (b) …………………… (c)…………………………… 

8. Is  household had role in this project? 

(a) Yes     [         ]  

(b) No       [         ] 
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If YES, what is the indicator of the household role in the project? 

(i) …………………. (ii)……………………………… (iii)…………………… 

8. Does Chinangali II grape project a participatory development planning 

based? 

(c) Yes         [    ] 

(d) No          [    ] 

If YES how? 

………………………………………………………………………….. 

………………………………………………………………………….. 

If No, why? 

…………………………………………………………………………… 

9. Does the Chamwino District Council a financier of the project? 

(a) Yes                                                          [    ] 

(b) No                                                           [    ] 

If yes, in what source of funds? 

(a) DADIPS                                                         [    ] 

(b) TASAF                                                           [    ] 

(c) Other source of funds mention……………………………………………… 

10. Is the loan repayable? 

(a) Yes                                                             [    ] 

(b) No                                                           [    ] 

If Yes, why……………………………………………………………………….. 

If No, why………………………………………………………………………… 
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11. What could be the actual amount of funds invested in the project since the 

project initiation? 

........................................................................................................................................

. 

12. What is the estimated amount to be invested in the project for its extension? 

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

13.  What is the trend of grape production in Dodoma since 2000-2011? 

NA YEAR PRODUCTION (TONES/%) 

1 2000  

2 2001  

3 2003  

4 2004  

5 2005  

6 2006  

7 2007  

8 2008  

9 2009  

10 2010  

11 2011  
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Appendix 3: Field photos 

 
Irrigation system of the project 
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Plot owner servicing their farm 

 
 

 

Plot owner serving his farm 

 
 


