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Executive Summary 

 

This report presents the outcomes of the research conducted in Burundi by the „MSPs, Service 
Delivery and State Institutions‟ working group of the „Network for Peace, Security and Development‟ 
initiated by the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Research was carried out with the objective 
to generate insight in: 

 the cooperation between multiple state and non-state actors for the improvement and 
delivery of basic services (focused on utilities) in so-called „fragile‟ states; 

 and how these arrangements may contribute to the legitimacy and effectiveness of the state 
institutions involved in such cooperation processes 

We have assessed the functioning of „multi-stakeholder processes‟ – cooperation mechanisms between 
multiple actors from various societal domains (state; civil society; private sector) – for water and 
sanitation (WASH) service delivery and analyzed their impact on the legitimacy of the state 
institutions involved. Five categories of informants provided us with data: beneficiaries; MSP actors; 
donors; non-MSP experts; and national policy-makers. In Burundi, we have studied two cases, one in 
Mwumba (Ngozi) and one in Buhinyuza (Muyinga). The MSP in Mwumba centred around the 
Ntunkumire program of CARE. It included CARE Burundi, AVEDEC, Mwumba‟s communal water 
committee (Régie Communale de l’Eau – RCE) and communal administration and the CPRCE 
(Coordinateur Provincial de Régies Communales de l’Eau) of Ngozi and was funded by the Dutch 
government through CARE NL. The main aim of the MSP was to improve the access of marginalized 
groups to WASH services and include them in water management structures. The MSP in Buhinyuza 
concerned a water system rehabilitation project executed primarily by the stately PEA (Programme Eau 
et Assainnissement). The MSP included the PEA, Buhinyuza‟s RCE and communal administration and 
the CPRCE of Muyinga and was funded by UNICEF. The core objective of the MSP was the 
reconstruction of Buhinyuza‟s main hydrological infrastructure. Both MSPs thus consisted of two core 
components: an external component of implementers and donors (CARE-AVEDEC and UNICEF-
PEA) and an internal, communal component including the RCE and local authorities. 

State legitimacy is important because state resilience rests on two pillars: capacity and legitimacy. For 
donors this should be a crucial concern, because with merely capacity-building, they cannot hope to 
eventually foster a viable state. What matters is not only what state institutions do or are capable of 
doing, but what they are perceived as doing and how this is appreciated. This component of state-
building is underestimated and under-researched. Our research interest thus concerns the relationship 
between i) MSPs; ii) basic services; and iii) state legitimacy and was captured in the following research 
question: 

How do multi-stakeholder processes (MSPs) for the improvement of service delivery affect (1) the 
performance and governance of services and (2) the legitimacy of state institutions?  

In Burundi, the effects the MSPs had on the legitimacy of the participating state institutions were 
primarily direct. In both cases, it was the MSP itself (its input and throughput) rather than the MSPs‟ 
effect on service delivery (its output) that impacted people‟s perceptions of the state. This is the case, 
because the service delivery outputs MSP affect are, mostly, not considered a state responsibility. If 
people do not expect the state to arrange services directly (this is expected from the RCE and donors), 
its legitimacy will not be affected much by changes regarding these matters.  

The MSPs outputs: effect on the performance and governance of WASH services 

In Burundi, multiple-actor WASH service initiatives seem relatively common because of the RCE 
structure, that has the potential to form a focal point for various actors working in the local WASH 
environment, and because of the lack of state capacity to provide unified WASH services. Combined 
with the generally dire WASH situation – which means that little can be lost and much be gained – 
and the recent intensification of WASH efforts (by the government and PROSECEAU), this context 
suggests that WASH MSPs are aptly situated to make a positive contribution to Burundi‟s 
development. Indeed, MSPs for service delivery affect the performance and governance of WASH 
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services mostly positively. This hinges on the input (initiation; objectives; funding; and actors) and 
throughput (institutionalization; communication; and decision-making) of the MSPs.  

The MSPs had a substantial output in terms of achieving objectives set; impacting participating actors; 
and affecting regional practice and/or national policy. Both MSPs to a significant extent realized their 
primary objective (inclusive governance of WASH services in the case of Mwumba; rehabilitation of a 
leading water infrastructure in Buhinyuza) and both MSPs were relatively unsuccessful in fulfilling 
their secondary aim (building additional water points in Mwumba; social mobilization and 
sensitization in Buhinyuza). This suggests that while the added value of MSPs is to be found in its 
potential to link tangible service delivery with capacity-building and governance aims, this potential 
of MSPs is not yet successfully utilized. MSPs per definition devote much attention to throughput 
(compared to „traditional‟ development projects focused on output) suggesting that governance-
related objectives might be best suited for MSPs. Nevertheless, we encourage MSP actors to take the 
relevance of MSPs further by embracing a dual objective, engaging with both capacity-building and 
tangible delivery based in the premises of equal importance of both goals. 

MSP input  

While the MSP in Mwumba shows the benefits of strong donor guidance (a clear inspiration and 
organisation), bottom-up initiation of MSPs might be more preferable. In both cases, objectives were 
established before the MSP was assembled and did not reflect the concerns of all MSP actors. Thus it 
seems advisable to first establish the general problem, then identify stakeholders and organize an MSP 
and only then determine specific objectives.  

MSP results were also influenced by the combination of actors constituting the MSPs and their 
respective roles. In Mwumba, the MSP had a more civil, NGO nature, whereas in Buhinyuza, the MSP 
included predominantly public institutions. Neither MSP included private actors. Keeping in mind the 
primacy of representation considerations in multi-stakeholder processes, it is preferable that MSPs 
include private, civil and public actors to avoid a clear hegemony of one societal sector. A significant 
difference between the MSPs studied, moreover, regards community involvement. In Mwumba, 
beneficiaries were actively and structurally involved, whereas in Buhinyuza, beneficiaries played a 
more narrow role (as workers in the construction activities). Comprehensive community involvement 
may lead to more ownership among beneficiaries and thus a more sustainable output and outcome: in 
our validation workshop, the mobilization and sensitisation of user communities was almost 
unanimously regarded as the core condition for more sustainable and effective service delivery. 

MSP throughput 

Regarding MSP throughput, the degree of institutionalization – formalization of objectives and 
organisation by means of, for example, documentation and representation – of the MSP is crucial. 
Meetings were more regular and regulated in the Mwumba MSP and more informal in Buhinyuza. In 
general, however, both MSPs were not really institutionalized as a whole (only parts of it were). While 
there is a risk that a more formal arrangement of interaction and decision-making merely diverts 
means to throughput that could have been devoted to output, we suggest that MSPs should find a 
better balance between institutionalization and flexibility by formalizing all components of the MSP, 
not just the externally funded ones. This also relates to decision-making structures in the MSPs.  In 
both MSPs, the external donor-implementer coalition had more clout in determining the input and 
throughput (and thus eventually output) of the MSP. While the MSPs were inclusive – which is what 
made them MSPs rather than „normal‟ projects –, included actors did not have equal influence and 
decision-making was not egalitarian or unanimous.  

Finally, both MSPs predominantly positioned themselves horizontally, impacting local stakeholders, 
but neglected possibilities to coordinate with national institutions. The MSP in Mwumba had a 
significant regional follow-up, but lacked ties with national policy-making institutions. The 
Buhinyuza MSP functioned relatively isolated on the regional level, but had the potential to provide 
input to various national forums. Currently, there are too few channels to translate local lessons 
learned and local state legitimacy as a result of MSPs to the national level. It is especially pertinent to 
state legitimacy that (local) MSPs establish connections with reform initiatives such as PROSECEAU. 
MSPs aiming to positively impact state-building should devote more attention to developing their 
potential as an entity mediating among levels of service delivery organization and implementation.  
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The MSPs outcomes: effect on the legitimacy of state institutions 

In Burundi, MSPs affect the legitimacy of state institutions positively. But effects differed per MSP 
(while the Buhinyuza MSP had a larger effect on state legitimacy, the Mwumba MSP‟s effect was more 
positive); per category of legitimacy (state process legitimacy was more affected than the other 
categories); per state institution (local decentralized state institutions were influenced most clearly); 
and per target group (MSP actors and beneficiaries were impacted most). Because state institutions in 
Burundi seem to derive much of their legitimacy regarding service delivery „by association‟ (with the 
non-state RCE and „donors‟), they are more accommodating to participatory arrangements than 
thought. This reliance of the state on other actors to complement its performance and boost its 
legitimacy means MSPs are relevant instruments to increase state legitimacy. 

Various sorts of legitimacy 

For the MSPs studied, the process legitimacy of the state was most significantly affected. Process 
legitimacy refers to how service delivery is organised and managed (rather than what it yields) and was 
measured by indicators like state/non-state cooperation; coherence among state actors; changes in 
governance; and the extent to which informants‟ expectations in the realm of process are met. Process 
legitimacy was so profoundly impacted because informants had high expectations of the role of the 
state in service delivery in the domain of coordination, facilitation and control (process); more than 
concerning the direct and technical aspects of the provision of services (performance). People expected 
the local state to mobilize donors for service delivery; provide order to ensure a good and stable 
service delivery environment; and support and control the RCE.  

As opposed to process legitimacy, the potential to increase the state‟s performance legitimacy through 
MSPs appeared low.  Performance legitimacy refers to legitimacy based on the results of service 
delivery, rather than the way in which these are generated. Here, indicators such as quality; quantity; 
affordability; and accessibility are used. While ideally, informants would want the state to provide 
WASH services, they seem to have abandoned this ideal as unfeasible and their appreciation of the 
state does not appear to significantly depend on the state‟s concrete delivery performance. On the 
other hand, the Buhinyuza MSP shows that state institutions proclaiming their dedication to directly 
providing services – such as the PEA – are also measured by these promises.  

The tension between process and performance presents itself as a central dilemma in our research. It is 
often assumed that, in poor contexts, that services are delivered is of more importance to people than 
who delivers them and how they are delivered. As noted above, however, we found that – considering 
the role of the state –, process legitimacy seems a more relevant legitimacy category than performance 
legitimacy. Yet a hierarchy does manifest itself on the basis of „performance first, process later‟: state 
performance acquires more significance when water is lacking, as in Buhinyuza. Where a minimal 
degree of service provision and resources are present, as in Mwumba, more weight is put on process 
issues. Moreover, again, the preoccupation with process says more about expectations from the state 
than about the (lack of) importance of performance. As one informant noted: governance is only 
important when there is something to govern; if there is no water, there is nothing to manage. 
Furthermore, process and performance legitimacy are intrinsically connected. People turn to the state 
for explanations, representation and coordination. If, however, the state continues to lack the capacity 
to address the problems people approach them with, this dynamic will change and people can be 
expected to eventually directly turn to actors that can address their needs, rather than using state 
authorities as a go-between. A lack of performance legitimacy and capacity will thus erode process 
legitimacy in the long term. MSPs could increase their relevance in terms of state legitimacy by 
structuring their input and throughput in a way that helps develop the role of the state from a purely 
facilitative one to a more coordinating one. Our two in-depth case-studies suggest that to make state 
institutions structurally more legitimate, Burundian MSPs should first and foremost satisfy existing 
process oriented expectations for the state, but also encourage a more influential role of the state 
regarding the actual provision of services. One way to do so would be an informed division of roles 
and responsibilities among MSP actors. Governance and capacity-building (process) should then be 
taken up by civil organisations with an assisting role for state institutions, whereas the 
provision/delivery of services (performance) should be increasingly coordinated by public 
institutions delegating to semi-public or private organisations.  



10 
 

Besides process and performance legitimacy, international legitimacy proved crucial in the 
apprehension of state institutions involved in service delivery, because international resources and 
actors determine Burundi‟s WASH service delivery sector. International legitimacy is based on the 
extent to which institutions utilize international actors and was measured by looking at the role of 
donors in MSPs; the adherence to international standards; and the use of and reference to 
international resources. We found that a major source of state legitimacy is its success in attracting and 
co-opting interveners. As the MSPs illustrated, service delivery by NGOs does not undermine state 
legitimacy as long as people perceive the presence of NGOs as a result of state activities.  

General and embedded legitimacy, finally, based on people‟s appreciation of the state as a whole, was 
slightly influenced by the MSPs too. Such legitimacy depends on indicators including the general 
impact of the state on service delivery; perceptions of what makes a good state; knowledge of state 
institutions and willingness to work through them; and representativeness of state institutions. In 
Burundi, there is a legacy of a strong state. At the same time, most current service delivery is 
dependent on NGOs. Against this background, MSPs for service delivery have a modest impact on the 
perception of „the state‟ as a whole – and more on that of individual institutions that gain general 
legitimacy when incorporated in (and taken seriously by) an MSP.  

Various sorts of state institutions 

Burundi‟s current WASH sector is characterised by a lack of coordination. On the national level, 
multiple state institutions are involved and roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined and 
divided. Even though this problem is recognized and is currently being addressed (through initiatives 
like the National Water Policy and PROSECEAU), this complicates the attribution of legitimacy. If 
state institutions themselves are not aware of their mandate and unsatisfied by their functioning, 
beneficiaries and MSP actors get confused regarding where to direct both their expectations and 
appreciations. Nevertheless, our research suggests that the local decentralized state is most easily and 
most significantly impacted by service delivery MSPs. The legitimacy of the (de)centralized state was 
affected more than the legitimacy of the (de)concentrated state, partly because (de)centralized 
institutions are better known and more involved in the MSPs. The legitimacy of the local state, 
furthermore, both decentralized and deconcentrated, was more affected by the MSPs than national 
state institutions. The national concentrated PEA being the exception confirming both rules. 

This larger impact on local decentralized state does, however, not necessarily mean that MSPs should 
exclusively target communal administrations, but could also be taken up as a need for MSPs to devote 
more attention to including and influencing (de)concentrated and national state representation. 
Moreover, in the MSPs studied, only executive state institutions were included, while it is worthwhile 
to also incorporate consultative state structures, particularly on the local level. This was expressly 
suggested by informants who claim that the structure for inclusion of the CDC (Comité de 
Développement Communal) in development projects exists, but it often bypassed. Beneficiaries also 
value the inclusion of their most local representatives, the „chefs of 10 households.‟  

Various sorts of target groups 

The attribution of legitimacy to state institutions differs among target groups. MSP actors were both 
most profoundly and most positively impacted. Beneficiaries were significantly influenced in their 
attribution of state legitimacy as well, also predominantly positive. External experts were influenced 
too, but less than MSP actors and beneficiaries and less positively. National policy-makers and donors 
were not very significantly affected in terms of their perception of state legitimacy. This can partially 
be explained because experts and policy-makers seem better informed on the WASH sector as a 
whole, but know less about the MSPs, resulting in a critical stance and relatively high expectations of 
the state. MSP actors, on the other hand, appear to hold a slightly over-positive view of the MSP, 
partly out of opportunism – a negative image of the MSP, reflects on all actors involved – and partly 
out of sincere dedication. Beneficiaries are often not informed about either the WASH sector or the 
MSP, resulting in somewhat variable judgements. 

The predominantly positive effect of the MSPs on state legitimacy notwithstanding, the MSPs also 
show the ambiguity of people‟s perceptions of the state: opinions were sometimes both positive and 
negative for the same target group, the same state institution and the same legitimacy category. This 
ambiguity has two grounds: target groups are not unified (experiences and interpretations differ per 
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person) and people might have answered strategically (reluctant to be critical of the state of whom 
they need things and unwilling to be too positive for fear the state loses dedication to help them). 

Context: fragility and hybridity 

Two forms of context, finally, proved crucial for the outputs and outcomes of MSPs for service 
delivery in Burundi. First, the local socio-economic context that diverged per case. While the MSPs 
were situated in the same region and a similar political situation, Mwumba seemed more developed 
than peripheral, poor and war-affected Buhinyuza. This higher standard of living and confidence in 
Mwumba might affect people‟s perception of specific initiatives. This suggests that while MSPs can 
help to remedy state fragility and boost development, a certain level of state organisation and socio-
economic development also enhances MSP functioning. 

Second, the broader context of state-society interaction in Burundi. State legitimacy is influenced by 
Burundi‟s complicated interrelatedness between state and government and government and ruling 
party. Informants were of the opinion that „political developments and contexts‟ shaped service 
delivery. Institutions, furthermore, are often perceived in a personalized fashion and informants 
referred to individualized projects rather than broad policies. The vision of a good state is, for some 
state officials, moreover, influenced by the visions of the ruling party. These and other characteristics 
of state fragility – regional variations in institutional organization; lack of resources, capacity and 
accountability – should be taken into account when tailoring MSPs to increase state legitimacy. MSPs 
should then challenge the personalized nature of state representation and put emphasis on 
institutions. Services should no longer be perceived as a favour, but be recognized as a right.  

Regarding MSPs for service delivery, however, Burundi‟s fragility most clearly manifests itself in the 
donor dependency that is both a consequence and a cause of state vulnerability. The current (lack of) 
organization of the national WASH sector makes for an extraordinary autonomy for external 
interveners and MSPs seem too dependent on external donors in terms of funding and organization to 
be sufficiently sustainable. Hereby, state fragility is maintained, because the state is largely reliant on 
external interveners not only for practical performance, but also for legitimacy: if donors decide to 
pull out, which they can, theoretically, do at any moment and which the state could not prevent, the 
state loses one of its prime sources of legitimacy (the capacity to attract foreign capital and skills). 
Thus, MSPs should aim to maximize the role of participating state institutions vis-à-vis external 
interveners – not merely to enhance state legitimacy, but to ensure service delivery sustainability. 
Eventually, MSPs offer a suitable context for the phasing out of donors. The demarcated context of an 
MSP, and its inclusiveness, allows for a gradual shifting of roles and responsibilities among MSP 
actors. Whereas in traditional donor-driven projects, the retreat of a donor is the end of the project, in 
MSPs, the role of the donor can be steadily scaled down while other MSP actors, preferably state 
institutions, get more involved.  
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Section 1  Introduction Research 

 

This report is an outcome of the research conducted by the „MSPs, Service Delivery and State 
Institutions‟ working group of the „Network for Peace, Security and Development‟ carried out with 
the objective to generate insight in: 

 the cooperation between multiple state and non-state actors for the improvement and 
delivery of basic services (focused on utilities); 

 and how these arrangements may contribute to the legitimacy and effectiveness of the state 
institutions involved in such cooperation processes 

A major assumption of the research is that people‟s appreciation of the state partly depends on the 
extent to which the state is willing and able provide reliable services. Hence, states should be able to 
enhance their legitimacy through better service provision. Another hypothesis based in our literature 
research, however, stipulates that legitimacy primarily depends on expectations and the extent to 
which these are fulfilled. A pertinent issue, then, is the gap between what the role of the state in 
service provision should and can be according to various stakeholders and what it currently is.  

These matters are specifically studied in so-called fragile states1 to gain insights in how service 
delivery arrangements can contribute to or undermine state-building developments; and against the 
background of changing perceptions on the role of the (welfare) state. In some societies where the 
state lacks the willingness or capacity to deliver services, non-state actors may set up their own 
initiatives to compensate for lacking services. These non-state actors can include traditional 
institutions, community based organisations, international aid providers and so on. While such 
systems assure service delivery, they can often be patchy, lack quality, or be politicized. Nonetheless, 
this multiplicity of institutions and changing perceptions of the role of the state has opened up space 
for cultivating new, hybrid forms of service delivery, such as MSPs, that aim to organize service 
delivery through mechanisms that involve different actors. This country report presents the 
comparative analysis of the two case-studies conducted for the research in Burundi.  

The report consists of five sections. The first section gives an overview of our research objectives and 
approach. Section 2 provides the country-specific context relevant to the research. The third section 
compares and analyses the functioning of the Burundian MSPs under study. Section 4 consists of a 
comparative analysis of the impact the MSPs had on the legitimacy of various state institutions. And 
section 5, finally, provides conclusions and policy dilemmas. 

 

1.1. Core Concepts 

A comprehensive theoretical background to the research is offered in the working group‟s Theoretical 
Framework (available via stel@msm.nl), below our core concepts are introduced.  

1.1.a. State-Society Interaction 

The core theme of the research is the state; our interest in the legitimacy of state institutions in „fragile‟ 
states stems from queries related to the (im)possibilities of internal and external state-building 
initiatives. We approach the state as representing a multitude of roles, positions and interests in the 
domains of security, welfare and political representation. The state is thus not a monolithic entity and 
the distinction between „state‟ and „society‟ is, especially in hybrid states, somewhat artificial. Even if 
the state is far from central or clearly demarcated in people‟s lives, however, it is important to 
remember that communities cut off from state authority are not passive and “consistently seek to 
devise arrangements to provide for themselves the core functions that the missing state is supposed to 

                                                           
1 As elaborated on in the Theoretical Framework, we have our reservations regarding the fragile state terminology, realizing that it 
is quite a normative (negative and arbitrary) categorization. Thus, for theoretical purposes, we have adopted a perspective 
inspired by the hybrid political order concept (Boege et al. 2009) even if, for the sake of coherence of the PSD network, we 
continue to use the phrase „fragile state‟. 
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assume” (Menkhaus 2007:75). Non-state actors in such situations may exercise varying degrees of 
political power at times providing basic social services (Chesterman et al. 2004:1). However, even 
when a state is pressured, it hardly ever becomes irrelevant to society, but rather adapts and survives 
in some other form – as a symbolic frame of reference, emblematic rather than providing, or as a 
facilitating entity for external actors. The expectations people have of the state, as often expressed 
through the metaphor of the social contract, can be expected to be influenced by these shifting 
patterns of state-society interaction. A question here is whether lower expectations towards the state 
are in itself a marker of lower state legitimacy or whether these lower expectations are easier to fulfil 
for the state and legitimacy is thus easier to obtain. 

1.1.b. Legitimacy 

Another core concept in our theoretical framework is that of legitimacy. We define legitimacy “as the 
normative belief of a political community that a rule or institution should be obeyed;” “the acceptance 
of a governing regime as correct and appropriate” (Papagianni 2008:50; Brinkerhoff 2005:5). Such 
legitimacy, specifically in post-conflict and/or fragile situations, manifests itself in “the willingness by 
domestic political elites and the public to support state institutions and to pursue their interests 
through these institutions” (Papagianni 2008:50). Legitimacy thus refers to the degree to which 
relevant state institutions are perceived – by various target groups – as „right‟ (i.e. preferable to 
alternatives) when assessed from a public perspective. We follow the OECD (2008a:17) in 
distinguishing five forms of legitimacy:  

 general (related to support for the state as a whole, for the idea/concept of the state) and 
embedded (related to prior state formation or other historical dynamics) legitimacy;  

 process legitimacy (related to the way in which the state institution operates, its governance 
procedures);  

 performance legitimacy (related to what the state institution produces/yields/delivers);  

 and international legitimacy (related to international contexts and interventions). 

Clearly, when measuring legitimacy, there is the question of „legitimacy in whose eyes?‟ The degree of 
legitimacy attributed to a specific state institution will vary distinctively from, for example, a civil 
servant to a citizen. In this research we explored perceptions of legitimacy among five target groups:  

 beneficiaries/users of the services provided;  

 organisations participating in the MSP involved in service provision (public, private and civil 
institutions);  

 donors funding the MSP;  

 external experts not involved in the MSP, but aware of its activities;  

 and national policy-makers.  

Legitimacy depends on both perception and behaviour and the research thus analyses, on the one 
hand, the way people think about certain institutions – their opinions – and, on the other hand, the 
way they act in response to these institutions – their conduct. A further consideration regarding state 
legitimacy is that „the state‟ operates on different levels and in various directions. Migdal (2001:117-
121) introduces four levels on which the state operates – „the trenches‟, „the dispersed field offices‟, 
„the central offices‟ and „the commanding heights‟ – and it is thus important to determine to which 
level legitimacy is accredited by which target group and which categories of legitimacy are acquired 
by which level of the relevant state. Legitimacy, namely, is constantly contested and dispersed among 
various societal actors and thus highly fluid.  In Burundi, we have assessed four categories of state 
institutions (see Box 1 on page 27): 

 local decentralized state institutions; 

 national centralized state institutions; 

 local deconcentrated state institutions; 
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 and national concentrated state institutions 

1.1.c. Service Delivery and State Legitimacy 

In our research, we consider state legitimacy not as an issue an sich, but in the context of service 
delivery. In „fragile states,‟ basic service provision intertwines with processes of social and political 
exclusion and with vertical and horizontal forms of inequality (Berry et al. 2004:21). Even more so as 
basic service delivery structures are either physically destroyed, or are controlled to serve only 
particular groups of people, leading to a politicization of services (Vaux and Visman 2005; Van der 
Haar 2005). Thus, on the one hand, problems of state capacity and political will are drivers of poor 
basic services, while, on the other hand, poor services contribute to perpetuating state fragility. But 
outcomes on service delivery do not translate directly into legitimacy. For developments to reflect 
positively on state legitimacy, improvements, first, must be perceived as such, and, second, must be 
attributed to the state. We would argue that it is not, or not only, objective measures of improvement, 
but the perceived improvements in effectiveness, of the services that make a difference. When assessing 
state legitimacy in relation to service delivery, legitimacy is as much about managing expectations and 
appreciations as it is about achieving real improvements and should be understood primarily in 
relational terms. This means that we need to understand how perceptions of a fragmented, 
discontinuous or highly contested state are linked to people‟s experiences with basic services and their 
notions of who is responsible for these services.  

1.1.d. Multi-Stakeholder Processes 

Vertical – among local, national and transnational institutions – and horizontal – across public, private 
and civil domains of society – shifts in development thinking have opened grounds to new forms of 
cooperation, now that “societal issues have become so complex and interdependent that traditional, 
single sector approaches are inadequate” (multipart 2008:40; Pierre and Peters 2000). Multi-
stakeholder processes (MSPs) have emerged in this contexts as mechanisms that can link state and 
non-state service providers and thereby possibly shape the legitimacy of the state. The term „multi-
stakeholder‟ refers to networks, platforms, processes, and partnerships and denotes an interest in the 
processes of service delivery. We use a flexible definition of „MSP‟, focusing on MSPs in the broad 
sense of cooperation mechanisms between multiple actors from various societal domains (state; civil 
society; private sector). MSPs can be formed in the context of a planned project; evolve from 
institutionalizing processes or spontaneous, informal arrangements; they can be initiated by local  
actors (bottom-up) or by foreign actors (top-down). MSPs may maximize service provision by 
drawing on the capacity and efficiency of multiple stakeholders while ensuring state, and often 
community, involvement. Additionally, they could contribute to the legitimacy of state institutions by 
allowing them to benefit from the capacity of their partners. It should be stressed, however, that both 
scenario‟s are in no way evident. MSPs also have the potential to bog down or fractionalize service 
delivery and can thereby undermine the legitimacy of state institutions too. 

 

1.2. Research Approach 

1.2.a. Research Questions 

The research examined in-depth if and how MSPs for service provision influence service delivery 
practices and the legitimacy of state institutions. The study has the following main question:  

How do multi-stakeholder processes (MSPs) for the improvement of service delivery affect 
the performance and governance of those services, and how does this affect the 
effectiveness and legitimacy of state institutions?  

Key sub-questions underpinning this main question are: 

 Which actors and trends can be identified in service delivery in the studied context? 

 What are the characteristics of the multi-stakeholder process organised for service delivery? 

 How is this process governed?  

 What are the outputs in terms of service delivery? 
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 How does participation in the MSP affect the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions?  

 What are key factors in the (socio-political and institutional) context influencing MSPs, service 
delivery, and their relation with the legitimacy of state institutions? 

1.2.b. Conceptual Scheme and Propositions 

The above questions concern the relationship between i) MSPs; ii) basic services; and iii) state 
legitimacy. Impact is expected to manifest itself in two ways: the MSP, as a process/initiative, could 
influence the legitimacy of participating state institutions directly or the MSP could affect the 
legitimacy of state institutions indirectly through the changes it generates in service delivery. 

 

Figure 2: conceptual scheme research 

Figure 2 leads to the following propositions that will be reflected upon in section 5: 

 Through MSPs the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions in service delivery can be increased 
or decreased;  

o The configuration of the MSP (participating actors) has an influence on the legitimacy 
of state institutions; 

o The governance of the MSP has an influence on the legitimacy of state institutions; 

 MSPs organised around services have a positive effect on the performance of services; 

 Improvements in the access, coverage, quality or governance of basic services may contribute 
to the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions 

1.2.c. Case-Study Selection 

The research of MSPs involves the examination of all interactions between the various actors involved 
in the process; of the different degree of involvement and contribution of the actors; of the results 
achieved; and ultimately of its impacts on state-society relationships. The analysis of legitimacy 
regards the degrees of various categories of legitimacy existing among various target groups 
attributed to various institutions. To capture such dynamic and context-dependent phenomena, in-
depth information that uncovers detailed characteristics is needed. According to Yin (2003), case study 
research is specifically geared towards serving such purposes as it allows researchers to examine 
particular cases in detail while still taking the larger context into account.  

The MSPs selected as case-studies fulfill the following criteria: the MSP: is organized around utilities 
or basic services; involves a public sector representative and a civil society representative; operates 
with measurable output; and functions for a substantial period of time at the time of research.  

An initial exploration visit to Burundi in February 2010 helped select our partner organization in 
Burundi, ACORD, and in consultation with this partner and the Dutch Embassy Office in Burundi it 
was decided to focus our research on the WASH sector. A second visit in September 2010 sufficed to 
select a local research partner, Réginas Ndayiragije, and to identify prospective case-studies. Seven 
potentially suitable MSP-like initiatives were selected. The eventual selection was based on the 
fulfillment of the above mentioned definitional criteria and the following three core considerations. 
First, we decided to focus entirely on the rural WASH sector, because due to the limited number of 
case-studies a comparison between rural and urban WASH environments seemed unrewarding and 

i) MSPs 

 Input 

 Throughput 

 Output 

iii) State legitimacy 

 General and embedded  

 Process  

 Performance  

 International  
 ii) Basic services  

 Access 

 Coverage 

 Quality 

1 

2 
3 
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because most potential case-studies were rural. Second, again due to the limited sample, we preferred 
to study two cases in a relatively similar socio-economical-political context, so as to contain causal 
analysis on the MSP rather than the diverging context.2 Third, we were guided in our selection by 
feasibility concerns. We have weighed the willingness of MSP actors to assist us with collecting 
documentation and participating in interviews and the geographical accessibility and security 
situations of the MSP locations. In the end, two case-studies were selected because of their 
complementarity – the Mwumba case was initiated  by an international actor and the Buhinyuza case 
was commenced by the local community; in Mwumba, the state played a rather facilitating role in 
service delivery; in Buhinyuza, the state was, exceptionally, directly involved in implementing 
services – and comparability – both MSPs functioned in a similar political and rural context.3  

The first MSP under study combined two structures in Ngozi province, Mwumba commune. The first 
component is the water pillar of the Ntunkumire program. Ntunkumire, „don‟t exclude me‟, is a 
program designed by CARE Nederland and implemented by CARE Burundi. The two-year program 
that started in 2008 and ended in December 2010 consists of a peace-building and a livelihood pillar, 
both implemented by Burundian NGOs. These Burundian NGOs worked with local OBCs 
(Organisation à Base Communautaire) to reach their objectives. The livelihood pillar managed by the 
NGO AVEDEC also included a WASH component that featured so-called kiosques à eau. The second 
component of the MSP consists of the existing water management structure in Mwumba commune. 
The MSP actors are: CARE NL, CARE Burundi, AVEDEC, beneficiaries, Mwumba‟s communal water 
committee (Régie Communale de l’Eau – RCE), Mwumba‟s communal administration and Ngozi‟s 
provincial water coordinator (Coordinateur Provinciale des Régies Communales de l’Eau – CPRCE). This 
case was selected because of the central role of Burundian organisations and the innovative kiosk idea. 
AVEDEC, moreover, proved extraordinarily helpful to the research team. 

The second MSP case-study under scrutiny in this report – in Muyinga province, Buhinyuza 
commune – also combined two structures. The first component is represented by the Programme Eau et 
Assainissement (PEA). The PEA is a section of the Ministry of Planning and Communal Development 
(MPDC) and has the task to help provide drinking water to Burundi‟s rural areas. Since its initiation in 
1979 the PEA has had a cooperation agreement with UNICEF. The salaries of PEA employees are paid 
by the ministry and UNICEF covers the office costs in Bujumbura as well as field project costs. The 
PEA has started a project entailing the rehabilitation of a water system in Buhinyuza commune in July 
2008. It thereby partnered with the existing water management structure in Buhinyuza, representing 
the second component of the MSP. The MSP actors are: the PEA, UNICEF, Buhinyuza‟s RCE, 
Buhinyuza‟s communal administration, Muyinga‟s CPRCE and the beneficiary community. This case 
was selected because of the central role of Burundian state institutions in this initiative to improve 
drinking water service delivery. 

More detailed empirical descriptions and case-specific analyses can be found in the respective case-
study reports (available through the author at stel@msm.nl). This country report is concerned with a 
comparative analysis of the two cases. 

1.2.d.      Sources and Data Collection Techniques 

Considering the context-dependent and highly subjective nature of our research – the measurement of 
legitimacy centers on perceptions, ideas and appreciations –, we adopted a qualitative research 
methodology. In a field work period of five weeks, primary data was collected by means of 35 
informal meetings with WASH and development experts and 49 semi-structured in-depth interviews, 
which on average took an hour and a half, conducted in French and Kirundi. These interviews were 
conducted with informants from the five target groups mentioned above. In addition, six focus groups 
were conducted with MSP beneficiaries and CPE members (see Annex 1).  

                                                           
2 Arguably, interesting insights were lost by not studying more under-researched or politically deviant regions (such as 
Cibitoke) – specifically considering our highly politicised topic of state fragility – but we eventually prioritized the quality of the 
research over these considerations. 
3 The GIZ pilot projects in Mwaro and Bubanza provinces were discarded because of a reluctance of GIZ; in a Solidarites 
capacity building project in Cankuzo the role of the state was too insignificant for our purposes; the UNICEF peace villages 
initiative in Makamba was too recently initiated to be successfully assessed; the primary schools WASH program of Agro 
Action Allemande in Kirundo contained state representatives from the ministry of education only; and a CICR water system 
rehabilitation program in Cibitoke was dismissed because it functioned in an urban context that was found insecure.   
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35 informal meetings with sector (WASH) and development experts 

49 semi-structured interviews with target group informants   

6 focus groups with beneficiaries (52 participants in total) 

  Mwumba Buhinyuza 

  2 weeks of field work 2 weeks of field work 

Focus groups 

(beneficiaries) 

2 (22 participants) 4 (30 participants) 

Interviews 20 24 

MSP organisations 16 17 

Non-MSP experts 3 5 

Donors 1 2 

Policy makers 5 

Figure 3: Overview respondents 

Respondents were selected through our target group definition and a snow-ball sampling process. 
Interview protocols were tailored versions of the questionnaire provided in Annex 2. Secondary data 
was collected through review of statistical abstracts, project documentation (budgets; year plans; 
contracts; MoUs), sector documentation (policy and jurisdiction on Burundi‟s WASH sector; 
assessment reports of the sector; reform initiatives) and academic and „grey‟ literature (see literature 
and sources). A draft version of this report was validates in a workshop with respondents and experts 
held in Bujumbura in April 2011. 

  

Figure 4: Men transporting construction materials for the rehabilitation in Buhinyuza and people 
transporting water fetched at the kiosques à eau in Mwumba 

 

1.3. Methodological Remarks 

The MSP concept seemed quite unfamiliar in Burundi. While on the one hand, it proved hard to find a 
development initiative that did not include stakeholders from various societal sectors, we did not, on 
the other hand, come across any such initiative that formally presented or perceived itself as an MSP. 
This was partly the result of the limited time for mapping potential case-studies and the difficulties we 
faced in gathering information on these case-studies before the actual fieldwork. In any case, we saw 
ourselves forced to shift to the terminology of „multiple state/non-state interaction‟ instead, but this 
resulted in much less institutionalised MSPs to study. The MSPs eventually selected adhered to our, 
broad, criteria for an MSP, but both consisted of the same constellation: an intervening structure 
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(CARE-AVEDEC in the first case and UNICEF-PEA in the other) and a local structure (the RCE and 
the communal administration) that temporarily cooperated in the context of a specific objective, but 
did not constitute a formal, institutionalized or integrated MSP. This brought with it the related 
difficulty of distinguishing between interaction between community, administration and intervening 
actors that takes place in the regular operation of the sector and the contact and coordination that 
takes place in, or is a result from, the specific cooperation initiative that we have regarded as MSPs. 
Due to a lack of „control cases,‟ furthermore, it can not be determined to what extent MSPs have 
different outputs and (legitimacy) outcomes than non-MSP service initiatives. The added value of 
MSPs, however, was confirmed during the validation workshop where participants stressed that 
“union is strength,” when various actors play complementing roles. 

That it was hard to establish the exact roles and achievements of the various actors is also a function of 
the nature of the research: to assess legitimacy it is more important to ascertain what people think a 
specific actor does or should do than to determine was this actor actually does (legitimacy is not 
attributed based on reality, but on how people perceive this reality). The qualitative methodology we 
have chosen allows us to assess appreciations regarding the perceived effectiveness of the state to 
provide for adequate services, within the context of MSPs; it does not, however, allow us to contrast 
these with objective measures of change in service output. This „subjectivity dilemma‟ can also be 
extended to the question of institutions‟ „stateness.‟ Some state institutions were widely regarded as 
semi-state or non-state, while various non-state representatives and organisations were associated 
with the state to the extent that they were de facto considered state institutions themselves. We have 
consistently based our interpretations on the premises presented above that legitimacy is not 
attributed based on reality, but on how people perceive this reality – and have taken the reality on the 
ground, rather than the reality on paper, as a starting point of analysis. 

Two quite practical issues complicated data collection. First, the target groups used proved 
overlapping: many beneficiaries were also involved in the MSP as representatives of some sort and 
thus MSP partners and some individuals turned out to be both state and civil society representatives. 
This provided new insights into the fluid reality of the MSP. Second, due to Burundi‟s 2010 elections, 
many local state representatives were newly elected and only recently occupied their posts, which 
meant they did not always know about the MSPs in question or the organisation of the WASH sector. 
Informants also found it hard to assess the role their local authorities played in the sector because they 
did not yet have a track record to judge. Here, we asked people to give us their insights on the 
predecessors of the current officials, as our main interest is in the institution rather than the person, 
but we also sought to interview these former local authorities in addition to the current ones. 

Finally, and most importantly it should be noted that we are very much aware of the limited number 
of cases and respondents on which our insights and analyses are based. There is a great risk in 
generalizing these findings – even more so as we have only studied a specific region of the country 
and the president‟s home commune at that – and it should thus be stressed that this is not our 
intention. All conclusions bear relevance exclusively to the studied cases and only where we explicitly 
mention an expected wider applicability, do we intend to move beyond the cases in Mwumba and 
Buhinyuza. We do not seek to draw conclusions for Burundi as a whole, but rather try to lay bare the 
intricacies of two specific cases – that will be compared with cases from DR Congo, Nepal and 
Palestine in the eventual synthesis report. 
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Section 2  Country Context 

 

Burundi is one of Africa‟s poorest and least developed countries (174th out of 177 countries on the 
Human Development Index (UNDP 2009)). Burundi measures 26,338 square kilometres and has a 
population of approximately 8.3 million – of which about half are aged 14 or under (Economist 2010). 
Roughly 85% of the population is of Hutu ethnic origin; most of the remaining population are Tutsi, 
with a small minority of Twa (Pygmy) (UN-HABITAT 2007:4).  

 

Figure 5: Burundi (source: UN 2004) 

2.1. History  

Burundi was a German colony until the 1919 Orts-Milner Convention transferred the territory to 
Belgium. After the abolishment of the Burundian monarchy in 1960, the nationalist-royalist political 
bloc led by the UPRONA party won the September 1961 elections. While UPRONA‟s leader, prince 
Louis Rwagasore was murdered three months later, independence was realized in 1962. Ever since, 
Burundi has been plagued by ethnically framed violence. While ethnic categorizations have their roots 
in the pre-colonial era, the Belgian colonial regime reified ethnic societal boundaries and fuelled 
antagonism based on them (Chretien 2003:352). The Tutsi minority functioned as a Belgian instrument 
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in ruling the Hutu majority, an arrangement justified by the Hamitic myth of „racial superiority‟. After 
independence, moreover, power within the ruling UPRONA party shifted towards the extremist Tutsi 
wing and Tutsi generals took over the national army (Willems et al. 2010:6). Supported by this army, 
the Tutsi minority ruled Burundi through three military regimes4 that have fought various Hutu 
rebellions resulting in widespread violence and refugee flows – specifically in 1965, 1972, 1988, 1991 
and 1993. 

Spurred by a continent-wide democratization effort, a new constitution furthering political 
liberalization and multipartism was adopted in 1992. Burundi‟s first democratic elections were 
overwhelmingly won by Mechior Ndadaye‟s predominantly Hutu FRODEBU party. Ndadaye, 
however, was assassinated by soldiers only three months after. FRODEBU members retaliated on 
Tutsi civilians and the army responded forcefully, sparking months of violence in which tens of 
thousands died. Ethnically based segregation ensued and Hutu leaders went into exile to form two 
main opposition parties, CNDD and PALIPEHUTU-FNL, that fought the Tutsi army through their 
military wings.  

In 1996, former military president and URPONA prominent Pierre Buyoya took over power from the 
FRODEBU government through a coup d‟état. From 1998 onwards, Buyoya encouraged gradual 
development towards peace, by allowing more Hutu representatives in the government. The Arusha 
Peace and Reconciliation Agreement was reached in 2000 and, in 2003, a transitional government in 
which Hutu and Tutsi representatives shared power reached an agreement with the CNDD-FDD. In 
2005, subsequently, elections were won by the CNDD-FDD and its leader, Pierre Nkurunziza, became 
president of a government including FRODEBU and UPRONA. In 2006, the FNL signed a ceasefire 
agreement with Nkurunziza‟s government. Seen as becoming increasingly authoritarian (HRW 2009), 
the CNDD-FDD won 2010 elections after the main opposition parties withdrew from the procedure 
they saw as fraudulent (Economist 2010:3). 

 

2.2. The State 

The Executive of the republic of Burundi consists of a directly elected president and two vice-
presidents heading government. The Legislative consists of a Parliament of two chambers: the directly 
elected National Assembly with 118 members and the Senate. The Senate includes two representatives 
of every province; three Batwa representatives; and all former presidents. The constitution prescribes 
that 60% of the governmental and parliamentary seats should be Hutu and 40% Tutsi; 30% should be 
taken by a woman. Burundi‟s Judiciary is based on Belgian law and the 2005 constitution and consists 
of a Higher Judicial Court appointed by the president, a Supreme Court, a High Court of Justice, a 
Constitutional Court and an Ombudsman.  

Burundi has 17 provinces governed by a provincial governor appointed by the president. Each 
province is sub-divided into communes (comparable with municipalities; Burundi counts 129 of them) 
ruled by an elected communal administrator and his/her two advisors and staff and a communal 
council. Communes consist of zones that are partitioned into collines, the smallest administrative unit. 
Each zone has its own chef de zone and each colline is administered by an elected chef de colline and a 
colline council (Comité Collinaire de Développement Communautaire – CCDC). These decentralized local 
authorities fall under the Ministry of Interior and are complemented by deconcentrated local 
authorities – institutions operating on the local level, but supervised by various national ministries. 
Since the implementation of the 2005 communal law, development efforts are guided by the PCDC 
(Plan Communal de Développement Communautaire). This document is developed with the local 
population and authorities and presents the development priorities of a specific commune. This new 
approach is an attempted break with the traditionally very centralised planning structure of the 
Burundian state.  

                                                           
4
 The 1965 coup by Major Michel Micombero was the start of almost three decades of military rule by a small 

group of Tutsi-Hima from Bururi province: Michel Micombero (1966-1976), Jean-Baptiste Bagaza (1976-1987), 

and Pierre Buyoya (1987-1993) (Uvin 2009:9-10). 
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Figure 6: The Burundian state 

Exceptional in the African context, the state of Burundi was not a colonial construct and its core 
characteristics existed prior to colonial rule (Daley 2006:662). Pre-colonial central authority was strictly 
hierarchical with power being shared between the monarch (mwami) and aristocratic dynastic families 
(Baganwa). During colonial rule, the format of the political structure of the country remained intact, 
but colonial divide-and-rule politics profoundly altered its nature by creating a form of state 
intervention – taxing and forced labor – that was more profound than any impact rulers had before 
(Uvin 2009:71). Inter-dynastic struggles proved a significant factor in the instability of the early post-
colonial period as well, with the faction increasingly running the now independent republic being 
defined by its home region: the Bururi group (Chretien 2003:315). The idea of the state as a „milking 
cow‟ for the ruling elites that controlled it, became even more real in the 1980s, when the state became 
further centralized (Uvin 2009:11). Burundi‟s patrimonial state was characterized by centralization 
and penetration. “Centralization facilitated control over the economy and the political system while 
penetration extended control down to the lowest strata of the social structure” (Ndukimana 2005:8). 
Thus, while often taking place under a very real ethnic guise, conflict in Burundi has also been due to 
the role and nature of the Burundian state and its exclusionary governance policies (Ngaruko and 
Nkurunziza 2000:370). The state has traditionally been predatory (partly due to a strong army 
backing) and control of state institutions has always been the prime source of income. Ethnicity might 
thus be nothing so much “a means to legitimize this end, the bureaucracy being its main tool” 
(Ngaruko and Nkurunziza 2000:405).  

Currently, corruption and incapacity continue to limit the effectiveness of the Burundian state. 
Administrative structures are highly politicized and state resources remain the primary potential 
sources of political patronage for incumbent elites (Specker and Briscoe 2010). Much of the current 
government, furthermore, is also rather inexperienced in managing a major bureaucracy (Uvin 
2009:22). Consequently, political patronage largely determines the allocation of state jobs and 
investment and public service remains overstaffed, representing a major drain on resources, with 
salaries accounting for around 25% of government expenditure (Specker and Briscoe 2010).  
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All this contributes to enormous stakes being invested in remaining in office and to the authoritarian 
tendencies of the government. According to the International Crisis Group (2006:7), the CNDD-FDD 
made illegal changes in Burundi‟s government arrangements, undermining institutions controlling the 
executive. Courts and parliament are dominated by the CNDD-FDD and the number of positions the 
president can award directly in practice has no limits. This situation erodes the distinction between 
party and state, between politics and governance. According to Burundi expert René Lemarchand 
(ICG 2006:7): “The state and the party are two faces of the same coin now.” 

 

2.3. Current Socio-Economic Situation 

Burundi‟s economy is thus closely linked to the state system. From 1977 to 1982, a government 
program meant to create massive employment through public works and initiating some 100 state 
companies, resulted in “a web of political patronage” (ICG 2006:6). After Buyoya‟s 1996 coup, Burundi 
was subjected to a regional embargo that remained in place until 1999. This resulted in extraordinary 
impoverishment and the rise of “a parallel, even mafia-style economy” (Chretien 2003:341). During 
the past 15 years poverty has increased in both the rural and urban areas. Burundi‟s economy is 
heavily reliant on government consumption and agriculture dominated by food crops, with almost 
50% of its export consisting of coffee (Lim and Rugwabiza 2009:vi). Specker and Briscoe (2010:17) even 
argue that the Arusha Accord is anchored in the pay-off for switching from military operations – 
whose benefits were increasingly limited in Burundi‟s impoverished rural economy – to political 
participation – and thus access to tax revenues and donor funds. For the population, however, a peace 
dividend in the form of an improved standard of living has not yet been achieved. Burundi‟s economy 
is also profoundly contingent on donor funding: the national budget for 2006, for example, totalled 
US$417 million, of which 82% was externally financed (Uvin 2009:24). As a result of these 
developments, Burundi has an overload of state-controlled firms; export sectors are sucked dry by the 
state; and a chronic lack of investment in agriculture, the main source of income for most Burundians, 
continues to exist (Ngaruko and Nkurunziza 2000:585).  

As noted before, socio-economic dynamics in Burundi are closely related with regional considerations. 
Ethnic discourse is often seen to hide regional inequality (with specific southern provinces producing 
the political elite guarding access to state channels of social mobility and economic growth). Especially 
since the marginalization of Tutsi political parties from 2005 onwards – and the subsequent inter-Hutu 
political struggles – the regional aspects of the ruling (and opposing) elites have gained significance 
versus the ethnic dimension (ICG 2010:20). This lopsided regional representation, furthermore, can be 
connected with cleavages between urban and rural regions (sociological dimensions that are also 
ethnicized). On top of Burundi‟s poverty, the war also left its traces in the form of some 117,000 
remaining Internally Displaced Persons (UN-HABITAT 2007:6). Their placement in some 160 camps 
throughout the country adds to regional tensions. 

Historically, Burundian society is characterized by a clan system, with more than two hundred clans 
in total (Chretien 2003:89). Like its neighbor Rwanda, however, Burundi is more infamous for its 
ethnic social categorization. While political competition is no longer predominantly or openly ethnic, 
deeper socio-economic dynamics – rooted in historical differences in access to education and social 
networks – have not yet shifted (Uvin 2009:85). And while ethnicity as perceived today was essentially 
political before it became social, it is a persistent factor in social life (Daley 2006:676). The CNDD, for 
example, mistrusts „civil society‟ not only because many civil society organizations represent 
opposition programs, but because the CNDD-FDD associates it with the “Tutsi and urban classes” 
(ICG 2010:7).  

One of the most important institutions representing civil society in Burundi is the Bashingantahe, a 
local wise man providing justice advice on a wide range of societal problems such as land disputes 
and family quarrels. The Bashingantahe provides a traditional authority structure, parallel to and 
independent from state authority. The institution has its roots in the royal court organization (Daley 
2006:664) and has long been a key in Burundi‟s social organization. In the 1960‟s and 1970s the 
appointment of Bashingantahe became politicized, however, and their legitimacy was eroded 
(Deslaurier 2003). And while the institution was officially reinstalled in the 1980s, the war further 
undermined its authority (Ntsimbiyanbandi and Ntakarutimana 2004:54). Often seen as 
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predominantly Tutsi and failing to represent women, youth, poor and Batwa, many Bashingantahe 
have lost legitimacy in the eyes of the population (Willems et al. 2010:39-42). On the other hand, the 
Bashingantahe still seems the most important governance institution for many Burundians (Uvin 
2009:62-65). Another key institution in Burundi‟s society is the Church (62% of Burundians is Roman 
Catholic; 10% is Muslim; the rest adheres to other Christian denominations or indigenous beliefs).  

 

2.4. Service Delivery in Burundi  

Service delivery in Burundi has been both politicized and state-led. Partly due to the dynastic and 
patrimonial history of the country, access to the state and its social infrastructures are often still 
perceived as a favor, rather than a right (Lealy in Uvin 2009:72). Although economic investment in 
service delivery has been encouraged as a good way to give substance to a peace dividend, this has 
not been particularly successful. Moreover, while energy, infrastructure, agriculture and tourism were 
identified as priority areas under the „Vision 2025‟ strategy (supported by the World Bank), both the 
Burundian government and population seem to focus on social services – health care and education – 
rather than utility services (Specker and Briscoe 2010). Service delivery is a key campaigning issue for 
the ruling CNDD-FDD party and development programs are used as an instrument to boost the 
popularity of the president and to present indicators of successful CNDD-FDD rule. Nevertheless, it is 
noteworthy that water supply, energy generation and transmission, transportation networks and 
communication systems are all underdeveloped (ICG 2010:9).  

The focus of international and regional donor interventions has been on political reconstruction and 
security improvements rather than socio-economic restoration (Specker and Briscoe 2010). Donor 
involvement in service delivery is characterized by a severe lack of state coordination. The 
Peacebuilding Fund provides an institutional structure for coordination and prioritization of donor 
funding (Specker and Briscoe 2010). In practice, however, donors often implement projects 
autonomously, resulting in an overlap of activities. Efforts, furthermore, suffer from long 
implementation chains and corruption and significant degrees of funding fail to reach implementing 
partners. According to Specker and Briscoe (2010: 27) “Burundi is a striking example of a state where 
the ambitious goals of the donor community have not matched the capacity on the ground.” This, in 
turn, allows state actors to capture aid funding (Daley 2006: 674). However, both donor funding and 
non-state development/service delivery interventions are now supposed to be oriented more locally 
and should based on the communal development plan (PCDC) that anchors external contributions in 
locally defined priorities. After signing a protocol with the relevant national ministry, the PCDC 
should provide a local focus linked to national (CSLP) and international (MDG) planning and policy.  

While the concept of the MSP has not significantly penetrated Burundi‟s service delivery, the above 
described reality encourages state/non-state cooperation both nationally and locally. Many service 
delivery initiatives include – to one degree or another – representatives of multiple societal sectors, 
also because community based development initiatives gain ground as a post-conflict measure to re-
establish the balance between state and NGO responsibility (even if it remains badly coordinated and 
regulatory jurisdiction is largely unknown) (Falisse 2010:2). MSP-like approaches are also discussed as 
a compromise between privatization and democratization (IRIN 2006). 

 

2.5. Burundi’s Drinking Water and Sanitation Sector 

In this section, one of our six sub-questions is addressed: 

 Which actors and trends can be identified in service delivery in the studied context? 

Burundi has a dense river network largely fed by precipitation. Average annual rainfall amounts to 
1274 mm and renewable domestic resources correspond to 10.060 km3 per year (excluding 
groundwater reserves) (Kagari 2010:17). The sector faces serious problems, however, including 
drought and desertification; a decline in water quality due to demographic pressure; deforestation 
and erosion; and pollution from untreated sewage discharge (UN-HABITAT 2007:10). There are, 
furthermore, significant problems in the utilization of water resources due to poor coordination 
between the various actors in the sector and physical factors (such as Burundi‟s steep relief; its 
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dispersed pattern of settlement; and the high spatial and temporal variability of water resources) (UN-
HABITAT 2007:9-10). Thus, while Burundi has enough water resources to cover its needs, water is still 
a limited and vulnerable resource (Sinarinzi 2007). The sector endured years of sabotage and neglect 
during the war and its aftermath. Around 70% of all illnesses in Burundi are the result of limited safe 
drinking water and sanitation. The national drinking water coverage was 57% in 2009 – 24% short of 
the coverage rate envisioned for the country in the MDG initiative (Kagari 2010:30).5 The war also 
resulted in a drain of human resources that now hampers development of the sector.  

2.5.a. Institutional structure of Burundi’s WASH sector 

The Burundian state contributed a little over 4 million USD to the WASH sector in 2009 in addition to 
25 and a half million invested by its development partners (MEEATU 2009:10-11). The government 
thus yearly budgets approximately 15% of the funds needed and, its lack of resources 
notwithstanding, is seen to make a real – if not quite successful – effort (Castermans 2009:6).  

State responsibility for the WASH sector is currently divided over several institutions. A 2009 reform 
introduced a separation between management and exploitation of Burundi‟s water resources.  

 The Ministry of Energy and Mines (MEM), through its Directorate General for Water and 
Energy (DGEE), is concerned with drinking water provision.  

Under MEMs supervision, DGHER is responsible for drinking water provision in the rural areas 
whereas REGIDESO covers the urban areas. REGIDESO is a public utility with autonomous legal and 
financial status; DGHER, created in 1990, is a traditional state institution (AWF 2006). DGHER is 
charged with initiating drinking water and energy supply projects and the related development in the 
rural areas, as well as with supporting RCEs.  

 The Ministry of Environment (MEEATU) is responsible for water resource analysis.  

 The Ministry of Health (MsP) promotes hygiene and sanitation and is involved in water 
quality control.  

 The Ministry of Decentralization and Communal Development (MDDC) supervises 
communes in the implementation of development of basic infrastructure, including WASH 
projects.  

In 2009, MEEATU presented a National Water Policy (PNE) serving as the basis for reforms aiming to 
establish a clear division of roles and responsibilities among the various ministries involved in the 
WASH sector as well as lucid objectives and strategies. The PNE aims to provide a solution to the lack 
of integrated management of the sector; the lack of an institutional framework; the lack of sufficient 
human capacity; and a tariff system failing to realize cost-recovery due to a non-economic perception 
of water among beneficiaries and a lack of private sector investment (PNE 2009:22-25). The 
government dedicates itself to a "state where water is available in quantity and quality sufficient to 
meet the needs of present and future generations and is used efficiently and equitably for sustainable 
socio-economic development without compromising the environment" (PNE 2009:27).  

This PNE, although ambitious, is too recent yet to have had a sincere impact and it is safe to say that 
“institutional feebleness” and a poor coordination among state institutions and between state and 
non-state actors still characterize WASH policy and reality in Burundi (Castermans 2009:17).6 The PNE 
explicitly aims to remedy this and proposes a “partnership with civil society, NGOs and the private 
sector to provide a framework for exchange, expression, advocacy and action of different actors for 
integrated management of water resources” in the form of a National Water Partnership (PNE-
Burundi) (PNE 2009:35). In practice, however, the implementation of the PNE is furthered by the 
National Committee for the Coordination of the Water Sector (CNCE). This CNCE is assisted by a 
Technical Follow-Up Committee (CTS) and the Water and Sanitation Sector Group (GSEA), a forum in 
which the Government, its development partners, the private sector and civil society meet to discuss 
issues related to planning, monitoring and evaluation (PNE 2009:56).  

                                                           
5 State estimates are even lower at 45%, 6% less than in 1980 (DGHER official  - Bujumbura – 27-11-2010). 
6 MEEATU official (Bujumbura – 26-11-2010). 
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There are thus various blueprints for MSP-like organization structures within Burundi‟s water sector: 
the PNE and the GSEA provide a framework for the coordination of state and non-state actors in the 
WASH sector. These initiatives, however, have yet to establish their impact on the ground.7 
Considering that the nascent multi-actor approach generally lacks a civil society representation 
(although Burundian NGOs active in the sector are becoming increasingly influential) it would be too 
optimistic to see Burundi‟s national water sector as MSP oriented. The necessity of foreign assistance, 
however, does push the sector towards a more partnership-oriented modus operandi. 
 

 

Figure 7: Burundi‟s national WASH sector 

The main donors active in the Burundian WASH sector are the German Cooperation (consisting of 
technical cooperation (GIZ), financial cooperation (KFW) and technical assistance (DED)); the African 
Development Bank (ADB); the World Bank (WB); the EU; and the UN (Castermans 2009:16). The 
leading International implementing actors in the sector are the CICR, the Belgian Technical 
Cooperation (CTB), the IRC, USAID, World Vision, Solidarités, and UNICEF (MEEATU 2009:9). 
Important Burundian NGOs in the sector are AVEDEC and HARMONIE. In our interviews with 
national state WASH officials, a tension between state and non-state actors in the sector was 
noticeable. Many state officials prefer bilateral cooperation and emphasize the importance of long-
term visions for sector development that include the state.8 They seemed profoundly worried by the 
leading role NGOs have taken within the sector. Communication between NGOs and MEM is, 
according to MEM, insufficient and experiences are not structurally shared between state and non-
state actors. Bilateral development donors, too, however, wonder where state institutions like DGHER 
get the bravado to demand inclusion in local MSPs, while they do not even manage to fulfill their 
basic national tasks.9 MEEATU, furthermore, expresses disappointment with the provision-focused 
approach of most NGOs in which resource management is not incorporated.10 

2.5.b. The rural sub-sector of Burundi’s WASH sector 

As our research focuses on the rural WASH sector, below an overview of the organization of rural 
water provision in Burundi is sketched. Four main categories of water sources exist in this 
environment. First, natural sources – such as rivers and lakes (sources non amenagées). Second, water 
points build around natural water sources (such as springs), which are called rusengo in Kirundi 
(sources amenagées). Third, water points established where there is originally no direct access to water, 
but to where water is transported (from a natural source or ground water), through either a pump or 
another kind of water transporting system, such as pipes (bornes fontaines). And, fourth, private 
branches. The latter are very exceptional in rural Burundi. 

The provision of water through these sources is the responsibility of DGHER. DGHER, however, does 
not arrange all provision or infrastructure management and maintenance on its own; there are many 

                                                           
7 GIZ experts (Bujumbura – 09-09-2010). 
8 DGHER representative (Bujumbura – 24-11-2010). 
9 GIZ expert (Bujumbura – 12-04-2011). 
10 MEEATU representative (Bujumbura – 26-11-2010). 
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other actors active in the rural water sector – officially under the supervision of DGHER, but, in 
practice, often quite autonomously. The aims and objectives for successful rural water management as 
defined by DGHER are determined by distance and quantity: every person should have access to a 
water point within 500 meters of his/her home; a water point should service a maximum of 200 
people or 40 households; and every person has the right to 20 liters of water per day (Kagari 2010:34). 

Payment of water service in rural areas has been organized on an annual contract basis per household 
since 1990, but de facto stopped after 1993. A 2007 survey (Lahmeyer DGHER-KFW) gave a recovery 
rate of 12% in the provinces surveyed. The INEA state survey of 2008 notes that 66% of water 
committees practice a collection of fees but only 26% of households report having paid a fee in 2006. 
Of these only 3% pay a fee that made sense economically and only 6% of water points are equipped 
with a meter (of which 30% are broken) (Castermans 2009:25). 

2.5.b.i.  The RCEs 

Rural water management is primarily in the hands of Communal Water Authorities, the RCEs (Régie 
Communale de l’Eau). A 1990 ministerial Instruction Note announced that water management would be 
structured on a communal level through RCEs that would be financially independent from the 
communal administration and have the status of a civil society organization (an ASBL: Association Sans 
But Lucratif). The RCE statutes explain that the RCE structure was created to make water management: 
as decentralized as possible; accessible for all; and user-based. Every RCE supposedly consists of four 
key components: 

 the Water Point Committees (CPEs: Comités de Points d’Eau);  

 the General Assembly of Users (AGU: Assemblée Générale des Usagers);  

 the Communal User Committee (CCU: Comité Communal des Usagers);  

 and the Executive Bureau (SCE: Service Communal de l’Eau). 

Every water point has its own CPE, the members of which are elected by the community. A CPE 
usually has 5 members, among which: a president; a vice-president; someone in charge of 
maintenance; and a collector in charge of collecting fees. These CPEs are responsible only for a specific 
water point; the water systems connecting water points are the responsibility of the RCE. 

The RCEs General Assembly protects the interests of the users. It also elects the CCU and controls the 
budgets presented and accounts managed by the CCU. The AGU should meet at least twice a year and 
takes its decisions on a majority basis. The RCEs Communal User Committee decides about new 
interventions (construction, extension, improvement and rehabilitation); coordinates with the 
communal administration; discusses tariff setting; and coordinates the technical staff. The bureau of 
the CCU, the de facto heart of the RCE, consists of a president, a vice-president, a treasury and a vice-
treasury. This bureau meets at least once every trimester and is elected by its members. These 
members include a representative of private users in the commune; a representative of big collective 
users (schools, hospitals etc.); five CPE presidents; a parish representative and a person suitable for 
socialization activities. The RCEs SCE consists of all persons involved in the technical, administrative 
and financial management of the communal water systems – specifically the bureau of the CCU; and 
the fontainiers. The SCE is responsible for the daily management (technical; administrative; financial) 
of the RCE. 

Users of public water points thus elect the members of the CPE and private users elect a representative 
per ten private branches. These representatives participate in the AGU. The AGU then elects the CCU 
and the CCU controls and directs the SCE. See figure 8 below:  

The RCE is supposed to work in close coordination with the communal authorities. The communal 
administration owns the water structure; controls and supports the RCE; provides work permits; 
approves the budget of the RCE; makes available office and storage premises; authorizes penalties for 
nonpayment of fees; and seeks external financing for expansion or renovation of existing facilities. The 
communal administrator is also an honorary member of the RCE. The chefs des collines need to 
officially confirm the user list of each water point provided by the CPE president and function as the 
bridge/intermediary between beneficiaries and the communal authorities. The RCEs are not only 
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supported by de decentralized state, but also by deconcentrated state institutions under the 
supervision of MEM. In 2006, DGHER installed a provincial coordinator (CPRCE: Coordinateur 
Provincial de Régies Communales de l’Eau) in each province to assist and monitor RCEs. 

 

Figure 8: The RCE structure 

BOX 1: „The state‟ in Burundi: a categorization 
In Burundi, the relevant state institutions active in the WASH sector can thus be distinguished by means of four 
categories that will guide our discussion on „the state‟ in this report: 

 Local decentralized state institutions = communal administration  

 National centralized state institutions = national representative state institutions (government; parliament; 
senate) 

 Local deconcentrated state institutions = CPRCE  

 National concentrated state institutions = national water-related state institutions (DGHER; MEEATU; 
REGIDESO) 

Decentralized institutions fall under the supervision of the Ministry of Interior (MoI); deconcentrated institutions are 
under the supervision of specialised ministries (such as MEM and MEEATU) (Van Doorn 2010) 

All this, however, is idealized theory.11 In many communes, there are no functioning RCEs at all; in 
others a rudimentary RCE structure exists, but has nothing to do with the elaborate institution 
described above; and many water points have no CPEs at all. The main flaws of the current RCE 
system, in the places where it can be said to exist, are the lack of coordination between communal 
administrators and RCEs; the lack of clarity of division of tasks and responsibilities; the lack of 
knowledge on national policies; and resistance towards organizational change (Notz 2009:6). The 
government itself recognizes that “the RCEs no longer function properly due to policy, resource and 
management constraints” (PNE 2009:19). 

2.5.b.ii.  PROSECEAU 

To deal with this failing or failed rural water management structure, a reform program was initiated 
by DGHER and the German Cooperation (primarily GIZ) in 2007: the Programme Sectorielle Eau et 
Assainissement (PROSECEAU). PROSECEAU boldly questioned the current voluntary/unpaid nature 
of the RCEs and stressed the need to professionalize the RCEs (Notz 2009:9-12). In order to make the 
RCEs sustainable, the costs for the operation of water points should be covered by user fees (with the 
state covering investment and rehabilitation costs). PROSECEAU proposed to do so in two steps. First, 
by designing a quantity/consumption-based tariff system that takes into consideration the poverty of 

                                                           
11 UNICEF (Bujumbura – 06-09-2010); MEEATU (Bujumbura – 04-09-2010); and  GIZ (Bujumbura – 10-09-2010). 
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the population, but can at the same time realistically be implemented. Second, by delegating water 
provision to one or more providers on the basis of a performance-based contract with the communal 
administration (PROSECEAU 2010). National policy makers seem enthusiastic about the proposed 
new RCE approach. Local officials seem unaware of the exact content of the proposals developed, but 
are hoping for more support. PROSECEAU also has a national component working towards one 
central planning agency for the whole sector. While the ministries involved in the national WASH 
sector appreciate the bilateral nature of the cooperation with PROSECEAU, the partnership is also 
characterised by miscommunication and a different prioritization (DGHER seeks capacity-building; 
GIZ is more institutionally oriented). 

The current rural water management structure portrays some characteristics of an MSP. It is a process 
initiated to establish cooperation between various categories of actors that have a shared problem. 
Ideally, and at its most inclusive, the structure connects decentralized state institutions (provincial 
governors, communal administrators and chefs des collines); deconcentrated state institutions (DGHER-
coordinated CPRCEs); and local communities (the RCE, specifically the CPEs) (Vermeulen et. al 
2008:98). Private actors, NGOs and donors are supposed to take this consortium as the basis for 
intervention and establish a partnership with it (as was the case in the MSPs we studied). It seems that 
the more privatized direction PROSECEAU suggests might broaden the MSP-like guise of the sector 
as it would include private actors. However, the relation between actors would be based more on 
competition and less on partnership and risks losing the community-based premises of the current 
system by commercializing the RCEs.  

   

Figure 9: Kiosque à Eau  in Mwumba and rehabilitated water point in Buhinyuza 
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SECTION 3 INPUT, THROUGHPUT AND OUTPUT OF THE  

MSPS 
 

In this section, we focus on the functioning of MSPs for service delivery. Here, the first part of our 
main research question – How do MSPs for the improvement of service delivery affect the 
performance and governance of those services? – and three of our six sub-questions are addressed: 

 What are the characteristics of the MSPs organised for service delivery? (3.1) 

 How is this process governed? (3.2) 

 What are the outputs in terms of service delivery? (3.3) 

We adopted a flexible definition of multi-stakeholder processes, focusing on MSPs in the broad sense 
of cooperation mechanisms between multiple actors from various societal domains. In this approach, 
the crucial difference between an MSP and a „traditional‟ development project would be the inclusion 
of multiple actors – actors representing groups or organisations with a „stake‟, an interest in the issues 
the process engages with. MSPs can then be formal, institutionalized initiatives (with a board and 
statutes), but they can also be informal, only partly institutionalized endeavours. In our MSP case-
studies, the latter was the case. Both cases consisted of a relatively formal part – the Ntunkumire 
(CARE-AVEDEC) part of the Mwumba MSP and the PEA-UNICEF component in the Buhinyuza MSP. 
But this part, in both cases, reflected only half of the MSP. The other half, the engagement with local 
water management structures (the CPRCE, RCE, CPEs and local authorities) made these „programs‟ 
into „MSPs,‟ as it was through this cooperation that multiple stakeholders were involved. This part, 
however, was often hardly documented, largely ad hoc and less official. The MSPs we studied were 
thus not significantly institutionalized, which complicated analysis.  
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Figure 10: A schematic overview of both MSPs 

3.1. Input: Initiation, Objectives, Funding and Actors 

3.1.a. Initiation 

In Mwumba, the MSP under study was initiated in a relatively top-down fashion. The initiative was 
taken by a foreign donor, CARE NL, and based on an existing program outline with an established 
content. Other actors were involved in the MSP in two ways. AVEDEC was incorporated trough a 
tender process and was selected not so much as a stakeholder, but as an implementing partner, 
cooperation with which was laid down in a contract. Local actors (the local authorities, the RCE and 
the CPRCE) were included through more informal invitations, as both beneficiaries and stakeholders.  

In Buhinyuza, the MSP initiation followed a quite bottom-up process. The local population addressed 
their WASH needs to the local authorities that urged the provincial governor to send a request to 
donors/interveners able to help. One such donor, UNICEF, and its implementing partner, the PEA, 
then instigated the actual activities of the MSP. This implementation phase of the MSP was rather top-
down, with local actors (the RCE, the community and the local authorities) consistently being 
included as stakeholders, but always on the initiative of the PEA.   

The initiation of the MSPs shows their uninstitutionalized nature. In both cases, there was a dedication 
to include stakeholders, but selection criteria and procedures were far from formalized. Mostly, 
inclusion considerations depended on the tandem of organisations that took on a role as MSP 
facilitator (UNICEF-PEA in Buhinyuza and CARE-AVEDEC in Mwumba). Moreover, in both cases, it 
seems that the issue of which stakeholders to address was seen as quite self-evident (i.e. local 
authorities and local water management institutions). This was less so the case in Mwumba, where the 
Ntunkumire format provided a clearer policy for stakeholder engagement and the focus of the MSP – 
fighting exclusion and discrimination – granted specific attention for the inclusion of women. Where 
in Mwumba, more care was taken to include civil society stakeholders in the MSP – in the form of 
Bashingantahe, civil society organisations and multiple NGOs – the MSP in Buhinyuza was more 
condensed in this respect – with no NGOs or CSOs included – but invested more in involvement of 
national-level stakeholders – such as MEM. Neither MSP included private actors. Warner‟s (2007:22) 
observation that “where MSPs are introduced by the state or a donor, co-opting the grassroots proves 
a difficult task; conversely, where MSP initiatives are bottom-up, it may be difficult to co-opt the 
public and private sectors” is not confirmed by the Burundian case-studies. In Buhinyuza, the MSP 
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was initiated bottom-up by the local communities and authorities, but was eventually led by the PEA, 
a public institution. And, in Mwumba, where the MSP was initiated by a donor organisation (CARE), 
the grassroots were put centre stage. While the inclusion of a broad spectre of stakeholders seems the 
ideal, inclusion often appears to be on the terms of the leading MSP actor. In Mwumba, this leading 
actor was also the initiating actor; in Buhinyuza, the leading actor was „brought in‟ by the initiating 
actors, who played a minor role in the implementing phase of the MSP.  

Inclusion of actors followed a different logic in each case. In Buhinyuza, we noted a form of pragmatic 
inclusion: the MSP included those actors it needed to succeed. In Mwumba, inclusion seemed more 
principled, guided by the concern of what actors needed the MSP (rather than what actors the MSP 
needed). We did not come across deliberate exclusion of people/organisations. In Buhinyuza, the MSP 
was considered sufficiently inclusive by most actors. The PEA, however, thinks more coordination 
and cooperation with NGOs active in Buhinyuza‟s WASH sector would have been fruitful. A 
communal development council (CDC) member, moreover, says the CDC was wrongfully excluded 
from the MSP. Beneficiaries too felt excluded in the sense that not all of them managed to benefit from 
the working opportunities provided by the MSP. In none of these cases there seems to have been 
deliberate exclusion, but apparently there was not enough dedication for deliberate inclusion of all 
stakeholders either and not enough time might have been granted to all relevant actors to organise 
themselves adequately (Warner 2006:30). In Mwumba, there was a more distinct sentiment that the 
MSP could have been more inclusive. Some civil servants were not included, because it was assumed 
they would not have enough time to participate and would have opportunistic motives. National 
concentrated state officials also lamented being excluded from the process. Here, it seems, there were 
some instances of deliberate exclusion by CARE to avoid too many groups representing similar 
interests complicating the MSP. Apparently, the more an MSP aims and claims to be inclusive, the 
more stakeholders expect from it in this regard. While the MSP in Mwumba was more inclusive than 
that in Buhinyuza, there were simultaneously, and paradoxically, more complaints about exclusion. 

3.1.b. Objectives 

The core objectives of both MSPs interestingly diverged. The main objective of the MSP in Mwumba, 
mostly determined by CARE, was to improve the access to services of marginalized groups and 
encourage their inclusion in institutions organising service delivery. This objective generated a 
governance and capacity-building approach directed mostly at the grassroots level. There was an 
additional objective to build new water points and increase tangible water availability as well, but this 
objective was subordinate to the governance intention. In Buhinyuza, it was the other way around. 
The MSP there had the straightforward objective to rehabilitate a specific water system. This concrete 
objective resulted in a more construction oriented approach engaging with the RCE rather than the 
community. There was a supplementary goal to improve water management and water governance 
on the grassroots level, but this objective was subsidiary to the construction aim. 

Where the MSPs were similar, however, was in the fact that that they both consisted of two relatively 
separate components – the actors internal to the commune (authorities, RCE and community) and the 
actors external to the commune (PEA-UNICEF and CARE-AVEDEC) – that each had their own 
objectives. The local water management structures had the general objective to provide drinking water 
to the population. The external actors formulated more specific objectives (inclusive water provision 
in the case of Mwumba, rehabilitation of water systems in Buhinyuza). The MSP as a whole, 
comprising both components, adopted the specific objective of the external actors. This, however, was 
seen to ultimately contribute to the more general objective of the communal water management 
institutions. An interesting insight in the diverging importance of different aspects of MSP objectives 
for various actors was provided by CARE. CARE NL explained that for local actors the tangible 
aspects of the MSP are most important, but for CARE this is relevant particularly as a way of 
introducing peace-building and good governance concepts.  

Whether by means of rehabilitation (as in Buhinyuza) or social mobilization (as in Mwumba), experts, 
also during the validation workshop, tend to stress the importance of fully utilizing existing water 
infrastructures before investing in constructing new ones, a prioritization beneficiaries do not always 
concur with. In any case, the (already somewhat outdated) idea of MSPs as neutral spaces for 
negotiation based on equality (Moreyra and Wegerich 2006) was not reflected in our case-studies. 
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Objectives were more or less established before the initiation of the MSP, even if these objectives were 
influenced by MSP actors later on. This internal lobbying, however, was rather unsuccessful. While in 
theory, the RCEs and the communal administrations have a good bargaining position towards 
external actors – all agree that without them WASH initiatives can not succeed – in practice this 
positioning does not play out. The local authorities and RCE do not become involved under specific 
terms of reference, but seemingly find out what the MSP is about and what they want from it along 
the way. 

3.1.c. Funding dependencies 

Inequality in setting objectives and determining approaches is probably related to the funding 
modalities of the MSPs. In Mwumba, only the Ntunkumire component (CARE and AVEDEC) was 
funded by CARE NL. It can be assumed that due to this funding arrangement the external component 
of the MSP was more involved in the MSP and took the lead in determining the MSPs course and 
direction. While the funding arrangements of the Buhinyuza MSP were not shared with us, a similar 
picture emerged there. Only the PEA and the people it recruited were paid – by UNICEF – for their 
activities within the MSP. For the majority of the RCE and the entirety of the local authorities, MSP 
activities were assumed to fall within their normal mandate and were not funded by the MSP donor. 
This made them, in a way, beneficiaries more than partners. 

3.1.d. MSP Actors 

Both MSPs have a similar make-up in terms of participating actors (probably due to the fact that they 
operate in the same rural WASH context) consisting of: a donor/funder; one or two 
implementing/coordinating agencies; the RCE; the CPRCE; the communal administration; and the 
beneficiary community. The nature and role of these actors differed per MSP, however. 

3.1.d.i.  MSP donors 

In Mwumba, the donor, CARE NL, had specific motives to initiate the MSP, namely to provide a 
follow-up for a previous program and to address issues related to governance and social 
marginalization. Its major contribution to the MSP was its funding and the design and evaluation of 
the MSP outline. The donor of the Buhinyuza MSP, UNICEF, did not have a particular motivation to 
fund the initiative other than that it was requested to do so. While it did not bring in specific focus or 
issues, UNICEF contributed to the MSP not only though money, but also with technical expertise. It 
did not design the MSP outline, but provided administrative facilitation and a follow-up.  

3.1.d.ii.  MSP implementers 

The Mwumba MSP had two implementing agencies, CARE Burundi and AVEDEC, which joined the 
MSP to implement their organization‟s mission and develop their capacities. Within the MSP they 
prioritized sustainability and the tangible improvement in water provision. Their main role was to 
implement the MSP‟s activities. Their core contribution to MSP capacity was in technical and 
management expertise. In Buhinyuza, the implementing actor, the PEA, got involved in the MSP 
simply because it was requested to do so by UNICEF. The PEA coordinated the MSP and 
implemented activities. The main capacities it brought to the MSP were technical and management 
skills and a connection with the national sector.  

The question presents itself, however, to what extent these organizations are in fact „stakeholders.‟ The 
difference between an actor and a stakeholder depends on the definition of „stakeholder.‟ Here, we 
define „stake‟ as „interest.‟ Interests can be direct, in the sense of beneficiaries benefiting from the 
outputs of the MSP and the organizations held accountable for the services the MSP affects, but also 
indirect, for organizations not depending on the outcomes of the MSP themselves, but being held 
accountable for them by their funders and own standards. But while the representation of direct 
interests is not the only form of „stakes,‟ it is noteworthy that both funding and implementation in 
both MSPs are provided by „indirect‟ stakeholders. CARE, AVEDEC and the PEA were external to the 
communes the MSPs were situated in and without painting them opportunist, it seems fair to say that 
a major motivation for their participation was the fact that they are paid for it. For them, their role in 
the MSP is largely business as usual. An important difference is that while CARE and AVEDEC are 
NGOs, civil organizations; the PEA is a state institution. The main implication thereof is that where 
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AVEDEC had to develop strong motivations to participate in the MSP to win the tender to become 
part of the MSP, the PEA did not. 

3.1.d.iii. MSP local (semi-)state organizations 

Considering the role of the RCE, a civil water management institution on the communal level, in both 
MSPs, motivations for participation seem similar. The RCEs in both Mwumba and Buhinyuza wanted 
to participate in the MSP, because the MSP concerned their „turf‟ (i.e. was involved in WASH issues); 
because it could help them execute their mission of communal drinking water provision; and because 
they hoped the MSP would increase their capacities. In the case of Mwumba, the RCE was also 
motivated by the focus on countering marginalization through services. Both RCEs brought attention 
for tangible increases in water provision into the MSP. The capacities and resources of the RCE in the 
relation to the MSP consist predominantly of knowledge on the particularities of communal water 
infrastructures and related social management structures. Their role in the MSPs was an elaboration of 
their general mandate (of managing and maintaining hydrological infrastructures) with monitoring 
materials and facilitating communication. The Buhinyuza RCE had a more convoluted role and was 
also involved in the initiation of the MSP and in MSP construction activities. The RCEs played an 
indispensable role, but in neither case they succeeded in steering the MSP in a specific direction. 

The CPRCE, a public institution, in Mwumba as well as Buhinyuza, got involved mainly because 
being informed on and involved in WASH initiatives in their province is a goal as such for them; their 
core issue was the vertical communication among WASH institutions. Their contribution to the MSPs 
in terms of capacities lies in this coordination role and in their technical expertise.  

The communal administration had – in both cases – a similar motivation as the CPRCE: to be 
implicated in development initiatives in the commune is part of their mandate. Moreover, local 
authorities expressed their hopes from the MSP as an instrument to help them provide services to the 
population. In the Mwumba MSP, the core roles of the administration in the MSP were relatively 
robust and included the mobilization of the population; participation in the planning team; and 
supervising construction by private entrepreneurs. In Buhinyuza, the administration mobilized and 
informed the population for the MSP, monitored the progress of the MSPs work. The core asset 
brought into the MSPs by the communal administrations was their nature as an established and 
authoritative structure for communication, facilitation and mobilization. 

3.1.d.iv.  MSP beneficiaries 

Beneficiaries motivated their involvement in the MSP with their hope to gain knowledge and capacity 
on water issues. In the case of Buhinyuza, this was accompanied by an anticipation to earn some 
money, since the PEA hired local citizens as workers for the rehabilitation activities. This has 
considerably influenced the dynamics of community participation in the MSP, as beneficiaries 
assessed the MSP as an employer rather than a partner or benefactor. In Buhinyuza, beneficiaries were 
involved in the initiation of the MSP; contributed to the implementation; cleaned workplaces; and 
participated in trainings. In Mwumba, beneficiaries collected and transported local materials; 
participated in MSP-organized trainings; and helped determine who in their community were 
„marginalized.‟ Beneficiaries‟ contributions consisted of local knowledge and manpower. In both 
cases, beneficiaries brought in a sense of urgency regarding the de facto availability of water. 

A misbalance manifests itself in both MSPs between what the various categories of MSP actors bring 
to the MSP and the degree to which their priorities are accommodated for by the MSP. While the 
capacities and resources of the RCE and the communal administration were vital for the success of the 
MSP in both cases – which was recognized by all MSP actors – their motivations and priorities were 
heard, but did not seriously influence the objectives of the MSP. In Mwumba, this can probably traced 
back to the fact that these objectives preceded the MSP itself and to the steering role of CARE. In 
Buhinyuza, interestingly, while the RCE and the administration were the initiating actors, there seems 
to be a clear watershed between the initiating and the implementing phase of the MSP: in the first 
phase, the local actors had a significant role and helped shape the MSPs broader objectives, but in the 
second phase, they played a less influential role and could not direct specific MSP implementation 
towards their concerns. While, according to Hemmati (2002:4), meaningful participation depends on 
capacity, such as skills, information and time, meaningful participation is not always influential or 
equal participation. Bringing in funding or technical expertise, apparently, ensures a bigger seat at the 
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MSP table than bringing in local knowledge or manpower. In our case studies, it is not so much 
negotiating skills that determine the direction of the MSP, as there was little negotiation space to begin 
with: objectives were determined before the MSP was actually assembled. The institutionalized, 
contractualized MSP components proved the more powerful. In some ways, these leading MSP actors 
did not so much “dominate and homogenize discussions” (Moreyra and Wegerich 2006), but – 
consciously or unconsciously – stopped many discussions from emerging at all.12 „Institutionalization,‟ 
importantly, also refers to payment: those MSP actors paid for their activities had much more time – 
and incentive – to invest in the MSP. 

 

3.2. Throughput: Governance  

Communication among the various actors forming the MSP in Mwumba was largely needs-based and 
happened through both the established communal communication hierarchies (from the chiefs of ten 
households to the chefs des collines to the communal administrator) and Ntunkumire program channels 
(from OBCs to field coordinators to program coordinators). Communication was largely informal: 
MSP actors and beneficiaries spread their messages via whomever they happened to meet first. 
Besides these day-to-day communications, there were also more formal meetings for both the 
Ntunkumire component (approximately twice a week) and the communal water management 
structures (every week). The frequency and status of all these meetings was not clear to most of the 
MSP actors involved, but it seems that the opportunities for exchange were to the satisfaction of most. 
There was an explicit effort to create as much integration between these various sorts of meetings as 
possible, by always inviting representatives of all MSP actors.  

Strategic decisions on how to realize the objectives of Ntunkumire in the WASH section were mostly 
made by AVEDEC, but in consultation with the RCE. Decisions regarding WASH activities on the 
communal level were made by the RCE in consultation with the administration and AVEDEC. 
Ultimately, however, people see CARE as the actual decision-maker. CARE Burundi stresses, 
however, that its leading role in MSP decision-making is based on community needs assessments. 
Decisions are thus not necessarily made unanimously, but efforts are made to reach consensus. The 
MSP did not provide a new decision-making body, but did constitute a new communication platform 
through which various existing decision-making entities influenced each other. Both components of 
the MSP – CARE-AVEDEC and the RCE structure – had their own communication structure and 
decision-making dynamics. In the MSP, these two sets of dynamics integrated in a needs-based, 
informal way.  

UNICEF‟s WASH section and the PEA‟s management met approximately once every three months. 
The PEAs field presence regarding the MSP consisted of the engineer managing the construction, who 
lived in Buhinyuza for six months; monthly visits of the PEA‟s technical director; and the social 
mobilization team, that visited Buhinyuza once. UNICEF‟s field presence was limited to four field 
visits as part of a follow-up committee. Buhinyuza‟s administration and the RCE work together 
closely and meet weekly. Meetings on the colline level in which chefs des collines address WASH issues 
with the population also take place weekly. The existing hierarchical communal administration 
structure provides the primary communication channel for WASH matters. The contact and 
communication between the two structures within the MSP was mainly oral and informal. The 
president of the RCE visited the PEA and communal workers in the field twice a week and the PEA 
coordinating engineer went to both the RCE and the communal administration every week. The PEA 
engineer and the chefs des collines also met regularly, often “over a beer.”13 The concrete construction 
works were guided by a daily morning meeting between the PEA, RCE fontainiers and local workers. 
The handing-over ceremonies at the completion of the rehabilitation constituted a final opportunity 
for actors to meet.  

In Buhinyuza, the RCE saw its president as the main decision-maker in the MSP. But communal 
authorities pointed out the PEA field engineer as taking key decisions in the process, albeit always in 

                                                           
12 While in Mwumba objectives were more monolithically determined, the focus of the MSP on the voice of marginalized groups 
avoided the often noted MSP pitfall that “minorities are less heard and their contribution is taken less seriously” (Hemmati 
2002:6), a concern that might have been more relevant for Buhinyuza. 
13 Fontainier (Buhinyuza commune- 08-12-2010). 
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coordination with the RCE and the administration. Within the PEA, the field representative takes 
directions from the PEA‟s technical director and the head office coordinates with UNICEF, that is seen 
as the ultimate arbiter on all important decisions. While the MSP actors on the local level thus see the 
PEA as the main decision-maker; the PEA itself dedicates this role to UNICEF. Both components of the 
MSP – the PEA-UNICEF partnership and the RCE structure – have their own communication 
structure and their own decision-making dynamics. In the course of the MSP, these two sets of 
dynamics congregated in an informal way, but never actually integrated.  

The MSPs under study were, ultimately, quite mono-centered in their power-relations. In Mwumba, 
there was ample room for debate and suggestion, but eventual decision-making power was seen to lie 
quite exclusively with CARE. In Buhinyuza, grassroots consultation was a lesser concern and 
decisions were made by the PEA. If we follow Verhallen et al (2007:261) that “critical conditions for 
MSPs to make a difference are recognition of interdependencies and the willingness of involved actors 
to take joint responsibility,” we can note that while interdependencies were widely recognized by all 
MSP actors, readiness to carry joint responsibility was lacking. No new, overarching board or body to 
represent and lead the MSP as a whole emerged in either case, with the MSP remaining a collection of 
separate elements.  

Even if there is a dedication to horizontality in MSPs, therefore, this should not blind us to inherent 
verticality. Where Warner (2006:22) seeks the roots of such verticality in “embedded social values, 
such as clan hierarchies, kin leadership and gender imbalances,” however, our Burundian case-studies 
suggest verticality and hierarchy might be nested less in social concerns than in straightforward 
organizational matters. Hemmati (2002:56) notes that sometimes actors are invited to join multi-
stakeholder processes, merely “to ensure a higher degree of legitimization for the MSP, but might not 
be coupled with the willingness to take contributions fully into account.” In this case, while actors are 
included, they may lack the power to influence the decisions taken. To some extent, this observation is 
valid for our MSPs. This is not to say leading MSP actors have been insincere in their cooperation 
motives, but to stress the complexity of creating truly egalitarian networks between actors with 
distinctly different modes of operation; reference frames and resources. In such environments, 
Swyngedouw et al (2002) note, coalitions often emerge between various MSP actors. Considering our 
cases, strikingly, such coalitions did not emerge during the MSP dynamics, but actually provided the 
building blocks of the MSPs, that were built on existing structures. The PEA-UNICEF and CARE-
AVEDEC coalitions in both cases engaged with the RCE-administration coalition.14 It were the former, 
institutionalized, coalitions that produced information over and for the MSP (reports; budget 
justifications) and monitored its progress and achievements. Such information was mostly for internal 
use within these coalitions and information was not employed to build consensus among MSP actors, 
but, probably, increased the gaps between various MSP coalitions. The story here, however, is not 
unilateral, specifically regarding the MSP in Mwumba, as the „leading coalitions‟ (UNICEF-PEA and 
CARE-AVEDEC) contributed to local information „databases‟ such as the Communal Development 
Plan (PCDC) (and the data collection of the RCE and administration) and thereby anchored the MSPs 
locally as well. 

 

3.3.        Output:  Achievements, Impacts and Range  

One of the main criticisms on multi-stakeholder processes is that while they “provide opportunities 
for deliberation and wider participation in decision-making, they often produce implementation 
failures because insufficient attention is given to outputs” (Watson 2007:43). Therefore, it is important 
to understand the results which have been attained through the MSPs. Such outcomes refer to 
concrete activities and achievements as well as changes in policy making and social relations.  

A question that presents itself here is to what extent the MSPs were known and recognized as such. In 
Mwumba, the MSP was not widely known, since both parts – Ntunkumire and the local water 
management structure – were institutionalized to some extent, but their cooperation was not 
formalized clearly. All target groups knew the MSPs first component, but its cooperation with 

                                                           
14 The administration and RCE did not always agree, but had an established, pre-MSP, cooperation relation. 
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Ntunkumire was less well-known. A similar picture emerges for Buhinyuza. Beneficiaries mostly had 
no idea, and did not really care, who was involved in the rehabilitation other than the RCE and the 
PEA and UNICEF were unknown to them. The RCE was aware of the actors involved, but for the local 
administration, only the administrator seemed fully informed about the MSP. Thus, the fact that 
neither MSP presented itself as such externally – through, for example, a recognizable representative 
individual or body standing above the agglomeration of actors – has hampered its recognizability 
(and possibly effectiveness). This observation also supports the sentiment expressed during the 
validation workshop that the „MSP terminology‟ makes the phenomenon of state-non-state 
cooperation more innovative than it actually is. In Burundi, joint service delivery initiatives are the 
rule rather than the exception.   

3.3.a. Achievement of MSP objectives 

The MSP in Mwumba was evaluated as relatively successful by most informants: positive 
developments have been noted in Mwumba‟s WASH sector and the MSP is seen as having 
contributed to them in the process of by and large achieving its objective of improving access to 
drinking water for marginalized groups and supporting local water management structures. The 
secondary objective of contributing to the quality and quantity of water provision was less clearly 
successful. That the MSP to a great extent reached its main objective does not mean all informants 
found these objectives the right ones. Many people indicated they would have preferred more 
attention for the second objective and found the tangible contribution of the MSP disappointing.  

The PEA-UNICEF partnership posed two objectives for the Buhinyuza MSP, concrete rehabilitation 
and social mobilization, of which the first was prioritized. The achievement of both is ambiguous. The 
rehabilitation objective is considered reached by most MSP actors and beneficiaries, but was, tragically 
and beyond the MSP‟s fault, not satisfactory (because of regional water scarcity due to which the 
rehabilitated system did not yield water). The social mobilization objective was seen as reached by the 
PEA and UNICEF, but beneficiaries and the RCE disagree. For us, it proved impossible to establish the 
extent to which training and installation of CPEs by the PEA actually took place. There thus seems to 
be a gap in the perception of the MSP‟s success among the MSP‟s local component and the PEA-
UNICEF component. This might also account for the fact that local suggestions (regarding the 
building of new water points rather than merely rehabilitating old ones and regarding the need for a 
resource oriented approach) were not incorporated into the MSP. 

3.3.b. The impact of the MSPs on participating state institutions 

Because our research focuses on state institutions, we assess the impact of the MSP here on state MSP 
actors only. But because many informants saw the RCE as a component of the communal 
administration, we assume that perceptions of the RCE have some influence on ideas of the state and 
are thus relevant to incorporate in our analysis (even if, officially, the RCE is a civil society 
organization). In Mwumba, the only state institution involved in the MSP was the communal 
administration.15 In Buhinyuza, besides the communal administration, the PEA constituted a second 
public MSP actor.  

Regarding the impact of the MSP in Mwumba on the state institutions involved, the communal 
administrator‟s advisor is quite clear: “the impact of Ntunkumire regarding the role of local 
authorities in the communal water sector is nil.”16 The administrator, however, thinks that because of 
the MSP, the administration works more closely with the population in the WASH sector. RCE 
members notice that the MSP has helped the newly elected communal administrator understand the 
objectives of the RCE. The MSPs focus on ownership and community-involvement might have had 
some influence on the perspective of the local authorities concerning community participation too. On 
the other hand, community involvement is hardly a new thing: people have always contributed to the 
building of water points by providing labor and materials. Also, while the cooperation between 
Ntunkumire and the commune must have increased the administrations willingness to participate in 
integrated activities, this, too, was not particularly innovative considering that the administration has 
always depended on other actors to provide water. In Mwumba, the MSP devoted specific attention to 

                                                           
15 Considering the marginal role of the CPRCEs in the MSPs, we do not include these in our analysis here. 
16 Representative communal administration Mwumba (Mwumba commune – 18-11-2010). 
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RCE capacity-building and significantly reinforced the technical skills of the fontainiers and the 
management proficiency of the executive bureau. The collection of fees also increased. 

In Buhinyuza, the local authorities were seen to play a marginal role in the MSP and the MSP thus had 
a minimal impact on the administration. RCE members and external experts note a lack of 
coordination between the administration and the RCE and the MSP did not change this. The MSP 
experience, however, did make the administration more pro-active in approaching external donors. 
For chefs des collines, moreover, the MSP was a chance to come to know the RCE and find out who they 
can approach and hold responsible for WASH. A more opaque shift in attitude also took place 
regarding the role of the administration in the WASH sector, in the sense that they took more 
responsibility after the water system in the commune had been rehabilitated: we were told that “if 
people do you a favour, you have the obligation to take good care as a sign of gratitude.”17 Finally, a 
specific conflict between the PEA and another intervening development organisation urged the 
administration to take its role as arbiter and coordinator of external actors more seriously. While the 
general image of the RCEs capacity in Buhinyuza is negative, the MSP bolstered the technical skills of 
the RCE. RCE technicians involved in the MSP became more motivated and efficient because they 
were properly paid for a change. The PEA was not influenced by the MSP in terms of capacities, 
although every project  is said to contribute to its experience and thus its expertise. 

3.3.c. Relations between the MSPs and the national and provincial WASH sector 

The MSP in Mwumba did not have any effect on national policy-making, because it operated on the 
local level and because the MSP actors did not seek connections with national state institutions. 
National policy, however, does seem to have influenced the MSP. Recent Burundian policies stress the 
importance of increasing the responsibility of the communal administration in maintaining 
infrastructures, a notion that corresponds with the role Mwumba‟s administration plays in the MSP. 
The focus on mobilizing the population in national WASH ideas is also reflected in Ntunkumire‟s 
community-based approach. The main concerns addressed in the National Water Policy (PNE) also 
resemble the focus of the MSP. The PNE stresses the need to counter the lack of cost-recovery, 
something tackled by the MSP. The PNE makes it a priority to “provide the poor and other vulnerable 
groups access to water service and sanitation”, a key objective of the MSP. The PNE mentions the 
problems regarding integrated management and human capacity, two issues dealt with by the MSP 
through its focus on capacity-building. It seems unlikely, however, that this similarity stems from the 
sway Burundi‟s national WASH sector has over its local counterpart. It appears, rather, that 
international donor and development concerns have shaped both the PNE and Ntunkumire‟s content. 
The reforms currently being developed by PROSECEAU, bear relevance for the MSP as well. 
PROSECEAU‟s new approach in Burundi‟s rural water sector promotes a privatizing trend, with 
water provision being arranged by independent organizations managed by paid functionaries – as 
opposed to the current practice of unpaid, voluntary RCE members. In Mwumba, however, the RCE is 
already quite professional and financially self-sufficient – also due to the supporting context of the 
MSP. Thus, one national expert, noted Mwumba could function as an example for the rest of the 
country in light of the new PROSECEAU guidelines. On a more local level, furthermore, lessons 
learned are spread to neighboring provinces. The CPRCE, moreover, has facilitated a provincial 
meeting among all the RCEs of Ngozi with the specific aim to spread the best practices of Mwumba‟s 
RCE.  

Regarding the Buhinyuza MSP, the situation is different. First, the MSP in Buhinyuza had a more 
elaborate national component. While AVEDEC and CARE Burundi operate on a national level, for the 
Mwumba MSP they do not seem to have used this national presence for dissemination or lobbying. 
UNICEF and the PEA, however, have sought a more explicit employment of their national 
positioning. UNICEF especially is active in various national decision-making and advisory organs and 
seeks regular exchange with other actors in the sector. The PEA, due to its procedural cooperation 
with MEM, also provides input to, and takes it from, other national institutions. While there have been 
no concrete instances of the MSP altering national policies, it can be expected that the MSPs 
experiences find their way to policy-makers through these channels. Like Mwumba‟s MSP, 
Buhinyuza‟s RCE – as a paid and quite professional institution – also seems to be modeled more on 

                                                           
17 Chef de colline 1 (Buhinyuza - 29-11-2010). 
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the „new‟ RCE modality envisioned by PROSECEAU, than on the current average RCE in Burundi 
(although this can hardly be said to be due to the MSP). Local and tangible follow-up has not yet 
materialized, but further rehabilitation of the water system‟s other branch is needed and an extension 
of the MSP might be sought. Also, issues unaddressed by the MSP, such as social mobilization, 
resource management and the creation of new water points merit follow-up and might inspire further 
development. 

The MSPs under study have thus had significant outputs that have been characterised by the nature of 
the MSP objectives. The MSP in Mwumba focused on governance and mentality changes and has 
reached this objective (if not its secondary construction objective); contributed to other, unpredicted, 
improvements in the sector; had a positive impact on participating state institutions; and was a 
vanguard for nationally developed policies. The Buhinyuza MSP focused on tangible reconstruction 
and has reached this objective (if not its secondary governance related objective); had a positive 
impact on the participating state institutions; and developed a considerable opportunity to influence 
national policy making. Our perception-oriented research (rather than objective measurement) on 
MSPs shows that ideas on what exactly the objectives of the MSP are and to what extent they have 
been reached vary per MSP actor. While many informants had reservations on objectives being 
reached or had preferred other objectives – and there was some disappointment in this regard – 
neither MSP had clearly negative outcomes. The question, however, remains whether the MSPs have 
generated the outcomes they did because they are MSPs. 

 

3.4. Conclusions Section 3 

This boils down to the question of what makes an MSP an MSP. Taking figure 11 below as a frame of 
reference, it is the „actors‟ in the input box and the „governance‟ in the throughput box that determines 
the „MSPness‟ of a specific initiative. Actors should represent multiple stakeholders and governance 
should be based on interdependency and joint responsibility.  

 

Figure 11: MSP schedule (developed by Mina Noor, see Theoretical Framework) 

„Our‟ MSPs indeed included representatives from various societal sectors, but the main MSP actors 
were indirect, rather than direct, stakeholders. And while governance was characterised by 
interdependency, joint decision-making and communication bodies and procedures were not really 
developed. While the sum, in Mwumba and Buhinyuza, was thus more than its parts, this sum was 
not as big as it could, in MSP terms, have been. This, however, is not necessarily negative. As noted 
before, MSPs often dedicate much resources to throughput, resulting in disappointing outputs. It 
could thus be that the minimal „MSPness‟ of the MSPs has retained the initiatives‟ efficiency. 
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Actors, capacities, 
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Throughput:  
MSP governance 
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MSP deliverables 
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 MSP in Mwumba MSP in Buhinyuza 

INPUT 

(initiation; 

objectives; 

funding; actors) 

- Top-down initiation 

- Governance and mentality focus (more 

civil and locally oriented) 

- Partial and foreign funding  

 Content-related role of donor 

 Process-oriented implementers 

 Advising and facilitating role RCE 

 Significant role administration 

 Beneficiaries involved as stakeholders 

- Bottom-up initiation 

- Concrete, reconstruction focus (more public 

and nationally oriented) 

- Partial and foreign funding 

 Facilitation-related role of donor 

 Output oriented implementer 

 Implementing role RCE 

 Minimal role administration 

 Beneficiaries involved as 

employees/recipients 

THROUGHPUT 

(communication; 

decision-making) 

- Some new communication structures 

- More levels of decision-making 

- Donor is ultimate arbiter 

- Limited new communication channels 

- Decision-making invested in one MSP 

coalition 

- Donor is ultimate arbiter 

OUTPUT 

(achievements; 

impact; range) 

- MSP objectives achieved 

- Significant impact on participating state  

- Reflects national policy 

- MSP objectives partly achieved 

- Some impact on participating state actors 

- Potential to influence national policy 

Figure 12: Differences and similarities between the cases in terms of MSP functioning 

3.4.a. Input 

While the MSP in Mwumba was initiated in a rather top-down fashion, the MSP in Buhinyuza 
originated in a bottom-up initiative. Nevertheless, in both cases objectives were established before the 
MSP was assembled. In Mwumba, the primary objective was governance related (with additional 
construction aims) and in Buhinyuza, the core aim was construction related (with secondary 
governance objectives). These objectives, however, reflected the concerns of the leading, external MSP 
actors more than those of the local actors. It might thus be advisable to first establish the general 
problem, then identify stakeholders and pull together an MSP and only then determine specific 
objectives. This might counter the hegemony of the institutionalized, funded coalitions we found 
dominating the MSPs. However, the fact that the research found these coalitions leading the MSPs 
might very well be partly due to the fact that it is much harder to identify and analyse informal ways 
of exercising influence. That we did not find instances of uninstitutionalized MSP components 
wielding power, suggests these are not there, but only proves that they are hard to find. 

A major issue regarding MSP actors is the degree to which they represent direct and indirect stakes 
and the degree to which their cooperation is institutionalized. It seems that when some MSP actors are 
paid and others are not, relations between them shift from equal representation of various 
stakeholders to benefactor-beneficiary dynamics, both because motivations for participation change 
and because inequality regarding the time and effort available to invest in the MSP emerges. Another 
core aspect regarding MSP actors is the degree and form of beneficiary inclusion. In the Mwumba 
MSP, much attention was devoted to long-term ownership among user communities through active 
and participation-oriented inclusion. In Buhinyuza, beneficiaries were included, but on a short-term, 
labour-oriented basis that did not result in ownership – especially coupled with the weak social 
mobilization and training within the MSP. Beneficiaries themselves, however, were not unsatisfied 
with this form of participation in the MSP and MSP actors indicated that this form of community 
inclusion was both pragmatic – the MSP needed a workforce – but also rooted in the hope that the 
work would familiarize users with the hydrological infrastructures and make them feel more 
responsible. 

3.4.b. Throughput 

Both MSPs increased the frequency of meetings and contact among actors, but mostly through 
existing platforms. Analysis of perceptions of decision-making procedures suggests that the concerns 
of local MSP actors were heard, but not accommodated. This raises the question of whether inclusion 
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of local actors was genuine or functioned as a „dress-up‟ of a traditional project. In any case, it is 
important to distinguish between inclusion and equality – notions often used interchangeably in MSP 
literature. While the MSPs under study in Burundi were both inclusive – in fact, this is what made 
them MSPs rather than „normal‟ projects – included actors did not have equal influence and decision-
making was not egalitarian or unanimous. While, as became clear in the validation workshop, 
equality was not seen as a core priority for MSPs, it was clearly preferred over too hierarchical 
structures. Yet, external, funded coalitions within the MSP dominated. Such coalition-forming often 
results in „elite capture,‟ with elites determining decision-making (Hamann and Boulogne 2008:76). In 
our cases, it have not been socio-political elites that have determined MSP decision-making. But, due 
to the coalition-based nature of the MSPs, the MSPs have reinforced the capacity and influence of 
established organisations, rather than created a new representative body (although in Mwumba, new 
civil society organisations emerged and were encouraged in the course of the MSP). This division into 
alliances is often related to (post-conflict) tensions between various sectors of society, with the 
government questioning the quality and accountability of CSOs and NGOs and vice versa. In 
Burundi, however, we found this a pressing concern on the national, but not on the local level. 
Locally, actors from various societal sectors cooperated just fine and many informants were not even 
aware of the public, private or civil nature of MSP actors.18  

3.4.c. Output 

For both MSPs, the core objective was reached, but secondary objectives failed to materialize. This 
suggests that – specifically in a complicated coordination structure such as a service delivery MSP – a 
clear focus is a indispensable to achieve a satisfying output. It is unclear whether the slightly more 
successful output of the Mwumba MSP is related to its specific objective or to its specific governance. 
It seems likely, however, that a governance oriented objective is more suited to benefit from an MSP 
approach, considering that in such a case, both objective and approach focus on process. This is not to 
say that construction oriented objectives have nothing to gain from an MSP approach, but the added 
value of an MSP in this case might be less, since objectives are output oriented and the approach is 
process centred. Finally, the degree of MSP institutionalization largely determines the visibility of the 
MSP as an autonomous entity. This, in turn, does not so much directly determine the MSP outputs, 
but influences the credit the MSP as a whole receives. If an internal and external perception of the 
MSP as having added value vis-à-vis its constituent parts fails to take shape, MSP outputs are not 
considered MSP outputs, but are linked to individual actors, with opinions on the success of the MSP 
diverging noticeably among and between various MSP coalitions.  

3.4.d. Conclusions 

The first half of our research question  

 How do MSPs for the improvement of service delivery affect the performance and governance 
of those services? 

is answered above. In short, the MSPs studied have improved the performance of local WASH 
services. In one case rather structurally – through capacity-building and governance changes – and in 
another case more concretely – through the rehabilitation of a key water system. However, while 
governance of those services was influenced for the duration of the initiative, it is unclear to what 
extent such changes will be maintained now the MSPs are finished. Our research proposition that 

 MSPs organised around services have a positive effect on the performance of services 

can thus be evaluated affirmatively. However, due to a lack of „control cases‟ – non-MSP service 
initiatives – it can not be determined to what extent MSPs have had a more positive effect. 

Two concluding observations on the nature of MSPs for service delivery can be made. First, there is a 
difference between MSPs emerging as manifestations of internal governance characteristic of hybrid 
political orders and MSPs that emerge as external, new forms of governance. Our case-studies 
reflected „modern‟ rather than „traditional‟ alternatives to state service delivery in that they 
represented a merger of intervening actors, NGOs and indigenous – but not traditional – local 

                                                           
18 Although within the PEA-UNICEF coalition, tensions rooted in the different mindsets of NGOs and public institutions played 
a role. 
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management structures such as the RCE. More customary societal governance structures such as the 
Bashingantahe are not involved in service delivery. This is related to the nature of the Burundian state 
and society as described in section 2. The lack of societal governance alternatives (clan and ethnic 
considerations only determine service delivery through capture of the state); the decentralizing 
tendencies in service provision; the wealth of donors; and, crucially, the organisation of the local rural 
water sector through RCEs all facilitate MSP-like initiatives. 

Second, while the „performance versus participation‟ debate characterising the discussion on MSPs 
touches upon matters of legitimacy and will be discussed in more detail in section 4, some remarks 
can already be made here. Burde (2004:73) states that participation is often valued primarily by donors 
and is less appreciated by those who participate. Citizens in fragile states are often disproportionably 
poor and it might be a misconception to think that their prime concern is participation. The image 
surfacing from our research is that beneficiaries, first and foremost, want to be informed, rather than 
involved. Many beneficiaries, however, also want to be able to influence the initiation of the process – 
and the setting of MSP objectives – as well as evaluation.  
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Section 4  The Impact of the MSPs on the Legitimacy 

   of State Institutions 

 

This section is devoted to answering the second part of our research question - How do MSPs affect 
the legitimacy of state institutions? – and two of our six sub-questions: 

 How does participation in MSPs affect the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions?  

 What are key factors in the (socio-political and institutional) context influencing MSPs and 
service delivery and their relation with the legitimacy of state institutions? 

In Mwumba, the only state institution involved in the MSP was the communal administration. Its role 
was to „mobilize‟ the population to contribute to the building and maintaining of water points; help 
determine the location for new water points built by the MSP; and oversee construction by 
entrepreneurs. In Buhinyuza, besides the communal administration, the PEA constituted a second 
public MSP actor. The communal administration supported the RCE; helped mobilize the population; 
and followed-up MSPs activities. The PEA had the role of coordinating and realizing reconstruction 
works and providing sensitization. It must be noted, however, that many informants did not see the 
PEA as a state institution. Below, we assess the impact of participation in the MSPs on these 
institutions for various categories of legitimacy. Changes regarding these categories are measured by 
means of a set of indicators derived from a wide body of literature including: Call and Wyeth (2008); 
Fritz and Menochal (2008); Ghani (2005); Gilley (2006); Kaufmann et. al. (2006); and OECD (2008b).19 

 

4.1 General and Embedded Legitimacy 

General legitimacy is based on political and ideological considerations and preferences – the extent to 
which people acknowledge, and acquiesce with, the state. Embedded legitimacy is based on 
historically developed conventions – the role the state has traditionally played in people‟s lives. These 
categories of legitimacy have shown such overlap, that we decided to discuss them as one. General 
and embedded state legitimacy is less directly connected to the MSPs themselves, but regard 
indicators like the knowledge of relevant state institutions; the willingness to participate in activities 
organised by them; the willingness to pay for services provided by them; the extent to which state 
institutions are seen as operating representatively; the perceptions of what makes a „good state‟ and 
the concrete expectations for state institutions in the realm of service delivery that follow from these 
perceptions. These issues largely determine expectations on the basis of which the performance and 
process of institutions within the MSP is appreciated. The general and embedded legitimacy of the, 
especially local, state was predominantly positively influenced by both MSPs. 

4.1.a Perceived influence relevant state institutions on service delivery 

The state in Burundi represents continuity. According to an analyst, “the state institutions, the central 
dossiers and even the practice of service delivery (regardless of the very limited resources) have 
continued almost unabated and as such the state provides a relatively stable continuum. The 
legitimacy of the state can be found exactly in this continuity.”20 At the same time, most service 
delivery is dependent on NGOs. In this situation, Burundian state institutions learned to use their 
authority to shape people‟s interpretations of service delivery: local authorities often „explain‟ a 
specific project to citizens in a way that exaggerates their involvement and investments in it. National 
state institutions are seen to influence local service delivery in the sense that a political will on the 
national level „trickles down‟ to the local level. Most MSP actors, however, find the involvement of 
local state institutions the main determinant for successful WASH service delivery. An important 
difference between both cases is that, in Mwumba, local authorities downplayed their influence on 
service delivery, while in Buhinyuza, they exaggerated their role in service provision.  

                                                           
19 See the working group‟s Theoretical Framework for more elaborate motivation and justification. 
20 Decentralization expert (Ngozi town – 09-11-2010). 
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In both Mwumba and Buhinyuza, informants generally saw the Burundian state as having quite some 
influence on service delivery, both for the good and for the bad. People consider the political and 
security context an important factor in the success or failure of WASH services and see the state as the 
main determinant for this political and security context. In Buhinyuza, where the war hit particularly 
hard, the absence of fighting was especially emphasized as a prerogative for service delivery. In 
Mwumba, the RCE noted that hydraulic infrastructures are often seen as a „symbol of the state‟ and 
that their state of maintenance was therefore related to the state. 

MSP actors and experts also stressed the politicization of services. In Mwumba, they found that “the 
multiparty system is exploited by parties that want to use service delivery as a way to win votes. This 
also means that some people will not support state institutions led by people from other parties in 
their endeavors to improve service delivery.”21 In Buhinyuza, similar observations were made and 
„the opposition‟ was sometimes seen as obstructing development, for example because opposition 
members refuse to participate in politicized communitarian works to maintain water infrastructures. 
In Buhinyuza, which people see as underprivileged in terms of development aid, moreover, people 
thought that the fact that some areas have better access to water is “due to the fact that some regions 
have people who are politically influent in the country.”22 Service delivery is also influenced by 
elections. A PEA representative says “the core concern of politicians is to be re-elected, not to provide 
services. Slogans such as „l’eau c’est la vie‟ are used, but actual plans are not executed.”23 In general, 
during elections, the communal administration does not support the RCE in fee collection, because 
they refrain from taking any measures that might be unpopular. But, “when politicians are about to 
finish their mandate, people don‟t obey authorities either.”24  

In general, interestingly, people distinguished between the capacity and the will of the state quite 
consistently. And while they had no illusions whatsoever regarding the former, the later was found to 
be not altogether lacking. Importantly, people here differentiate between the state as an institution – 
that is regarded with some sympathy – and state officials – looked upon with considerably more 
cynicism. There is some notion of „the public good,‟ but whether the state is working towards this 
public good remains highly disputed. 

4.1.b. Perceptions of ‘the state’ and of a ‘good state’ 

Beneficiaries in Mwumba saw the state as the structure that rules over the country, whereas 
beneficiaries in Buhinyuza said that “the state is the population, because without its people, the state 
has no reason to exist.”25 „The state,‟ then, was see as comprising national as well as communal and 
even collinal functionaries. A good state, for citizens in Mwumba, first, ensures security and, second, 
provides basic services. Beneficiaries from Buhinyuza agreed, but swapped priorities and underlined 
that, first, the state should implement development projects – which might account for the fact 
Buhinyuza‟s local authorities overstate their role in service delivery – and, second, promote peace and 
security. People spoke of the state in terms of individuals rather than institutions: „the ministers‟, 
rather than „the government‟; „the communal administrator‟ instead of „the communal administration‟. 
National policy makers stressed that the state is “the governmental institution in charge of taking 
decisions that benefit the population.”26 Local state authorities described the state as including rulers 
and ruled alike: l’état c’est nous, l’état c’est vous. In Mwumba, authorities found that security primarily 
determines whether the state is „good‟, whereas in Buhinyuza, good governance was more central. 
The criteria local state representatives in Buhinyuza gave for a „good state‟, such as free maternity care 
and decentralization, reflected the vision of the ruling CNDD-FDD. A good state, for almost all 
informants, is thus determined by performance. For most, these issues were complemented by process 
indicators such as the provision of security and justice.27 It seems that state performance acquires more 
significance when water is lacking, as in Buhinyuza. Where a degree of service provision and 
resources is present, as in Mwumba, more weight is put on process. 

                                                           
21 Regional development expert (Ngozi town – 09-11-2010); AVEDEC representative (Ngozi town – 07-11-2010) 
22 MEM representative (Bujumbura - 06-12-2010). 
23 PEA representative (Bujumbura - 25-11-2010). 
24 Chef de colline 1 (Muyinga - 29-11-2010); Communal administration representative (Muyinga - 30-11-2010). 
25 Focus group beneficiaries (Rugongo - 08-12-2010); Focus group CPE (Rugongo - 30-11-2010). 
26 DGHER representative (Cibitoke town – 04-12-2010). 
27 Providing security is related to performance, but regarding service delivery we consider it process rather than performance 
related, because it concerns shaping the service delivery context, not the delivery itself. 
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4.1.c. Knowledge of (policies of) relevant state institutions 

In Mwumba, only the administration and the CPRCE represented the state in the MSP. Both actors 
were known by informants, the former more than the latter. Of the three state institutions implicated 
in the MSP in Buhinyuza, people were mostly unfamiliar with the PEA. The stately nature of the PEA, 
moreover, was considered ambiguous, because the PEA is concerned with implementation, not with 
designing policy; because it is only partly state funded; and because „projects,‟ such as the PEA, have a 
different organisational status than „departments,‟ like DGHER. In practice, the PEA functions much 
like many NGOs, according to experts. The perception people have of the PEA will thus impact their 
image of the state, but not unequivocally. The communal administration functions as the most explicit 
representation of the state in the MSP. The CPRCE, thirdly, is less well-known, but is seen as 
embodying DGHER and thereby the state.  

Local administrations seemed aware of basic policy standards, but know individual projects rather 
than overarching national state policies. CPRCEs were more elaborately informed about the policies of 
national water institutions and the ongoing reform initiatives. RCEs are informed about, for example, 
the development of the National Water Policy, but not about its content. Of the MSPs‟ implementing 
actors, AVEDEC and the PEA follow policy-making closely and use it as an inspiration for their own 
programs. Beneficiaries were largely unaware of WASH policies, but knew some general objectives. 
CARE NL explained that WASH in Burundi is so locally organized that national policy has little to no 
effect on the ground, even more so due to the policy vacuum resulting from current reforms. Concrete 
national initiatives such as the president‟s enterprise to build 25 new water points in each commune, 
however, are an exception and are known by all. This predominance of personified development 
initiatives confirms the personalized perception of the state in Burundi.28 This might benefit people‟s 
image of the state, but it also undermines it in the sense that money is increasingly allocated through 
the president‟s personal funds rather than ministries. This results in people attributing legitimacy to 
the president, rather then the state, which undermines the distinction between state and ruling party. 

4.1.d. Willingness to work through relevant state structures  

The simple fact that both decentralized (the communal administrations) and (de)concentrated (the 
CPRCEs and the PEA) state institutions were involved in both MSPs grants these state institutions a 
degree of recognition and thereby legitimacy. A more structural test, however, is presented by the 
Communal Development Plan (PCDC). This document provides the guidelines for the conduct of the 
administration and the activities of interveners. The organization supervising the development of the 
PCDC in Mwumba told us Ntunkumire supported and adhered to the PCDC. CARE and AVEDEC 
also urged the RCE to become more involved in the process. In Buhinyuza, the MSP did not contribute 
to the development of the PCDC, but its initiation and objectives were guided by the PCDC or a 
related document. The assumption that adherence to the PCDC increases state legitimacy might be 
undermined by the fact that concentrated state institutions feel excluded from the PCDC, arguing that 
ministerial plans are not incorporated into PCDCs. But the fact that the MSPs invest in and rely on the 
PCDC testifies of confidence in at least the decentralized state. 

4.1.e. Willingness to pay for services delivered by relevant state institutions 

Willingness to pay for state provided services indicates state legitimacy. But, in Burundi, WASH 
services are not provided by state institutions, but by the non-state RCE. Citizens do not pay taxes for 
water either. Taxes are paid on economical transactions, but since most people in rural areas receive 
neither a salary nor much other income, these amounts are marginal (Lim and Rugwabiza 2009:v). In 
any case, while taxes can be an incentive “for state elites and taxpayers to resolve their differences 
through bargaining,” Burundi has a history of coercive “dual or even triple” taxation by various state 
and non-state actors that has not raised people‟s trust in taxing (Boshoff 2010:15; Moore 2007:21).  

In Mwumba, willingness to pay for WASH services is not very high, but it is increasing where 
payment arrangements are of a direct nature. The MSP contributed to a willingness to pay for service 
delivery by supporting more transparent payment arrangements such as the water kiosks, rather than 
a taxation-system. This increased willingness to pay, however, does not bolster the legitimacy of state 

                                                           
28 While Mwumba might constitute an exception in this regard, as the current president stems from this commune, similar – if 
slightly less obvious – dynamics were noted in Buhinyuza. 
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institutions involved in service delivery. In fact, willingness to pay seems to be increasing exactly 
because payment does not go through or to the state: the fact that the RCE‟s financial business is free 
from the administration‟s interference is met with approval. In Buhinyuza, willingness to pay for 
WASH services is very low, recently decreasing further. This has several reasons. First, the RCE has no 
properly functioning mechanisms to oblige the population to pay and the local authorities 
traditionally refrain from pressuring the population in this regard. Second, WASH services are 
characterised by water scarcity and malfunctioning hydrological infrastructures. Third, people have 
no confidence that the money collected is used wisely. The problem is thus not so much the amount of 
money people have to pay (as thought by some experts) or the idea of paying as such, but the lack of 
performance: “the price is not the problem, they would pay even more if only they had water.”29 
People that live close to well-functioning water points mostly do pay their fees. The MSP‟s 
rehabilitation increased willingness to pay among beneficiaries and amplified the actual collection of 
fees. More willingness to pay, however, did not bolster the legitimacy of state institutions, as they are 
not directly providing services or collecting fees.  

4.1.f. Extent to which state institutions are seen as operating accountable and representative 

Cynicism dominates the discussion on the extent to which the Burundian state represents its citizens. 
Due to the war, many Burundians “have come to profoundly distrust politicians and the state” (Uvin 
2009:187).  But Uvin also notes how people start to “demand respect, to be listened to, to be treated 
fairly.” Whether by lack of openness, out of fear, due to asking the wrong questions, or as a result to a 
genuine divergence with Uvin, we do not know, but this is not reflected by our informants. 

In Mwumba, people felt they could be consulted more regarding WASH matters, but were not 
unsatisfied. CARE and AVEDEC are of the opinion that while during the war collaboration with state 
institutions was seen as “a hostile act, now local government represents the community.”30 The 
Mwumba MSP thus built on and increased the moderate trust people have in local authorities. In 
Buhinyuza, the image of „the state‟ expressed by beneficiaries suggests people feel quite represented 
by the state. People, moreover, feel consulted when it comes to development and find that local 
authorities “have been elected and they have the capacity to fulfill promises made.”31 The PEA, an 
important MSP representative, also sees local authorities as representing the population. But 
beneficiaries complained that the „chief of ten households,‟ the lowest administrative level, was not 
involved in the MSP and this “made them feel sad, as if he is unimportant.”32 Also, while claiming to 
hand over the rehabilitated infrastructure to the population, the MSP chose the RCE to hand over to. 
This might send the message that the RCE, rather than the state, represents the population.  

4.1.g. Expectations for the state in the realm of service delivery 

Regarding responsibility for service delivery, informants had an overwhelmingly local perspective 
that hinged on a joint responsibility of the RCE and the communal administration. Considering that 
responsibility for water provision is to a significant extent attributed to the non-state RCE, service 
delivery is apparently not per definition seen as a state responsibility. If legitimacy depends on 
expectations rather than pre-set indicators, people could find their state legitimate even if it does not 
provide services directly or satisfyingly. When the state does not provide services, it is like “a father 
that‟s not able to satisfy the needs of his children.” It is widely known, however, that the state lacks 
capacity and it would thus “be illogic to expect this from the state alone.”33 In Mwumba, however, 
experts note that “while it is the RCE that is, currently both de jure and de facto, responsible for water 
provision, it is the state that is being held responsible and accountable: when there are problems 
regarding water, people blame the administrator, not the president of the RCE.”34 This was less so in 
Buhinyuza, where people were on average less satisfied with the RCE , but in Buhinyuza, too, there 
was a tendency to hold the administrator responsible for all and everything.  

                                                           
29 Focus group CPE (Rugongo - 08-12-2010); Provincial DGHER representative (Muyinga – 02-12-2010). 
30 CARE representative (Ngozi town – 11-11-2010); AVEDEC representative (Ngozi town – 10-11-2010). 
31  Focus group CPE (Rugongo - 30-11-2010); Focus group CPE (Kiyange- 01-12-2010) 
32 Focus group beneficiaries (Kiyange - 09-12-2010). 
33 Regional development expert (Muyinga – 30-11-2010); PEA representative (Bujumbura - 06-12-2010). 
34 CICR expert (Bujumbura – 19-11-2010). 
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For the decentralized state, the communal administration, expectations center on three main tasks in 
both Mwumba and Buhinyuza. First, enforce the rule of law and provide order by bringing to justice 
people who illegally tap water, who steal materials or who vandalize infrastructures; and by helping 
to solve conflicts over payment and water consumption. Second, to mobilize donors and interveners 
active in the sector towards working in their commune. This also includes negotiation with NGOs to 
protect the interests of people whose property might be expropriated or damaged by interventions. 
And, third, to support the RCE in its endeavor to realize day-to-day water provision by mobilizing the 
population (to pay their fees; use water responsibly; and provide labor and material when needed) 
and providing material and storage room. Regarding the deconcentrated state, the CPRCE, 
expectations concern supervision of the RCE (controlling expenses and quality of infrastructures); 
support the RCE (providing advice); tangible contribution to the construction of water points by 
delivering materials; and lobbying with policy-makers. Buhinyuza‟s informants did not have very 
detailed expectations of the PEA, as they did mostly not know the organization prior to the MSP, but 
they supposed it to execute projects and provide drinking water to Burundi‟s rural population. 

 Mwumba Buhinyuza 

Communal 
administration 
(local 
decentralized) 

1. Enforce rule of law; provide 
order, security and justice in 
WASH domain 
2. Mobilize donors and 
interveners 
3. Support RCE: mobilize 
population 

1. Mobilize donors and interveners 
2. Support RCE: mobilize population 
3. Enforce rule of law; provide order, 
security and justice in WASH domain 

CPRCE (local 
deconcentrated) 

1. Supervision RCE 
2. Support RCE 
3. Provide materials 
4. Lobby with provincial and 
national policy-makers 

1. Supervision RCE 
2. Support RCE 
3. Provide materials 
4. Lobby with provincial and national 
policy-makers 

PEA (national 
concentrated) 

 1. Execute rehabilitation works  
2. Provide water 

Figure 13: Expectations of state institutions participating in the MSP. 

Expectations for state institutions predominantly reflect process legitimacy indicators – the realization 
of a conducive context in which service provision can take place by playing a coordinating, 
supporting role – rather than performance legitimacy markers – the direct and actual delivery of water 
is expected from the RCE and intervening NGOs. The crucial exception here is the PEA, that is 
expected to deliver directly. But then again, the PEA is often not considered a „real‟ state institution. 
Interestingly, this process-oriented set of expectations does not correspond with the perception of a 
„good‟ state informants expressed (section 4.1.b.). A good state provides services and performs, while 
people‟s expectations of specific state institutions regard not the performance of the state, but the 
process of facilitating performances of others. This suggests that legitimacy is approached realistically 
rather than ideologically and that beneficiaries‟ expectations are shaped by the promises state 
institutions make. Informants‟ expectations regarding state institutions‟ roles in service delivery reflect 
a decentralized perspective and contain aspects of the „New Public Management‟ idea. The so-called 
„social welfare‟ perspective, which holds that service provision is an exclusive responsibility of the 
state and services ought to be financed by taxation (Harisalo and McInerny 2008:1307), does not 
resonate in Burundi. The alternative „New Public Management‟ approach, that suggests that in basic 
service provision the state should „steer the boat instead of rowing it,‟ better mirrors the anticipation 
patters we found (Batley 2004:32).  

4.1.h. Conclusion: the impact of MSPs on state general and embedded legitimacy 

Regarding the general and embedded legitimacy of state institutions, the MSPs had just a modest 
influence, but general and embedded legitimacy insights provide an important baseline along which 
MSPs can be evaluated in terms of process and performance. The state is seen as having an important 
impact on service delivery, because it decides on war and peace and because it determines 
politicization and patronage dynamics, especially during elections. In Mwumba, a good state delivers 
security and development; in Buhinyuza, these priorities were revolved. This suggests that the more 
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services and resources are already available, the more concerns shift from performance to process 
matters. Strikingly, when assessing specific expectations for the state institutions involved in the 
MSPs, anticipations were predominantly process-oriented for both cases, implying that concrete 
expectations for the state are based on pragmatism rather than ideological ideas of what makes a good 
state. Both MSPs have worked with and through the state and thereby contributed to the general 
legitimacy of, principally, the local decentralized state. Finally, the MSPs increased awareness on the 
various state institutions involved in the WASH sector, even if they did not alleviate the lack of 
knowledge on state policies. 

Indicators general and 
embedded legitimacy 

Impact MSP 
Mwumba Buhinyuza 

a. Perceived influence relevant 
state institutions on services 

State seen as having big influence on service delivery  no particular impact 
MSPs 

b. Perception of „the state‟ and 
of a „good state‟ 

A good state provides security; 
service provision also important  no 
particular impact MSP 

State regards rulers and ruled alike. A 
good state provides development and 
services  no particular impact MSP 

c. Knowledge of policies 
relevant state institutions 

 no particular impact MSP  MSP increased awareness of 
national state institutions, but not of 
their policies 

d. Willingness to work through 
relevant state structures 

 MSP included the state and 
worked through PCDC 

 MSP included the state and 
worked through PCDC, specifically 
during initiation 

e. Willingness to pay for 
services  

 Willingness to pay increased due to MSP, but not vis-à-vis state institutions 

f. Extent to which relevant state 
institutions are seen as 
operating representative  

State increasingly more 
representative  MSP preferred 
representation of population through 
both civil society 

Local state seen as representative  
MSP did not reflect this entirely  

g. Expectations state in services See figure 13 above See figure 13 above 
Figure 14: the impact of the MSP on state general and embedded legitimacy 

 

4.2. Process Legitimacy  

Process legitimacy is derived from processes that satisfy stakeholders‟ expectations and aspirations. 
This form of legitimacy demands attention not so much for what and how much services are being 
generated, but for how this is being done. Key indicators to measure this are: state/non-state 
cooperation; coherence among state actors; changes in governance and whom people turn to with 
complaints or questions; and the extent to which informants‟ specific expectations in the realm of 
process are met by state institutions. Process legitimacy was profoundly affected by the MSPs.  

4.2.a. Perceived cooperation with non-state sector actors  

The MSPs have, to different extents, contributed to a more integrated cooperation between state and 
non-state actors in the local WASH sector and thereby improved state process legitimacy. In 
Mwumba, chefs des collines took a more pro-active stance vis-à-vis the RCE and water issues have 
become more important in communal meetings. CARE and AVEDEC are convinced that “the 
administration is now much more closely integrated with water infrastructures in the commune.”35 
For the RCE, the increased engagement between population and administration was the most striking 
MSP asset: “if people see the chefs involved in such activities, this improves their image.”36 The visible 
involvement of the local authorities in the planning of the MSP, moreover, made them look capable of 
coordinating the sector. In Buhinyuza, there is a lack of coordination between the administration and 
the RCE and the MSP did not change this. The deconcentrated PEA, however, was seen as “effectively 
implicated in non-state management structures” and was praised for its cooperation with the RCE.37 

                                                           
35 AVEDEC representative (Ngozi town – 10-11-2010). 
36 RCE representative (Mwumba commune – 10-11-2010). 
37 Provincial DGHER representative (Muyinga – 02-12-2010). 
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The fact that the PEA engineer coordinating MSP field activities was highly appreciated for his 
cooperative approach, moreover, boosted PEA legitimacy.  

4.2.b. Perceived effort to reduce problems identified within the MSP  

The furthering of a specific non-tangible focus or engagement by an MSP (such as fighting 
marginalization or increasing ownership) seems to contribute to state legitimacy specifically if it is 
pursued as an explicit priority by the MSP, but has little impact if it is made a side-issue. The specific 
focal point of the Mwumba MSP, emancipation of marginalized groups, appears to have had a modest 
positive impact on informants‟ perception of the state‟s process legitimacy and AVEDEC was 
impressed with the state‟s dedication to sustainability issues. In Buhinyuza, the contested issue 
characterising the MSP besides its rehabilitation focus – the mobilization of the population to counter 
a lack of ownership – does not seem to have had a positive effect on the state‟s process legitimacy, 
because most informants were not convinced that the PEA sensitised or mobilized anyone. The other 
strategy to further ownership, the recruitment of the local population as workers in the project, 
received more credit. The RCE applauded the PEA for “not bringing their own workers.”38 
Beneficiaries were happy with the opportunity too, but found the initiative badly organised, which 
suggests any increase in the PEA‟s process legitimacy here is at least indistinct.  

4.2.c. Process related expectations for the state in the realm of service delivery are met 

In Mwumba, three expectations were identified for the decentralized state in the WASH sector, all of 
which can be categorized in the process domain (see figure 13). The MSP seems to have specifically 
met the expectation of mobilization of donors, because, for most people, it is an example of the local 
government successfully pressuring actors like CARE and AVEDEC to prioritize their case. Regarding 
the decentralized state institutions‟ capacity to provide justice, people seem generally satisfied, but 
whether the MSP has had any impact here remains uncertain. The MSP contributed to an increased 
support of the administration for the RCE as they now work in a more coordinated way. Regarding 
the deconcentrated state, expectations were met through the MSP. 

In Buhinyuza, the expectation that the communal administration should inform and mobilize the 
population was not met. Beneficiaries found that, during the MSP, chefs des collines “didn‟t give 
messages to the population” and that communal authorities failed to inform people on the 
rehabilitation.39 The MSP did contribute to the administration‟s mobilizing donors, as most informants 
at least partly thanked the administration for calling on UNICEF. Beneficiaries are of the opinion that 
the administration falls short of playing its envisioned role of the provider of security and justice in 
the water sector satisfactorily, because there are hardly any sanctions for mal-payment or vandalism 
that are actually implemented. National PEA representatives, furthermore, complain that the 
administration did not investigate theft of materials. The field engineer of the PEA, though, praised 
the conflict resolution attempts of the administration during quarrels with other interveners. 
According to the PEA, the administration is “not interested in facilitating the RCE” and thus does not 
adhere to the expectation of it supporting the RCE structure.40 The expectation that the CPRCE should 
mobilize donors was not met through the MSP as the CPRCE hardly played a visible role. The 
CPRCE‟s task to support the RCE was fulfilled. The CPRCE‟s role to facilitate communication between 
the local and national level was furthered through the MSP, as the RCE “now receives more calls from 
DGHER, because of information the CPRCE spread.”41 The PEA was expected to, first, build water 
points and, second, mobilize the population, RCE and administration. The first expectation relates to 
performance and is assessed in section 4.3.; the second expectation regards process and is discussed 
here. In short, the PEA did not live up to this expectation of mobilizing and sensitising the population 
(see section 3.4), even if the PEA itself was satisfied about this. According to an expert, the PEA “only 
execute; they pay for work and material, that‟s that.”42 This is nuanced by some RCE informants who 
stated that “the PEA is interested in the well-being of people and trained the CPEs.43  

                                                           
38 RCE representative (Buhinyuza commune – 02-12-2010). 
39 Focus group beneficiaries (Kiyange - 09-12-2010); Focus group beneficiaries (Rugongo - 08-12-2010). 
40 PEA representative (Bujumbura - 25-11-2010). 
41 RCE representative (Buhinyuza commune - 02-12-2010); Fontainier (Buhinyuza commune- 08-12-2010). 
42 Regional WASH expert (Muyinga - 01-12-2010). 
43 RCE representative (Buhinyuza commune – 29-11-2010). 
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 Mwumba Buhinyuza 

Communal administration 
(local decentralized) 

1. Enforce rule of law; provide order, 
security and justice in the WASH 
domain 
2. Mobilize donors and interveners 
3. Support RCE: mobilize 
population 

1. Mobilize donors and interveners 
(protect citizens’ interests vis-à-vis 
interveners) 

2. Support RCE: mobilize population 
3. Enforce rule of law; provide order, 
security and justice in the WASH domain 

CPRCE (local 
deconcentrated) 

1. Supervision RCE 
2. Support RCE 
3. Provide materials 
4. Lobby with policy-makers 

1. Supervision RCE 
2. Support RCE 
3. Provide materials 
4. Lobby with policy-makers 

PEA (national concentrated)  1. Sensitize/mobilize population  

Bold = expectation met – Underlined = expectation not met – Italics = expectation not affected 

Figure 15: Extent to which process expectations for state institutions were met through the MSPs 

4.2.d. Perceived changes in governance procedures in response to the MSP 

Uvin (2009:73) states that “democracy, good governance and human rights are, for most Burundians 
not nearly as important as security and poverty alleviation” and it could be that our informants “were 
talking „donor speak‟ to please the mzungu.” There is no doubt either that informants were primarily 
concerned with making a living. However, good governance indicators did resonate with people 
when it came to the conduct of state institutions, especially in Mwumba. The MSP there has had a 
significant impact in this realm, because CARE was involved in not merely WASH activities, but in 
good governance trainings as well. The RCE says people feel more respected by the authorities now, 
because the administration no longer demands money or beer before it will address an issue. 
Beneficiaries told us that: “before you could not go in the morning to see the chef de colline about a 
water problem, because he kept sleeping. Now, you can go during night and he is ready to help.”44 In 
Buhinyuza, the MSP was not specifically concerned with good governance in the WASH sector, but it 
seems that while informants are not particularly surprised or shocked by „bad governance,‟ they are 
concerned about it and value transparency. The MSP‟s recruitment campaign for local workers came 
with some practices we would consider corruption. Some local authorities, moreover, harboured 
resentment because they were not paid for their role in the MSP, which accounts for the suspicion 
people have that “before administering the job, the administration might receive something.”45 
Experts, moreover, find the administration has a serious accountability problem. The PEA, however, 
stressed that while many administrations request „encouragements,‟ Buhinyuza‟s did not.  The 
validation workshop confirmed once more that Burundian beneficiaries see legitimacy first and 
foremost as accountability of the state towards its citizens: to explain what is being done (and what 
not) and why. This suggests that the justification of the form (and lack of) performance might 
influence state legitimacy at least as much as the performance itself. 

4.2.e. Protection of beneficiaries’ rights; whom do people turn to? 

In Mwumba, CPE members said that while there had been no public actions or protests, people know 
where they can voice their complaints. Mwumba‟s RCE actually once went to court when material 
was stolen. In the eyes of beneficiaries, however, most regulations that protect their access to water are 
informal rather than legal and the Mwumba MSP did not have much impact here, other than 
introducing a general empowering notion based in its community-involvement approach. In 
Buhinyuza, beneficiaries‟ rights were guarded by the local authorities. Claims resulting from the 
disturbance of agricultural production and the destruction of property that were raised during the 
MSPs activities, were soothed by local authorities. Quite ironically, the Buhinyuza MSP, by generating 
quite some troubles, thus possibly reinforced the process legitimacy of the communal administration, 
as people continuously approached local authorities with problems. Regardless of whether these 
complains were subsequently dealt with, this indicates some trust in the local state. 

Thus, it is both the local authorities and the RCE that people turn to with water related problems. This 
reflects respondents‟ idea about who is responsible for providing water (section 4.1.g). While using 

                                                           
44 Focus group Mwumba (17-11-2010). 
45 Chef de colline 1 (Muyinga - 29-11-2010); CDC representative (Buhinyuza commune - 09-12-2010). 
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both the RCE structure and the local administration structure to address problems related to drinking 
water, out of custom people tend to turn to chefs des collines before they address their CPE. While local 
state authorities are thus seen as primary representatives of beneficiaries, they are also often criticized 
for lack of awareness of “what is going on in their communities.”46 Nevertheless, the personalized 
nature of governance and Burundi‟s clientelist heritage manifest themselves again in this context. In 
Mwumba, a group of people thought that the problems they had identified regarding the commune‟s 
pumping system would be solved best by the president of the republic and they asked a local priest to 
take the matter to the president – without considering the provincial or ministerial level (partly 
because they see the local state as being „sucked dry by too many people‟). 

4.2.f. Perceived cooperation among state actors 

An authoritative expert says the role of the state in the local water sector is „vague‟. Decentralized 
state institutions supervised by the MoI and deconcentrated state institutions under the roof of MEM 
do not coordinate on the national level. The lack of a cohesive national approach between the two 
state structures, however, is less apparent on the local level and is probably not perceived as a big 
problem by the population. In Mwumba, local state authorities point towards the coordinated 
mobilization efforts by the chefs des collines to prove cohesiveness among (de)centralized state officials. 
This coherence is furthered by the MSP that provided an additional forum for state organisations to 
streamline activities. AVEDEC was impressed by the cooperation between the decentralized 
administration and the deconcentrated CPRCE in the MSP as well. In Buhinyuza, the MSP has 
dedicated successful attention to reinforcing coordination between the deconcentrated PEA and the 
decentralized administration through a convention that obliges all PEA members from Bujumbura to 
bring a letter signed by their superior that needs to be stamped by the communal administrator upon 
arrival in the field to prove communication. The joint evaluation missions conducted by UNICEF and 
a MEM representative provide a good mechanism to further coherence among deconcentrated state 
institutions, the PEA and MEM, as well. UNICEF too, constitutes a link between the PEA and DGHER; 
UNICEFs involvement in national sector-wide initiatives also serves as a link between the PEA‟s field 
experience and national policy makers.  

4.2.g. Conclusion: the impact of MSPs on state process legitimacy 

The MSPs contributed to coordination between state and non-state actors in the local WASH sector 
and thereby to the state‟s process legitimacy. But this legitimacy was attributed to different 
institutions: in Mwumba, the local decentralized state, the administration, was credited for increased 
state/non-state coordination, in Buhinyuza, it was the national concentrated PEA. Good governance 
presented a more influential indicator of MSP affected state process legitimacy than expected, and 
contributed to the legitimacy of the communal administration in Mwumba. In Buhinyuza, however, 
the same issue undermined the administration‟s legitimacy. Whom people turn to with their WASH 
problems was not affected by the MSPs much. In Mwumba, the MSP spread a generic empowering 
notion that might have made people more comfortable with addressing the state and in Buhinyuza, 
where there is less trust in the RCE, the MSP provided a platform for the local state to prove itself 
worthy of the trust people invested in it. The cohesiveness of state institutions is important for experts 
and MSP actors rather than beneficiaries, but MSPs seem a good way to boost state legitimacy in this 
regard. The fulfilment of expectations, arguably the most important legitimacy indicator, resulted in 
increased legitimacy in Mwumba, but generated a more ambiguous picture in Buhinyuza. There, 
expectations for the administration and the CPRCE were sometimes met and sometimes undercut by 
the MSP, suggesting that the Buhinyuza MSP was less successful in supporting the state‟s process 
legitimacy. The MSP in Buhinyuza, especially, shows the multifaceted and ambiguous nature of both 
„the state‟ and „legitimacy‟: one issue can have a diverging impact on institutions officially part of the 
same structure. There is a gap between perceptions of various target groups, moreover: the 
administration is corrupted for some and exceptionally uncorrupt for others. And while the MSP 
donor found the administration successful in the mobilization of the population, the population itself 
disagreed.  

Indicators process 
legitimacy 

Impact MSP 

Mwumba Buhinyuza 

                                                           
46 Validation workshop – Bujumbura – 18-04-2011.  
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a. Perceived cooperation 
with non-state sector 
actors 

 Cooperation between state and 
RCE in WASH domain increased 
due to MSP 

 PEA valued for cooperative attitude  
 MSP confirmed lack of involvement 
administration in sector  

b. Perceived effort to 
reduce problems 
identified within the MSP 

 MSPs sustainability and 
marginalization issues were taken 
up by state 

 Failed mobilization undermined legitimacy PEA; 
hiring local people boosted and dented legitimacy 
PEA  

c. Process expectations 
met  

See figure 15 above 

d. Perceived changes in 
governance  

 Good governance conduct of 
state in WASH sector improved due 
to MSP 

 Administration corrupt according to some, 
„clean‟ according to others  

e. Whom do people turn 
to? 

 People turn to the state, MSP 
increased this tendency 

 MSP resulted in less complaints; and gave 
administration chance to address complaints 

f. Perceived cooperation 
among state actors 

 Coherence between local 
decentralized and deconcentrated 
state institutions improved due to 
MSP 

 Coherence between local decentralized and 
national concentrated state increased due to MSP 
 Coherence national concentrated state increased  

Figure 16: the impact of the MSP on state process legitimacy 

 

4.3. Performance Legitimacy 

Performance legitimacy refers to legitimacy based on the results of service delivery, rather than the 
way in which these results are generated. Performance legitimacy is determined by indicators like 
quality; quantity; affordability; accessibility; and reliability – matters directly touching upon notions of 
capacity and effectiveness. Considering that in Burundi direct WASH service delivery is not provided 
by the state, but by the RCEs and donors, we have assessed perceptions of state capacity regarding 
WASH in a more generic sense. As opposed to process legitimacy, the potential to influence the state‟s 
performance legitimacy through MSPs appeared low.  

4.3.a. Legitimacy by proxy 

The RCE, the key responsible when it comes to providing drinking water, is judged primarily on 
performance indicators. In both cases, the MSPs have contributed to the capacity of the RCE and, 
thereby, indirectly added to the performance legitimacy of the communal administration, because the 
administration and the RCE are closely associated and sometimes even equated. In Mwumba, people 
are generally satisfied with the RCE and the MSP further improved the capacity of the RCE by 
reinforcing the technical skills of the fontainiers and the management proficiency of the executive 
bureau. In Buhinyuza, the RCE is regarded less positively: informants say it lacks capacity and 
resources and RCE members prioritise their paid work over RCE activities. Beneficiaries are not happy 
with the role the RCE played in the MSP either, because they do not have water. But UNICEF noted 
that because fontainiers were paid by UNICEF during the rehabilitation works they were motivated 
and proved capable enough. The CPRCE, too, explains that while the capacity of the RCE remains 
insufficient, the MSP has bolstered the technical skills of the RCE.  

4.3.b. The state’s perceived capacity 

Perceptions of state performance in the WASH domain are negative in Mwumba and Buhinyuza. 
Some beneficiaries say there are no state institutions involved in WASH; others concluded that the 
state has insufficient resources. This was confirmed by policy-makers and experts who stressed that 
the main problem for all state institutions on all levels is the weak financial and human capacity.  

4.3.b.i.  The national centralized state’s perceived capacity 

The government and ministries are seen as lacking capacity by experts and national policy-makers, 
but acquire some performance legitimacy in the eyes of beneficiaries and local state authorities by co-
opting WASH achievements. An expert explains that when the president donates materials or when 
ministers or MPs attend inauguration ceremonies, the local population will associate the benefits of 
such programs directly with the government. In this way, MSPs can impact the legitimacy of state 
institutions that do not participate in them. This dynamic was also manifest in Mwumba and 
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Buhinyuza. Because the first kiosk was inaugurated by the president, for some people the kiosks part 
of the Mwumba MSP remained linked with the president. In Buhinyuza, the president is similarly 
seen as having contributed to the rehabilitation, simply because he promised to do so in a 2008 visit. 

4.3.b.ii.  The local decentralized state’s perceived capacity 

The WASH performance of the decentralized state institutions on the communal level is seen as weak 
by all target groups, but since the communal administration is not expected to perform as much as it is 
expected to facilitate, this weak capacity need not automatically undermine legitimacy – especially if 
assuaged by a satisfying performance of the RCE. In Mwumba, the RCE finds the MSP has increased 
the effectiveness of the local state, even in direct water provision, because many state functionaries 
attended the technical trainings for the RCE and became more aware of the material contributions 
needed from the local state. The communal administrator also sees the MSP as contributing to the 
performance legitimacy of his administration, because it shifts expectations regarding performance 
from the administration to the RCE and the MSP. In Buhinyuza, chefs des collines confirm that “the 
communal administration doesn‟t do a good job, because it doesn‟t have financial capacity; they 
should build more rusengo.” The PCDC is of little help, because “you can have a good PCDC, but there 
are no means to execute it.“47 Here, too, the MSP has alleviated, if not structurally solved, the 
performance dilemma of the administration, because it helped execute part of the PCDC. On the 
communal level, not much seems to be gained in terms of the decentralized state‟s legitimacy. But, 
partly thanks to the MSPs, not much is lost either, because the state‟s incapacities are preempted.  

4.3.b.iii. The national concentrated state’s perceived capacity 

DGHER and MEM seem to be relatively unknown, unlike the urban water provider REGIDESO, a 
surprising observation in a rural areas. Non-MSP affiliated experts are aware of MEM, but the MSPs 
did not influence the perceptions informants had of these state institutions. In Buhinyuza, though 
MEM was associated with the MSP through participation in the evaluation missions, this was only 
known to the PEA and UNICEF, whose perception of MEM did not change because of it. 

The perception of the PEA, the only national concentrated state institution actually participating in an 
MSP, did change significantly as a result of MSP participation – even more so as it was the only state 
institution involved in the MSP of which informants actually expected something in terms of 
performance. The attribution of performance legitimacy to the PEA diverged across target groups. 
External experts found the PEA‟s implementation skills insufficient. The fact that the PEA did not 
realize or admit that “rehabilitation was not the solution; that they should have expanded existing 
sources […] did not really give a very good image of the PEA.”48 The RCE and local authorities, 
however, were impressed with the PEA‟s performance in the MSP and indicated that they would like 
the PEA to also rehabilitate more. Despite their frustration regarding the lack of water, beneficiaries 
found the construction works of the PEA satisfactory and the PEA itself got positive feedback from the 
population. Perceptions on the performance of the PEA diverge within UNICEF. Some representatives 
were satisfied with the PEA‟s performance in the MSP and say that this confirmed their existing  
positive image. Others see the PEA as “lacking capacity,” but they too found “the Buhinyuza 
experience positive rather than negative.”49 The MSP, ultimately, appeared to have contributed to an 
increase in performance legitimacy of the PEA for MSP actors – even beneficiaries disappointed with a 
lack of water and UNICEF representatives generally unimpressed with the PEA.  

4.3.b.iv.  The local deconcentrated state’s perceived capacity 

Experts agree that the provincial level is the weakest link in the (de)concentrated state structure. 
“Decentralization has not really taken hold there. There is little field activity and functions are merely 
administrative. There exists a DGHER model for trainings, but this is never used as the CPRCE does 
not have the resources to actually implement such trainings.”50 In Mwumba, this seems to be less than 
elsewhere, but even Mwumba‟s CPRCE is dejected by his feeble capacity and stressed the need to 
increase his financial capacity. In Buhinyuza, the CPRCE is seen as capable, but lacking sufficient 

                                                           
47 Regional development expert (Muyinga – 30-11-2010). 
48 Communal development expert (Buhinyuza commune – 01-12-2010). 
49 UNICEF representative (Bujumbura - 10-12-2010); UNICEF representative (Bujumbura - 06-12-2010). 
50 CICR expert (Bujumbura – 19-11-2010). 
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funding to turn this competence into performance. While the CPRCEs‟ participation in the MSPs has 
increased their process legitimacy, their performance legitimacy seems unaffected in either case.  

4.3.c. Effectiveness reparations and maintenance 

To more concretely address the issue of performance legitimacy, we explored who is expected to do 
day-to-day reparations on water points and water systems. Small reparations are done by the RCEs‟ 
fontainiers, while bigger reparations are done by companies and NGOs, according to informants in 
Buhinyuza, and DGHER, according to informants in Mwumba. We found diverging dynamics 
regarding the attribution of performance legitimacy as a function of daily reparations. In Mwumba, 
this is generally done satisfactorily and contributes to the performance legitimacy of the RCE. If it is 
not done properly, however, it is the communal administration that is held responsible. With the risk 
over oversimplifying, the particular relation between the RCE and the administration seems to work 
to the benefit of the RCE: if things go well, the RCE is thanked, if things go wrong, the administration 
is blamed. In Buhinyuza, many of the small reparations are not done satisfactorily, leading to a 
waning legitimacy for the RCE and the administration. When larger reparations are done sufficiently, 
however, in Buhinyuza, credit is granted to the administration that „invited‟ the actors doing 
reparations. The actor initiating the reparation shares in the legitimacy granted to the actors actually 
doing the works. For the MSP, this suggests that appreciation falls to the administration and the PEA, 
rather than the RCE. Thus, whereas in Mwumba, the local state is primarily blamed for unsatisfying 
reparations and maintenance – even if these are generally satisfying – in Buhinyuza, the 
administration is mostly thanked for successful reparations and maintenance – even if these are 
scarce. It is hard to account for this divergence, but explanations may lie in more ambitious 
anticipations that people in Mwumba – a commune that is socio-economically more developed than 
Buhinyuza – implicitly have of their administration. With a rising standard of living, expectations 
from the state might rise similarly and thus become harder to satisfy and to convert to legitimacy. 

4.3.d. Conclusion: the impact of MSPs on state performance legitimacy 

The performance of the state in the WASH domain is considered weak and MSPs do not have a 
significant impact on this sentiment. The state does not acquire much performance legitimacy, both 
because it is not expected to directly deliver output regarding services and because it just does not 
perform. Thus, performance indicators such as quality, quantity, availability, accessibility and 
reliability seem unfit to assess the impact MSPs might have on state legitimacy. The national 
concentrated state was exclusively affected when state institutions participated in the MSP: the 
Buhinyuza MSP appears to have contributed to an increase in performance legitimacy of the PEA. 
Both MSPs have contributed to the capacity of the RCE which has increased the performance 
legitimacy of the RCE and, by proxy, the communal administration. Regarding the local decentralized 
state, though, the MSPs mostly served as a way to „cover up‟ the lack of performance of the 
administration (and thus prevent a further loss of legitimacy). Although institutions from both 
categories are mostly assessed on process, state institutions proclaiming their dedication to directly 
providing services – the PEA – are also measured by these promises. Legitimacy, moreover, is 
personalized rather than institutionalized. Informants from all target groups face the same 
predicaments: if there is a water cut, neither the administrator, nor the beneficiaries have water and 
the fontainier who might do his job badly, is also people‟s neighbour. In such a situation, legitimacy is 
even more fickle and fluid than expected.  

Indicators performance 
legitimacy 

Impact MSP 
Mwumba Buhinyuza 

Quality; quantity; 
affordability; reliability; 
availability 

 MSP contributed, but bears no 
relevance to state legitimacy  

 MSP contributed: positive impact MSP 
on national concentrated state (PEA)  

a. Legitimacy by proxy  Perception RCE performance improved through MSP: positive impact on local 
decentralized state 

b. The state‟s perceived capacity 
b.i. National centralized state  Co-option strategy, also through MSP, increased legitimacy  
b.ii. Local decentralized state Communal administration – weak  

but MSP prevents loss of legitimacy  
Communal administration – weak  but 
MSP prevents loss of legitimacy  

b.iii. National concentrated  No impact MSP  PEA rated capable in MSP: positive 
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state impact MSP for majority, negative for 
minority 

b.iv. Local deconcentrated 
state 

CPRCE competent, but lacking capacity to perform  no impact MSP 

c. Effectiveness of reparations 
and maintenance   

 Legitimacy attributed to RCE – 
communal administration blamed for 
failures 

 Decrease of legitimacy RCE and 
administration regarding small reparations 
 Increase of legitimacy administration 
regarding big reparations 

Figure 17: the impact of the MSP on state performance legitimacy 

 

4.4. International Legitimacy 

International legitimacy depends on the appreciation of the use of international resources and 
structures. One can think about the degree to which state institutions are perceived as providing 
services that meet international standards; the degree to which they are seen as making use of 
international resources to provide services; and the way in which state institutions‟ cooperation with 
international organizations is perceived. A key concern is the role of donors. 

In Mwumba and Buhinyuza, citizens and both state and non-state actors quite automatically look to 
bailleurs des fonds, donors (but the phrase encompasses al foreign interveners), for help in all 
development matters. The main role of the state is often seen as attracting donors. This suggests that 
international legitimacy is important for the state, because people put a lot of faith in international 
resources and hold the state responsible for attracting these. We also came across more critical notes 
regarding foreign interveners, however, regarding follow-up, unreliability and generating unhealthy 
competition among provinces. These suggest that the obsession with donors is born out of necessity 
rather than affection: people need financial capacity and they can get it through donors. Whether they 
would perhaps prefer the state to provide or manage such money becomes a non-issue in the face of 
this reality. This logic originates both in a genuine feeling that anyone who can help is welcome, but 
also in a sense that “you cannot select your donors.”51 While not necessarily negatively impacting state 
capacity and legitimacy, the donor dependency apparent in the above observations does hamper 
sustainability and state autonomy.  

4.4.a. Role of MSP donor 

In Mwumba, the MSP donor, CARE NL, adhered to an approach determined by specific funding 
criteria set by the Dutch government which made the MSP more donor-driven than is usual for CARE. 
CARE NL‟s counterpart CARE Burundi says that “when it comes to the management of the program, 
there is little room for change or maneuvers; we are pinned down by donor objectives. So the program 
cannot change, but the local reality does change – this is a problem.”52 This, however, seems to have 
affected the non-state actors in the MSP more than the stately MSP participants. Within the MSP, 
CARE tried to direct the local state towards the role CARE thinks it should play, which was, due to 
the governance oriented focus of CARE, quite process oriented. CARE has included the state in 
coordination, planning and mobilization and aimed to improve the relation between state and 
population. This coincided with existing local expectations for the state‟s preferred role in WASH 
service delivery, but whether this was planned or coincidental is unclear. Even CARE was principally 
interested in increasing the capacity of CSOs, it did so in a way that ensured benefits for the state too. 
This consideration, however, exclusively entailed local decentralized institutions.  

Within the UNICEF-PEA partnership, UNICEF, the donor in the Buhinyuza MSP, is the main 
decision-maker and selects projects and decides on finances and budgets. Due to an increasingly less 
intensive partnership, however, UNICEF-PEA cooperation is hampered by miscommunication and 
diverging expectations. In fact, originally UNICEF preferred – and had the official policy – to work 
through state organizations, like the PEA, where it could. This is reflected in UNICEF‟s internal 
procedures that make it easier to cooperate with state institutions (with which only a standard 
memorandum of understanding needs to be signed) than with NGOs (that have to go through a more 

                                                           
51 RCE representative (Buhinyuza commune – 29-11-2010). 
52 CARE representative (Ngozi town – 08-11-2010). 
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elaborate procedure). But because a fairly unenthusiastic image of the PEA exists among some 
UNICEF representatives, this preference might be shifting.53 For some, the PEA‟s lack of vigor is a 
direct causality of the stately character of the PEA: because the wages of the PEA employees are 
covered by the ministry and paid regardless of the work being done, the PEA can afford to retain an 
uncompetitive posture. Due to their status as a state institution, moreover, “you cannot pressure them 
or hold them to agreements or planning schedules” like you can NGOs.54 Apart from the diplomatic 
pressures that have to be taken into account, this is the result of specific funding modalities. With state 
institutions, UNICEF discharges the money upfront, based on a mutually agreed upon budget, and 
the implementing actor then justifies its spending afterwards. The latter, however, often fails to take 
place. UNICEF‟s influence on the MSP materialized almost entirely through the PEA. Considering that 
most informants were satisfied with the PEA‟s role in the MSP, we can assume they are also happy 
with UNICEF. The failure of the „sensitization and mobilization‟ component of the MSP, however, can 
be traced back to UNICEF‟s role in the MSP. UNICEF admits that, ideally, it should go beyond the 
usual ten-month timeframe in which there is little room for follow-up and structural attention for 
capacity and awareness building, but says this is not feasible at the moment. Also, UNICEF‟s decision 
to not „use billboards to show of the project‟ was welcomed by people as money can better be invested 
in „taps than in signposts.‟ It could, nevertheless, have been worthwhile to invest somewhat more in 
„brand awareness,‟ because as it was, most informants were not aware who rehabilitated the water 
system. While UNICEF might not be dependent on legitimacy, the PEA, as a state organization, 
should ensure that it actually receives acknowledgment for its work.  

4.4.b. Degree to which state institutions are seen as making use of international resources  

In Burundi, a rough divide has grown with NGOs and donors taking on the development and service 
side of post-war reconstruction, whereas the state focuses on security and political development. 
People seem generally satisfied with this construction. According to one expert, “when people are as 
poor as they are in Burundi; the actor providing services is of no importance as long as there are 
services.”55 What from a Western state perspective would be „taking over the role of a failing state‟ is, 
in Burundi, seen as „tapping into international resources.‟ Because the population knows the state 
lacks means, “they‟re happy with interveners; calling them mugeraneza, benefactors.”56  

In Mwumba, beneficiaries saw CARE and AVEDEC not so much as competing with the state but as 
assisting the state. They credit the administration for being able to mobilize international funds and 
attract donors and the MSP resulted in significant international legitimacy for the local state in this 
regard. People are very much aware that any external actor working in the commune can only do so 
with the authorization of the communal administrator. It is noteworthy that while regarding 
performance legitimacy, we noticed the unenviable position of the state – in Mwumba, at least – that 
seemed to be blamed for everything and thanked for nothing, concerning international legitimacy the 
tendency seems to be the reverse. The mere fact of „authorizing‟ interveners to do their work seems to 
grant local authorities legitimacy. It is also significant that this legitimacy concerns the (de)centralized 
state, but not the (de)concentrated state. In Buhinyuza, a similar picture emerges. Bearing in mind that 
the PEA was often considered an (international) NGO, remarks such as the CPRCE‟s that “when a 
non-state actor provides water, this is a success for us [provincial water institutions] too” are telling.57 
NGO representatives also confirm that only “if you have the support and facilitation of the local 
authorities, you will succeed and this success will then also reflect well on the communal 
administration.”58 Although informants were critical about the success of the administration to attract 
donors in a  more general sense, considering the MSP they invested a lot of international legitimacy in 
the communal administration for approaching UNICEF and the PEA. Informants never failed to 
mention that without the state, donors would not have come, nor been successful. Comparing the 
case-studies, the importance of perception in assessing legitimacy manifests itself once more. The 

                                                           
53 As noted before, however, even the most critical elements within UNICEF slightly adjusted their position in a positive 
direction as a result of the MSP. Other UNICEF officials, moreover, do not concur with the above analysis in any case and find 
that the PEA delivers satisfactory work of similar quality as many NGOs. 
54 UNICEF representative (Bujumbura - 06-12-2010). 
55 Decentralization expert (Ngozi town – 09-11-2010). 
56 Decentralization expert (Ngozi town – 09-11-2010). 
57 Provincial DGHER representative (Muyinga – 02-12-2010). 
58 Communal development expert (Buhinyuza commune – 01-12-2010). 



56 
 

Mwumba MSP was NGO-driven and the MSP in Buhinyuza was led by state institutions, but CARE, 
AVEDEC and the PEA, for most beneficiaries, fell in the same category of „mugeraneza‟. The type of 
actor local authorities entice to come to their commune apparently does not bear much relevance, nor 
does the question of whether these actors in fact came on the request of state authorities or on their 
own initiative. What matters for the international legitimacy of the administration, is that actors 
external to the commune help develop services. 

Interestingly, state/non-state cooperation in service delivery is seen as already part of conventional 
development by informants and MSPs might in this respect thus not be particularly innovative. It is 
also unclear to what extent MSPs result in more international legitimacy for local state institutions as a 
function of their attracting „donor‟s than „regular‟ projects/programs (although it could be that the 
explicit involvement of state actors in MSP service delivery initiatives strengthens their visibility as 
„donor-attracters‟). Importantly, this form of international legitimacy exclusively concerns the local 
decentralized state, the communal administration. The (de)concentrated state plays no role in this for 
our informants and the national centralized state is not seen as managing the allocation of donor 
resources on the local level. These positive evaluations of state/non-state interaction, moreover, 
mainly concern the local level. Most national policy makers report a severe tension between the state 
and INGOs/donors in the WASH domain as also described in section 2.5.a. and often bilateral 
partnerships, such as PROSECEAU, are preferred over MSPs, because integration of state policy is 
more self-evident there. This experience at the national level results in a fear that the population sees 
the work of NGOs as proof of the failure of the state – something our research contradicts.  

4.4.c. Adherence to international standards 

In Buhinyuza, international quality standards or conventions proved a non-issue for the great majority 
of our (local) informants: they did not know or care about such matters. Regarding the Mwumba MSP, 
though, informants found that water service delivery is increasingly more in line with international 
standards. Even if the CPRCE says WASH services are still very far from the international standards 
he is aware of, the MSP has contributed in this regard by aiming to improve adhering to the SPHERE 
standards. On a national level, however, the tension between state and non-state WASH actors also 
manifested itself regarding international standards. National state representatives find international 
quality standards important and maintained that NGOs lack the research institutes that state 
institutions work with to guarantee such norms (although some policy-makers admitted they 
expected NGOs/donors from Western countries to know and respect international standards). NGOs, 
on the other hand, distrust WASH statistics presented by the state. The inclusion of the population in 
service delivery initiatives, often proclaimed as an important „international‟ standard, is not easily left 
to NGOs, national policy makers find. “Even if NGOs claim to consult the population, they do not 
have the data required to intervene sustainably.”59 But NGO experts voice the same concerns 
regarding the state. The PEA, for example, is criticised for its lack of capacity-building. Another 
concern often branded international is sustainability. Here, Buhinyuza illustrates that both 
environmental and project sustainability are under-prioritized by state institutions such as the PEA. 
While Buhinyuza‟s current water scarcity is not because of the MSP‟s rehabilitation, it could have been 
anticipated and addressed by a more resource oriented approach.  

4.4.d. Conclusion: the impact of the MSP on state international legitimacy 

International legitimacy is an important aspect of the state‟s legitimacy, not so much in the sense of 
the acknowledgment of the state by the international community, but because the state can boost its 
image by attracting donors. International organisations play a major role in people‟s perception of the 
ideals and reality of WASH service delivery. Regarding MSPs, the main issue is whether the state 
institutions are credited for „bringing‟ the international actors and whether the (foreign) donor designs 
programs in which it cooperates with the state in a way that gives the state the opportunity to acquire 
legitimacy. With the MSPs in Mwumba and Buhinyuza, communal administrations are seen as having 
attracted interveners and these interveners have aimed at granting state institutions a relevant role. In 
Mwumba, CARE NL significantly influenced the MSP and the state played a process-oriented role 
that accommodated expectations. In Buhinyuza, there were tensions between the donor and the state 
institution implementing because of the stately nature of the implementer, but the fact that this state 

                                                           
59 National DGHER representative (Bujumbura - 27-11-2010). 
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institution played an implementing role in the MSP increased its visibility and legitimacy. Thus, the 
often heard fear, also expressed by Burundian policy-makers, that NGO involvement further weakens 
the service delivery potential of state structures and „crowds‟ them „out‟ by reinforcing citizens‟ 
perceptions of incapability of their political leaders is not confirmed by our research and seems overly 
simplistic (Rosser 2006:11). Whereas in „traditional‟ welfare states, the relation between state, services 
and legitimacy is direct – the state provides services to citizens who in return grant legitimacy to the 
state – in hybrid development states, an extra dimension is added in the form of donors – the state 
attracts donors who provide services and citizens base state legitimacy on this recruitment of donors. 
Nevertheless, the positive effect described above solely concerns (de)centralized state institutions, 
which might account for the less enthusiastic posture by national concentrated policy-makers 
regarding state/non-state cooperation in the WASH domain. For them, such cooperation is as much of 
a threat as an opportunity for state legitimacy. Moreover, while such donor/NGO supremacy might 
not be harmful in the current situation in Burundi, in which expectations towards the state are 
dominated by process-oriented concerns, when states seek to re-enforce a more performance-oriented 
role in service delivery they frequently suffer from funding problems – as services operated by 
humanitarian agencies are often offered for free – and competition over qualified personnel (Dijkzeul 
and Lynch 2006). Potentially most problematic, finally, is that NGO involvement generates 
dependency and shifts accountability towards donors instead of state structures (Vaux and Visman 
2005:24). This, however, seems not limited to NGO involvement as in Buhinyuza, where the 
implementing actor was the stately PEA, ultimate accountability lies with the donor, rather than with 
the state, as well. 

Indicators international 
legitimacy 

Impact MSP 

Mwumba Buhinyuza 
a. Role of MSP donor  CARE NL includes the state: 

positive impact on local 
decentralized state 

 UNICEF has elaborate cooperation 
framework with deconcentrated state: 
positive impact MSP on national 
concentrated state 

b. Making use of 
international resources to 
provide services 

 MSP seen as example of communal administration‟s capacity to attract 
donors: positive impact MSP on decentralized state 

c. Adherence to international 
standards 

 positive impact MSP on local 
deconcentrated state 

Not important for most people  no impact 
MSP 

Figure 18: the impact of the MSP on state international legitimacy 

 

4.5. Conclusions Section 4 

This section addresses the second part of our research question  

 How do MSPs affect the legitimacy of state institutions?  

Our case-studies in Burundi suggest that MSPs affect the legitimacy of state institutions positively. 
Not all MSPs, however, have a similar effect (the MSP in Buhinyuza had a larger effect on state 
legitimacy, but the MSP in Mwumba had a more positive effect). Effects also differ per category of 
legitimacy (MSPs seem to predominantly influence the state‟s process legitimacy); per state institution 
(with local decentralized state institutions participating in the MSPs being influenced most 
significantly); and per target group (with MSP actors and beneficiaries most impacted).  

The sub-question 

 How does participation in the MSP affect the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions?  

is addressed in more detail below. MSP participation seems to affect the legitimacy of state institutions 
predominantly, but not exclusively, positive. The sub-question 

 What are key factors in the (socio-political and institutional) context influencing MSPs, service 
delivery, and their relation with the legitimacy of state institutions? 
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is answered in section 2 and section 4.1. above. Key issues seem to be a predatory state legacy; the lack 
of traditional non-state societal service delivery structures; post-conflict decentralization; massive 
donor involvement; eroded expectations of the state; and patronage and corruption dynamics. In 
short, the cocktail of these ingredients results in a context in which the state has a strong, dormant 
reservoir of legitimacy due to a lack of alternatives and a donor involvement that „covers up‟ for the 
state in the realm of service delivery. At the same time, the state in Burundi faces a general lack of 
confidence in the state, that currently erodes performance legitimacy, but will eventually also 
undermine process legitimacy. 

The following research propositions can be confirmed 

 Through MSPs the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions in service delivery can be increased 
or decreased 

o The configuration of the MSP has an influence on the legitimacy of state institutions 
 State institutions are impacted only when they participate in the MSP in question  

o The governance of the MSP has an influence on the legitimacy of state institutions  
The roles state institutions play in the MSP have an influence on the degree of 
legitimacy institutions get from the MSP (expectations people have of the state need 
to be accommodated by the MSP); mere association with a specific MSP does not lead 
to more legitimacy for the participating state institutions 

Due to concerns related to feasibility and readability, this conclusion is devoted to overarching, 
comparative conclusions for both cases. For an exhaustive overview of the exact reasons of why a 
specific category of legitimacy decreased or increased for a specific target group regarding a specific 
state category as a result of the MSPs, we gladly refer to the respective case-study reports. In figure 23 
in Annex 3 the analysis presented in section 4 above is represented schematically.60  

4.5.a Conclusions per target group 

The MSPs can be said to have had a significant impact on the legitimacy of state institutions in the 
eyes of informants from various target groups. In this regard, the Buhinyuza MSP seems to have had a 
more profound impact than the MSP in Mwumba – probably because the MSP in Buhinyuza included 
more state institutions than the MSP in Mwumba. The effect of the MSPs on the attribution of state 
legitimacy was overwhelmingly positive. In Mwumba, nearly 80% of the effect of the MSP on the 
attribution of legitimacy to the state by various target groups concerned an increase in legitimacy (with 
20% of the effect concerning a decrease, leaving a 60% positive net result). In Buhinyuza, about 70% of 
the effect of the MSP on the perception of state institutions regarded an increase in state legitimacy, 
30% of the effect referred to a decrease (with a net positive result of 40%). 

This positive impact of MSPs when assessed in light of their effects on state legitimacy can have three 
grounds: 1) people might have been genuinely very impressed with the role of state institutions in the 
respective MSPs; 2) they might be reluctant to be critical of the state; or 3) their expectations might 
have been very low to begin with. While we cannot exclude the former explanations, the latter seems 
more likely. This also means that while the effect of the MSPs on state legitimacy might have been 
largely positive, this does not mean that the overall perception of state institutions – apart from the 
MSPs – is positive too? The predominantly positive effect of the MSPs notwithstanding, the 
Buhinyuza MSP also highlights the ambiguity of the effect of the MSP on people‟s perceptions of the 
state. For beneficiaries in Buhinyuza, for example, the administration‟s process legitimacy was 
positively influenced in three ways, but also negatively impacted to the same extent. This has two 
grounds: target groups are not unified (beneficiaries‟ experiences and interpretations differ per 
person) and people might have answered strategically (reluctant to be critical of the state of whom 
they need things, but also unwilling to be too positive for fear that the state will lose dedication to 
help them). 

Finally, an important distinction can be made between, first, external experts and policy-makers; 
second, MSP actors; and, third, beneficiaries. Experts and policy-makers are better informed on the 

                                                           
60 This quantitative visualization of an inherently qualitative research is meant to illustrate, not to prove, analysis. The same 
goes for figures 19, 20 and 21. These figures are merely meant to visually support comparisons of the MSPs and to show the 
relation between positive and negative effects on state legitimacy. 
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water sector as a whole, but know less about the MSP, resulting in a generally critical stance and 
relatively high expectations of the state. MSP actors appear to hold a slightly over-positive view of 
each other‟s performance and dedication, partly out of opportunism – a negative image of the MSP, 
reflects on all actors involved – and partly out of sincere dedication – cooperation was perceived as 
good, thus the qualities of the participating actors should be as well. Beneficiaries are often not 
informed about either the WASH sector in general or the MSP, which results in a judgement based on 
output rather than process. 

4.5.a.i.  Target group 1 – beneficiaries  

The target group of beneficiaries was, apart from the MSP actors themselves, the target group most 
affected by the MSPs in terms of the legitimacy they attribute to various state institutions.61 This effect 
was overwhelmingly positive. In Mwumba, approximately 88% of the effect of the MSP on MSP 
beneficiaries concerned an increase in legitimacy. In Buhinyuza, the MSP had a less, but still 
predominantly, positive effect on beneficiaries‟ perception of the state: roughly 65% of the effect of the 
Buhinyuza MSP on state legitimacy in the eyes of MSP beneficiaries was positive.62 

4.5.a.ii.  Target group 2 – MSP actors 

Target group 2 was most affected by the MSP in terms of the legitimacy they attributed to various 
state institutions. For many MSP actors, the MSP was their first encounter with specific state 
institutions and their image of these institutions can thus be expected to be determined exclusively by 
the MSP experience. The MSPs generally led to a significant increase in state legitimacy in the eyes of 
the MSP actors; in fact, this target group was the most positively affected of all target groups. There 
were few noteworthy differences between the perceptions of the state and non-state MSP actors or 
between informants representing implementers, RCE, CPRCE, or communal administration. In 
Mwumba, around 88% of the effect of the MSP on MSP actors in terms of state legitimacy signified 
increased legitimacy. In Buhinyuza, MSP actors were slightly more nuanced in their attribution of 
legitimacy to state institutions as a result of the MSP. Here, some 73% of the MSP effect indicated 
increased state legitimacy. 

4.5.a.iii. Target group 3 – national policy makers 

For national policy-makers, the image of the various state institutions was not altered by the MSP in 
Mwumba, but changed (very modestly) as a result of the MSP in Buhinyuza. This suggests that the 
more national orientation of the MSP in Buhinyuza, that included nationally oriented organizations 
like UNICEF and the PEA and coordinated with MEM, pays off in that national policy-makers were 
aware of the MSP and their perception of the PEA improved because of it. 

4.5.a.iv.  Target group 4 – external experts 

Non-MSP experts were affected by the MSPs in their attribution of state legitimacy as well. Of all 
target groups, these experts were most critical in terms of state assessment (in Buhinyuza, half of 
experts‟ perceptions of the state as a result of the MSP were negative). Nevertheless, even on experts, 
the effect of the MSPs consisted mostly of an increase in state legitimacy. 

4.5.a.v.  Target group 5 – donor 

Regarding the donors, a noteworthy difference between the two cases surfaces. The perceptions of 
CARE NL of Burundian state institutions were not affected by the Mwumba MSP at all. UNICEF‟s 
attribution of state legitimacy, however, was affected by the MSP – and exclusively positive at that. 

 

                                                           
61 Comparisons between target groups are lopsided, considering that target group 2 (MSP actors) is comprised of several actors 
and we thus do not have the same number of informants for each target group. Nevertheless, relative comparison gives insights 
in the degree of impact of the MSPs on the different target groups. 
62 These percentages are based on the data presented in figure 23. Percentages are indications compromised by several factors, 
not „hard‟ statistical data, and should be apprehended as such. 
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Figure 19: The legitimacy impact of the MSPs per target group for respectively Mwumba and 
Buhinyuza 

4.5.b. Conclusions per legitimacy category63 

4.5.b.i.  General and embedded legitimacy 

In Burundi, there is a legacy of the state as the primary service provider. At the same time, most 
current service delivery is heavily dependent on NGOs, which results in contradicting ideas about 
state institutions involved in service delivery. The state in general is regarded with cynicism due to its 
traditional role as a milking cow for the elites. On the other hand, there are few traditional alternatives 
to state authority, other than the degenerated Bashingantahe and the Church. Against this background, 
MSPs for service delivery have a modest impact on the perception of „the state‟ as a whole – and more 
on that of the communal administration that gains general legitimacy when incorporated in (and 
taken seriously by) an MSP. The MSP in Mwumba sustained the general legitimacy of the local 
authorities, but did not actively increase it. In Buhinyuza, the MSP both increased – because it was 
included – and decreased – because it played a marginal role and thereby confirmed existing negative 
sentiments – the local decentralized state‟s general legitimacy.  

4.5.b.ii.  Process legitimacy 

Process legitimacy was clearly most affected by the MSPs. This effect was mostly positive, for 
Mwumba more so than for Buhinyuza. Beneficiaries, but other target groups too, had the highest 
expectations of the role of the state in service delivery in the domain of coordination, facilitation and 
control (process); much more than concerning the direct and technical aspects of the provision of 
goods and services (performance).  

The MSP in Mwumba seemed to have apprehended this fact quite well and had the state institutions 
involved played a process-oriented and facilitating role. Thereby, the Mwumba MSP contributed to 

                                                           
63 Comparisons among the various legitimacy categories are compromised because we have not used the same amount of 
indicators for each category and some categories thus automatically score higher than others.  
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the process legitimacy of both decentralised and deconcentrated state institutions – although mostly 
the former. In Mwumba, coherence among state institutions was also strengthened due to the MSP 
functioning as a supplementary coordination platform for the decentralized and deconcentrated 
functionaries. The state‟s decision-making and communication regarding WASH was most 
profoundly impacted by the MSP in Mwumba that struck a chord with good governance trainings 
that encouraged people to turn to local state authorities. This conclusion contradicts the widespread 
assumption that good governance is, for most Burundians, not particularly important (Uvin 2009:52).  

The MSP in Buhinyuza also accommodated for the process-oriented expectations cherished for the 
state and the local decentralized state played a process-oriented and facilitating role within the MSP. 
In combination with the more performance directed role of the national concentrated state, the PEA, 
this resulted in different roles for different state institutions which ultimately resulted in a  relatively 
large impact of this MSP on state process legitimacy. The Buhinyuza MSP, however, shows that a 
tension between process and performance legitimacy is inevitable. While people currently turn to the 
state with their WASH problems – and thereby attribute process legitimacy – this will not last if the 
state continuously disappoints them. Process legitimacy seems, in the long-term, dependent on 
performance legitimacy – of either the state or another providing institution seen as working on behalf 
of the state. People‟s expectations were accommodated for in the Buhinyuza MSP, but they were not 
always lived up to. In the end, the MSP contributed to the process legitimacy of the PEA, on most 
accounts, but undermined it on others. The MSP had an equally positive as negative effect on the 
process legitimacy of the communal administration.  

4.5.b.iii. Performance legitimacy 

As opposed to process legitimacy, the potential to increase the state‟s performance legitimacy through 
MSPs appeared low. While ideally, informants would want the state to provide WASH services, they 
seem to have long since abandoned this ideal as unfeasible and their appreciation of the state does not 
appear to significantly depend on the state‟s concrete delivery performance. While this is not to say 
that a good performance would not increase the legitimacy of state institutions, it does indicate that a 
lack of performance does not necessarily undermines state legitimacy. Performance needs to be there, 
but does not need to be state-driven. On the other hand, the Buhinyuza MSP shows that while both 
(de)centralized and (de)concentrated state institutions are mostly assessed on process indicators, state 
institutions proclaiming their dedication to directly providing services – the PEA – are also measured 
by these promises. Thus, good performance would increase the performance legitimacy of state 
institutions if they raise expectations in this regard. In Mwumba, the situation regarding the state‟s 
performance legitimacy was more problematic, because the low expectations of the state shaped 
people‟s perception of state activity: negative performances of the MSP were easily attributed to state 
institutions involved, while positive performance was not associated with the state. The Mwumba 
MSP, then, did not increase the state‟s performance legitimacy, but, by stepping into the performance 
gap, might have prevented a decrease of the state‟s performance legitimacy.  

4.5.b.iv.  International legitimacy 

International legitimacy proved crucial in the apprehension of state institutions involved in service 
delivery, because international resources and actors determine the WASH service delivery sector. A 
major source of legitimacy for the state is its success in attracting and co-opting foreign NGOs. As the 
MSPs illustrated, such service delivery by NGOs does not undermine state legitimacy as long as 
people perceive the presence of NGOs as a result of state activities. NGOs might be more visible, but 
their achievements are seen in light of the state that authorized and invited these benefactors. 
Interestingly, the fact that the stately PEA was often seen as an NGO, might thus not have made much 
difference for the attribution of legitimacy to the state, because NGO achievements, too, are seen in 
light of the state that facilitated and attracted them. Considering that, for the state institutions 
implicated in the MSPs in Mwumba and Buhinyuza, it was specifically the communal administration 
that was expected to „bring donors to the commune,‟ it was particularly the local decentralized state 
that was invested with additional international legitimacy as a result of the MSPs.  
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Figure 20: The impact of the MSPs per legitimacy category for respectively Mwumba and Buhinyuza 

4.5.c. Conclusions per state category 

When assessing which sort of state institutions – local or national; (de)centralized or (de)concentrated 
(see box 1) – are mostly influenced by MSPs in the legitimacy they accrue, it is evident that the local 
decentralized state, the communal administration, was clearly most affected by the MSPs in both 
Mwumba and Buhinyuza. This effect, again, was mostly positive – more so in Mwumba than in 
Buhinyuza. In general, the legitimacy of the local state institutions, both decentralized and 
deconcentrated, was significantly more affected by the MSPs than the legitimacy of national state 
institutions. The striking exception here, of course, is the national concentrated PEA. The PEA‟s 
legitimacy in the eyes of our informants was importantly influenced by the Buhinyuza MSP. The 
MSP‟s effect on the PEA‟s legitimacy was predominantly positive and resulted in a significant net 
increase of this national concentrated state institution‟s legitimacy in the eyes of the informants 
interviewed. In Mwumba, where no national concentrated state institutions participated in the MSP, 
the MSP had hardly any effect on the legitimacy of the national concentrated state (MEM, MEEATU or 
PEA). This confirms our earlier conclusion that only the legitimacy of state institutions participating in 
the MSP is impacted by the MSP. Legitimacy is attributed to that which people know. Considering 
that the (de)centralized state is more widely recognized and has more meaning to people than the 
specialized, (de)concentrated state, both positive and negative developments are attributed to the 
(de)centralized rather than (de)concentrated state. Legitimacy is, moreover, highly personalized and 
the legitimacy of institutions is determined importantly by the conduct of the individuals representing 
it. State institutions that informants can connect with specific representatives they can engage with, 
therefore, are much more affected in terms of legitimacy. Again, this leads to the local state – that is a 
part of people‟s daily life – and/or state institutions participating in the MSP – and thereby enter 
people‟s daily life for a specific period. 
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Figure 21: The legitimacy impact of the MSPs per state category for respectively Mwumba and 
Buhinyuza 
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Section 5  Conclusions and Policy Implications  

 

When attempting to draw conclusions from the triangulation of the preceding four sections, it should 
first be stressed again that the WASH situation in Mwumba and Buhinyuza is exceptional. Because 
both communes have a relatively well-functioning RCE (and, in Mwumba, a comparatively 
impressive cost-recovery rate), these cases cannot be taken as being representative for Burundi as a 
whole. As we are primarily interested in potential lessons learned of state participation in an MSP for 
WASH service delivery, this need not be very problematic, however: the aim is not to generate an 
analysis representative for a specific country, but to analyze best practices relevant for various 
contexts.  

 

5.1. Conclusions  

Our research has examined in-depth if and how MSPs for service provision influence service delivery 
practices and the legitimacy of state institutions. Our research question:  

How do multi-stakeholder processes (MSPs) for the improvement of service delivery affect 
the performance and governance of services, and how do they affect the legitimacy of state 
institutions?  

consists of two components respectively answered in section 3.4 and 4.5. In short, we found that, in 
Burundi, MSPs for service delivery affect the performance and governance of WASH services 
depending on their objectives (governance or output oriented) and functioning (degree of 
institutionalization, decision-making). In our case-studies, this effect was mostly positive, if not 
automatically structural or comprehensive. MSPs also affect the legitimacy of participating state 
institutions. This effect is mostly – but not solely – positive, but also quite ambiguous (varying per 
target group, legitimacy category and state institution). The effect of MSPs on participating state 
institutions is realized predominantly directly (through the specific role a specific state institution 
plays in the MSP) rather than indirectly (through the MSPs impact on service delivery), because the 
role of the Burundian state in WASH service delivery concerns process more than performance. 

5.1.a.  The functioning of the MSPs 

Regarding the functioning of the MSPs studied, the most striking finding regards MSP governance. 
The MSPs consisted of two relatively demarcated coalitions (one external to the commune existing of 
donor and implementer and one internal to the commune consisting of RCE and local authorities) of 
which one clearly had more clout in determining the input and throughput (and thus eventually 
output) of the MSP. The concerns of local MSP actors were heard, but not accommodated. This 
observation highlights the importance of distinguishing between inclusion and equality. While the 
MSPs under study in Burundi were inclusive – in fact, this is what made them MSPs rather than 
„normal‟ projects – included actors did not have equal influence and decision-making was not 
egalitarian or unanimous.  

Both MSPs to a significant extent realized their primary objective (inclusive governance of WASH 
services in the case of Mwumba; rehabilitation of a leading water infrastructure in Buhinyuza) and 
both MSPs were relatively unsuccessful in fulfilling their secondary aim (building additional water 
points in Mwumba; social mobilization and sensitization in Buhinyuza). The slightly more successful 
output of the Mwumba MSP may lie in its governance objective that might be better suited for an MSP 
approach than a more straightforward („traditional‟) reconstruction objective.  Also, seeing that 
„governance‟ is a less tangible concept, appreciation of outputs in this domain might be more 
subjective and dependent on the MSPs general atmosphere compared with tangible performance 
objectives. Explanations might also be found in the combination of actors constituting the MSP. In 
Mwumba, the MSP had a more civil, NGO nature, whereas in Buhinyuza, the MSP included more 
public institutions. The make-up of the MSP might help account for the different focus (with NGOs 
assumed to be focusing on the „soft‟ side of services and state institutions on the „hard‟ aspects), but 
not so much for the success of the MSP, because MSP implementers were rated positively in both 



65 
 

MSPs. The comparatively bigger positive effect of the Mwumba MSP could also be related to the 
degree of institutionalization – considering that meetings were more regular and regulated in the 
Mwumba MSP and more informal in the Buhinyuza MSP. Furthermore, a significant difference 
between the MSPs that could account  for the more clear-cut positive output in Mwumba was the 
matter of community involvement. In Mwumba, beneficiaries were actively involved, whereas in 
Buhinyuza, beneficiaries played a more narrow and random role. Comprehensive community 
involvement may lead to more ownership among beneficiaries and thereby a more positive 
appreciation of the MSP, regardless of its actual outcomes. Finally, the context of both MSPs diverged. 
Mwumba is more developed and less isolated than peripheral and war-affected Buhinyuza and 
people feel less deprived in Mwumba. This higher standard of living and confidence might affect 
people‟s perception of specific initiatives. This suggests that while MSPs can help to remedy state 
fragility and boost development, a certain level of state organisation and stability and socio-economic 
development also enhances MSP functioning. 

5.1.b. The MSPs’ impact on state legitimacy 

The outcomes of the MSPs in terms of state legitimacy (distinct from the MSP outputs in terms of the 
performance and governance of services) suggest that MSPs affect the legitimacy of state institutions 
positively. But effects differed per MSP (while the Buhinyuza MSP had a larger effect on state 
legitimacy, the Mwumba MSP‟s effect was more positive); per category of legitimacy (state process 
legitimacy was more affected than the other categories); per state institution (local decentralized state 
institutions were influenced most clearly); and per target group (MSP actors and beneficiaries were 
impacted most).  

When assessing state legitimacy, much depends on not only the conduct of the relevant state 
institutions, but also on the other actors active in the sector and the MSP. In Mwumba, people are 
generally more satisfied with their RCE – although the RCE in Buhinyuza is still much more 
professional than the Burundian average – and thus tend to direct their gratitude to the RCE rather 
than the state. In Buhinyuza, this is the reverse. In general, however, state institutions in Burundi seem 
to derive much of their legitimacy in the realm of service delivery „by proxy‟ or „by association.‟ First, 
through the RCE: because the communal administration is associated with the non-state RCE, 
performance of the RCE reflects on the (performance) legitimacy of the state. Second, through external 
interveners: regarding international legitimacy, we found that the state profoundly shares in the 
performance of „donors‟ that are seen to be „attracted‟ by the state and thereby increase state 
legitimacy. In Burundi, public service organizations thus seem hardly nostalgic about a „Weberian 
legacy‟ and are much more accommodating to participatory arrangements than often thought (Vigoda 
2002). This reliance of the state on other actors to complement its performance and boost its legitimacy 
suggest that MSPs are quite relevant instruments to boost legitimacy. 

Regarding state legitimacy as a function of service MSPs, some concluding remarks on the process-
performance tension need to be made. A major assumption in MSP literature is that, in extremely poor 
contexts, that services are delivered is of more importance to people than who delivers them and how 
they are delivered. We found, however, that – especially considering the role of the state – people in 
Burundi are interested in how services are delivered and that, for state institutions, process legitimacy 
seems a more relevant legitimacy category than performance legitimacy. This, admittedly, does not 
mean people value process more than performance, only that they see the role of the state lying in the 
realm of process more than performance. Surprisingly, there is a wide gap between people‟s visions of 
a „good state‟, in which performance and service delivery is a central notion, and specific expectations 
voiced vis-à-vis state institutions, that centre almost exclusively on process. This suggests either that 
people do not expect their state institutions to be „good‟ or that legitimacy is approached realistically 
rather than ideologically. Beneficiaries‟ expectations seem significantly shaped by the promises state 
institutions make; in practice it is the communal administration that tells people what they can or 
should expect from the administration, just like it is the PEA indicating what it will and shall do and 
what people can thus expect. Expectations, finally, concern institutions that are well-known – the 
administration – suggesting that legitimacy can only be won after having acquired recognition, but is 
then also, paradoxically, lost easier, because recognition comes with expectations.  
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 A hierarchy does manifest itself on the basis of „performance first, process later‟: performance of the 
state acquires more significance when water is lacking, as in Buhinyuza. Where a minimal degree of 
(non-state) service provision and resources are present, as in Mwumba, more weight is put on 
process/governance issues. Put more bluntly, process is irrelevant without performance: CPE 
presidents in Buhinyuza stated their job consist of little sine there was no water – if there is no water, 
there is nothing to govern or manage. Matters like willingness to pay, too, depend quite directly on 
performance (more so than process): if there is water, people are willing to pay.  

Moreover, process and performance legitimacy are intrinsically connected. People turn to the state for 
explanations, representations, facilitation and coordination. If, however, the state continues to lack the 
capacity to address complaints and problems people and organisations approach them with, this 
dynamic will change and people can be expected to eventually directly turn to other actors that can 
address their needs rather than using state authorities as a go-between. A lack of performance 
legitimacy and capacity will thus erode process legitimacy in the long term. MSPs, then, could 
increase their relevance in terms of state legitimacy by structuring their input and throughput in a 
way that helps develop the role of the state towards a more active function in service delivery. 

Reflecting on the state as a governing entity providing welfare, security and representation, the 
current role of the state as a mediating and representative actor in the service sector implies that, for 
the state, the provision of representation takes supremacy over the provision of welfare. Moreover, 
concerning expectations of the state, most informants found the provision of security and order more 
important than the delivery of services – which, they think, can more easily be delegated to non-state 
institutions. Thus, of the three core state functions – services, representation and security – it is the 
welfare domain that is cut back on in the face of meagre state resources and capacities. This, as we 
noted before, reflects a facilitative and decentralized „New Public Management‟ approach to state 
service delivery rather than a traditional social welfare outlook. Here we come across the interface 
between development and fragility: the less political will and capacity to develop the state in all three 
domains, the more an „either-or‟ culture permeates state policy and the more the correlation between 
representation, welfare and security grows lopsided, feeding fragility.  

A key conclusion of the research is that legitimacy can only be promoted if existing expectations are 
met (through MSPs): the degree to which state institutions are seen as „right‟, „correct‟ and/or 
„appropriate‟ depends on what people, independent of a specific initiative, see as such. Considering 
our above reflection on the process-performance tension, this supposes that to make state institutions 
truly, structurally, more legitimate, MSPs should not only satisfy existing process oriented 
expectations for the state, but also address general performance related expectations towards non-
state actors. If people do not hold the state responsible for performance (be it provided by state or 
non-state actors), it likely will not materialize and the significance of the state – and thereby its 
legitimacy – will be caught in a downward spiral. In this endeavour, the complicated interrelatedness 
between state and government and government and ruling party should kept in mind, considering the 
large influence of „political developments and contexts‟ on service delivery we – and our informants – 
noted. Institutions are largely perceived in a personalized fashion and informants referred to 
individualized projects rather than broad policies. The vision of a good state is, for state officials, 
moreover, influenced by the visions/propaganda of the ruling party. The personalized nature of state 
institutions, risks confusing popularity with legitimacy. But while popularity is invested on a personal 
basis and on opportunistic, calculating considerations, legitimacy refers to more normative concerns 
of the public good. 

5.1.c. Reflection on conceptual scheme and research propositions  

Our research questions concern the relationship between i) MSPs; ii) basic services; and iii) state 
legitimacy. Impact was expected to manifest itself in two ways: the MSP, as a process, could influence 
the legitimacy of participating state institutions directly or the MSP could affect the legitimacy of state 
institutions indirectly through the changes it generates in service delivery.  

In Burundi, the effects the MSPs had on the legitimacy of the participating state institutions were 
primarily direct, in the sense that it was the MSP itself (its input and throughput) rather than the MSPs 
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effect on service delivery (its output) that impacted people‟s perceptions of the state.64 It was the fact 
that state institutions were included in the MSPs (input) and the roles the state institutions played 
within the MSP (throughput) that influenced informants‟ perceptions of these state institutions (bullet 
1 in figure 22). Of course, the output of the MSPs in terms of their effects on WASH services is related 
to the appreciation of participating actors: if an MSPs is a fiasco, it is unlikely that any MSP actor 
would acquire much legitimacy as a result of it. It seems, however, that informants specify 
appreciation or disapproval for each MSP actor and, in theory, even an unsuccessful MSP might 
contribute to the legitimacy of state institutions if the lack of success is seen as despite the state‟s role 
instead of because of the state‟s role. Nevertheless, it seems fair to conclude that a positive (or not 
negative) effect of the MSP on service delivery in terms of quality, quantity, availability, accessibility 
and/or equality (bullets 2 and 3 in figure 22), seems a prerogative for the attribution of legitimacy to 
any of the MSP actors. To which actors and to which extent legitimacy is then actually granted as a 
result of the MSP, depends on the functioning of the MSP and the expectations people have of the 
state to begin with.  

 

Figure 22: Conceptual scheme research 

Thus, state legitimacy as a function of MSPs for service delivery is, in Burundi, attributed 
predominantly directly rather than indirectly. This is, we think, the case, because the service delivery 
outputs the MSP affects are, mostly, not considered the responsibility of the state. If people do not 
expect the state to arrange services directly (this is expected from the RCE and from „donors‟), the 
state will not be weighed on this account, and its legitimacy will thus not be affected much by changes 
regarding these matters. (This, it can be assumed, however, is tenable only as long as other actors do 
concern themselves with these matters: if there would be no actor working on WASH, the state would 
feel the general discontent in this regard, even if people might not consider it the designated actor to 
provide WASH services).  

This leads us to assess our final research proposition with partial assent:  

 Improvements in the access, coverage, quality or governance of basic services may contribute 
to the legitimacy of relevant state-institutions 

On first glance, the more successful the MSP, the more legitimacy participating state institutions 
accrue as a result of it (the Mwumba MSP was seen as most successful and also resulted in the most 
positive effect on state legitimacy). Nevertheless, the causality between these developments (output 
MSP and state legitimacy) is formed mainly by the role of the state in the MSP, as argued above. 

 

5.2. Policy Implications   

In generating recommendations on how to create or support service delivery MSPs to contribute to 
state legitimacy, a fundamental question poses itself: is the increasing of state legitimacy necessarily a 
desirable endeavor? There are many instances in which the state has become so entangled with a 
violent and/or predatory regime that contributing to its legitimacy might result in becoming an 
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i) MSPs 

 Input 

 Throughput 

 Output 

iii) State legitimacy 

 General and embedded  

 Process  

 Performance  

 International  
 ii) Basic services  

 Access 

 Coverage 

 Quality 

1 

2 
3 



68 
 

accomplice in its repression. But legitimacy does not per definition mean bolstering the status quo. 
State legitimacy can be increased by change as much as by confirmation. And while the introduction 
of new practices might degenerate the legitimacy of previous and replaced practices and actors, it 
could also boost the legitimacy of the state as a whole. Two things are of importance here, however. 
First, the above assumes an institutional approach of the state, while our research suggests that, in 
Burundi, people have a very personalized perception of the state. Second, this idea of legitimacy 
supposes a clear demarcation between state (the institutional framework through which governance is 
practiced); government (the current ruling institution); and ruling party (governing agent). Again, 
however, this seems far removed from the perception of the state in Burundi, where state and 
government are often (perceived as) one and the same thing. Other characteristics of state fragility or 
hybridity – such as regional variations in institutional organization and welfare; lack of resources and 
capacity; and lack of accountability – should also be taken into account when aiming to utilize MSPs 
to enhance state legitimacy of chronically illegitimate states.  

If we do decide on the desirability of enhancing state legitimacy through MSPs, it remains to be seen 
to what extent MSPs are a suitable instrument for state-building. Many authors argue that programs 
that focused deliberately on state institutions, helping them to improve their capacity credibility, have 
in the long run been most effective, suggesting that MSPs, in which the role of the state is a detail 
rather than a core priority, might not be the appropriate tool to influence state institutions (Vaux and 
Visman 2005:4). There are however few initiatives in post conflict states focused on capacity 
development of state institutions in the field of services. Moreover, in Burundi, where the state heavily 
relies on other actors to complement its performance and boost its legitimacy, MSPs are quite relevant 
instruments to impact legitimacy as reflected by our conclusions. 

Based on the Policy Implication Note Burundi presented to the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 
June 2011 (available through the author), below we posit several key dilemma‟s and implications for 
international donors engaging with MSPs for service delivery in Burundi. 

5.2.a. Regarding the functionality of MSPs: 

 MSPs can be both permanent structures and temporary vehicles for transition and 
development. This depends on the nature and objectives of the MSP in question. 

The project-resembling MSPs studied in Burundi, however seem inherently instrumental for both 
MSP actors and beneficiaries. More general, it can be assumed that when service delivery becomes a 
more self-evident availability in people‟s life, the need for and interest in direct involvement in service 
delivery mechanisms that MSPs provide will lessen among the population. 

 Initiation of MSPs should preferably follow a bottom-up dynamic. Yet local management and 
leadership of the MSP after initiation is even more important than bottom-up initiation. 

The MSP in Mwumba was initiated in a rather top-down fashion, with the benefit of a clear, and 
inspiring, motivation, but also resulting in quite rigid donor guidance. Nevertheless, during the 
implementation phase, local actors had a leading role. The MSP in Buhinyuza, on the other hand, 
originated in a bottom-up initiative that clearly established the relevance of the initiative, but once a 
request was send, agency shifted towards external actors. Thus bottom-up MSP initiation does not 
seem to ensure community prevalence, while top-down initiation does not seem to prevent it. Yet,  
Burundian respondents seem to favour a bottom-up dynamic, because they are convinced this allows 
beneficiaries to express their needs and leads to more social dialogue and consensus and thereby 
avoid duplication of efforts and degeneration of achievements. By and large, people are more 
comfortable with spontaneous MSPs than with implemented MSPs. In both case-studies, objectives 
were established before the MSP was assembled and reflected the concerns of the leading, external 
MSP actors more than those of the local actors. Bearing in mind people‟s preference for bottom-up 
initiation, it seems advisable to have local communities establish the general problem, then identify 
stakeholders and pull together an MSP and only then determine objectives. This could counter the 
hegemony of the institutionalized coalitions dominating MSPs.  

 The added value of MSPs is its potential to link tangible service delivery with capacity-
building and governance aims. This potential of MSPs for a comprehensive dual approach of 
service delivery is recognized by MSP actors, but it is not yet successfully utilized.  
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For both MSPs, the core objective was reached, but secondary objectives failed to materialize. This 
suggests that – specifically in a complicated coordination structure such as service delivery MSPs – a 
clear focus is a indispensable to achieve a satisfying output.  It is important to study to what extent the 
setting of objectives differs for MSPs and „traditional‟ development projects. Moreover, the 
inclusionary approach of MSPs is usually apprehended positively, but comes with a cost in terms of 
both finances and efficiency. MSP donors and actors should thus reflect on when MSPs have sufficient 
added value to justify potential extra costs. Rather than focusing on one core objective (on which all, 
or a majority of, participants attempt to agree) or on a broad set of objectives (reflecting the different 
priorities of different stakeholders) MSPs should function on two equally important central objectives 
evolving around governance of services and the building of local capacity on the one hand and 
practical service delivery on the other hand. 

 MSPs should specifically target a diverse set of stakeholders from various societal realms. 

The Mwumba MSP had a civil nature, whereas the Buhinyuza MSP was made up of predominantly 
public actors. Whereas the latter had the largest impact on state legitimacy, the former had a more 
positive impact on state legitimacy. It needs to be further explored to what extent this make-up in 
terms of actors determines the output and outcomes of the MSP. The envisioned division of roles 
within WASH MSPs in Burundi reflects expectations voiced during our interviews: public actors 
should coordinate and supervise; private actors should deliver; civil actors should empower; donors 
should facilitate. Interestingly, private actors were neither represented in our case-studies, nor 
mentioned as essential actors of successful MSPs (during validation sessions, private actors were 
described as most efficient, but were discussed as instruments for state delegation rather than partners 
in cooperative platforms). A further exploration of the potential role of private actors in service 
delivery MSPs thus seems necessary. The role of non-NGO civil society representatives, mostly 
churches, also deserves further attention. 

 MSPs should find a more explicit balance between institutionalization and flexibility by 
formalizing all components of the MSP, not just the externally funded ones. 

The MSPs under study were not really institutionalized as a whole (only parts of it were) which had 
considerable downsides (inequality among actors; a lack of visibility of the added value of the 
initiative). It might, however, also have helped retain focus on the outputs as well. The question is 
whether a more formal arrangement of interaction and decision-making increases the MSPs impact or 
merely diverts means to throughput that could have been devoted to output. 

 MSPs should devote more attention to developing their potential as a mediating entity among 
various levels of service delivery organization and implementation.  

MSPs currently predominantly position themselves horizontally, including crucial local stakeholders, 
but often neglect their possibilities to coordinate with and inform provincial and national institutions. 
The MSP in Mwumba has a significant regional outfall and follow-up, but lacked ties with national 
policy-making institutions. The Buhinyuza MSP functioned relatively isolated on the regional level, 
but had the potential to provide input to various national forums. The fact that MSPs, due to their 
attempted representativeness, provide microcosms of the broader service delivery sector has many 
advantages, but these advantages can only be optimally exploited if the MSP does not only have a 
local impact (on various societal sectors), but also a national impact (on policy-making institutions). 
Currently, there are too few channels to translate local lessons learned and local state legitimacy as a 
result of MSPs to the national level (and vice versa). It seems especially pertinent to national state 
legitimacy that (local) MSPs aim to establish connections with ongoing reforms such as PROSECEAU. 
The call for coordination and efficiency (avoiding overlap among state institutions and between state 
and non-state initiatives) reverberated throughout all our interviews and this is exactly the challenge 
informants expect the state to take up. Moreover, in many interviews, local and provincial state 
authorities took the opportunity to ask us to lobby with national or international actors.  

5.2.b. Regarding the impact of MSPs on state legitimacy 

 When aiming to positively impact state legitimacy through an MSP, the main focus should be 
on beneficiaries rather than donors. MSPs should accommodate the perceptions and 
accommodations of local stakeholders. 
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To determine which category to target if aiming to change perceptions of the state through an MSP, 
two things are important. First, which category of actors are most important to state legitimacy? From 
a democratic outlook, this would be beneficiaries/citizens – as a state should serve its people. From a 
pragmatic outlook, this would be MSP actors and donors – as these are the actors that determine 
potential future support to the state. Second, what target groups can actually be influenced by MSP 
practices in their appreciation of various state institutions? Beneficiaries are influenced by the MSP in 
their attribution of legitimacy, even if they do not know the ins and outs of the MSP. MSP participants 
change their appreciation of the state as a result of the MSP, but do not see the matter as particularly 
important. The perceptions of various categories of state institutions of national policy-makers, is 
affected by locally oriented MSPs only when they include nationally represented institutions (such as 
the PEA). External experts are influenced by the MSP in their perception of state institutions, but not 
importantly as they seem interested in the MSP for its functioning more than for its impact on the 
state. Donors are influenced, but predominantly through local partners. Taking citizen-based state 
legitimacy as the premises for donor policy vis-à-vis WASH MSPs means each MSP needs to start with 
an assessment what „the state‟ means to its stakeholders and which institutions and individuals are (or 
are not) associated with the state. In the same vein, an assessment of what makes a state legitimate 
according to these stakeholders (rather than defining legitimacy according to predetermined 
international criteria) needs to take place. 

Taking into account stakeholders‟ perceptions and expectations regarding WASH services (and the 
role of the state therein) also means that: 

 MSPs should first and foremost accommodate people‟s existing (process-oriented) 
expectations for state institutions in the realm of service delivery. They might also, however, 
stress the responsibility of the state of ensuring service delivery is present (either directly or 
through attracting and supervising other actors to do so). 

Informants prioritized process aspects of WASH service delivery, such as governance (maintenance 
and management) of water points, over performance aspects, like the construction of new water 
points. But only when a minimal performance threshold is met: “if there is no water; there is nothing 
to manage.” Beneficiaries expect the state to take a process-oriented role regarding WASH.  

Coherence between local and national approaches to WASH is essential for sustainable and efficient 
service delivery. On the local level, communal authorities function as the primary intermediary 
between beneficiaries and interveners and are held responsible for all development matters in the 
commune. Their inclusion in service delivery initiatives is broadly seen as a critical success factor, 
even if communal administrations need to take a more pro-active role towards WASH. While local 
state authorities tend to see MSPs as an opportunity to boost their image, national state 
representatives see MSPs as a threat to state legitimacy, because of non-state dominance in MSPs and 
a lack of MSP coordination with national institutions.   

 MSPs can be used to bridge gaps between local and national institutions. They should focus 
on including and affecting all categories of state institutions – local and national; 
(de)centralized and (de)concentrated. 

Our research suggests that the local decentralized state is most easily and most significantly impacted 
by service delivery MSPs. This does, however, not necessarily mean that MSPs should explicitly target 
communal administrations, but could also be explained as a need for MSPs to devote more attention 
to including and influencing decentralized and national state representation.  

 MSPs should address not only executive state institutions, but legislative/representative 
institutions as well. 

In the MSPs under study, only executive state representatives were included, while it might be 
worthwhile to also incorporate consultative institutions, particularly on the local level.  This was 
expressly suggested by informants from Buhinyuza who claim that the structure and convention for 
inclusion of the CCDC in development projects exists, but it often bypassed. Remedying this could 
help solve the tension between local state authorities and local CSOs as representatives of the 
population. It can also avoid the problem of hierarchy where chefs des collines feel accountable to their 
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communal administration more than to the population. Beneficiaries also emphasized they value the 
inclusion of their most local representatives, the „chefs of the ten households.‟  

 MSPs offer a particularly suitable context for the phasing out of donors.  

The role of donors in MSPs is important, the choice for either a more facilitative role as a rear guard or 
a direct, guiding role determines much of the throughput of the MSP. How the direct input of the 
donor in terms of knowledge, skills and resources most favourably impacts the state is open for 
discussion. In Mwumba, CARE focused on the insertion of knowledge and skills, while in Buhinyuza, 
UNICEF provided material and finances. In any case, a key issue concerning donor involvement is 
sustainability. Donor dependency is a prime symptom of – and has a significant impact on – fragility. 
MSPs, too, currently seem too dependent on external donors in terms of funding and organization to 
be considered sufficiently sustainable. By keeping MSPs for service delivery dependent on 
external/foreign actors state fragility is maintained, because the state is largely reliant on external 
interveners not only in the sense of practical performance, but also in the sense of legitimacy: if donors 
decide to pull out, which they can, theoretically, do at any moment and on which the state has no 
influence, the state loses one of its prime sources of legitimacy (the capacity to attract foreign capital 
and skills). Thus, MSPs should preferably (and regardless of its further main priority) aim to 
maximize the role of participating state institutions vis-à-vis external interveners – not merely to 
enhance state legitimacy, but to ensure MSP and service delivery sustainability. Humanitarian and 
development objectives need to be balanced carefully. Capacity building for local WASH actors can be 
an integral part of MSPs and donor exit strategies need to be part of MSPs from the start. The pashing 
out of donors also regards the division of roles between INGOs and bilateral donors. The roles of 
donors in service delivery need to be critically discussed and a clearer distinction between funder and 
broker is required.  

The concrete and demarcated context of an MSP, as well as its inclusion of multiple stakeholders, 
allows for a clear and gradual shifting of roles and responsibilities among MSP actors. Whereas in 
traditional and entirely donor-driven development projects, the retreat of a donor means the end of 
the project, MSPs allow for a less all-or-nothing solution. The role of the donor can be steadily scaled 
down while other MSP actors, preferable state institutions, get more intensively involved and take on 
additional roles. Hereby, roles within the MSP change, but the services delivery structure remains 
intact. While this transfer from NGOs to state can also be arranged nationally, it is likely to take place 
more efficiently and smoothly when situated in a specific program context. If we want MSPs to 
contribute to the phasing out of donors, a donor exit strategy needs to be an inherent part of the MSP 
set-up. If MSPs are used to decrease the involvement of donors, attention should be devoted to 
developing other sources of state legitimacy (rather than their receiving credit for „attracting‟ donors) 
or lessening donor dependency might go hand in hand with undermining state legitimacy.  

Two sub-implications of the advised focus on sustainability and local capacity can be that: 

o MSPs increase willingness to pay for services (in a way that benefits the state). 

Both MSPs have contributed to a willingness to pay among service beneficiaries, but in neither case 
this resulted in an increase in state legitimacy, because fee collection is arranged by the RCE. This 
seems a waste of opportunity to increase state legitimacy, but it is unclear how payment for services 
can be arranged in a way that includes the state and how MSP can impact such modes of payment. We 
therefore advise to take a pragmatic stance first work on increasing willingness to pay and only 
afterwards work on linking this increased willingness to pay to state legitimacy. Two core concerns 
need to be addressed in any case, however: a system of social solidarity needs to be developed to 
cover the needs of the exceptionally poor and beneficiaries need to be included in determining any 
tariff system. 

o MSPs challenge the personalized nature of state institutions and put explicit emphasis 
on structures and institutions 

Co-opting personal networks of individuals and organisations implicated in MSPs might benefit MSPs 
directly and investing in the positive conduct of individual state representative seems an efficient way 
to boost state legitimacy. In the long run, however, this might not be the case as such efforts require 
continuous repetition and reinvestment if functions change functionaries (more so than when 
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legitimacy is installed in an institution). In Burundi, one of the most significant aspects of state 
fragility is the interconnectedness between state, regime, government and party that results in an 
interdependency between political legitimacy and state legitimacy and leads to personified and 
paternalistic service delivery. A state that can efficiently and sustainably arrange for services (and thus 
ensure the human security of its citizens) supposes some distinction between state and party and the 
disconnection of service delivery and state legitimacy from politics.  

 

BOX 2: Concrete policy Implications for Donors engaging with WASH MSPs 

- Encourage stakeholder and context analyses as premises for all service initiatives and explore 
polling/survey and roundtable methods 

- Encourage communication skills and visibility of the state on all levels and develop good 
governance trainings for local authorities to improve their communication and conduct vis-à-
vis beneficiaries in addressing service related problems 

- Facilitate MSPs as an exchange platform for authorities and citizens and promote regular 
consultation and information sessions  

- Work with official state institutions as well as state-associated institutions and incorporate 
RCEs in MSPs and build RCE capacity 

- Encourage technical state services to transmit their state affiliation 

- Prioritise governance oriented interventions and help NGOs and RCEs provide water and 
build capacity of local state institutions to coordinate the WASH sector 

- Invest in a clear division of tasks within MSPs based on a stakeholder expectation survey and 
limit competition between state and non-state actors by making them interdependent in an 
MSP 

- Include private actors in MSPs and explore the potential of the Church to facilitate 
cooperation and mobilize beneficiaries 

- Balance (local) preferences for project funding with (national) requests for budget  support 

- Invest in getting national state authorities on board and promote a leadership of local 
authorities in MSP initiation 

- Support integration of communal development plans and national policies/ministerial plans 

- Use MSPs to explore modalities for the cost-recovery of services 

- Plan shifts of responsibility from international to local actors and build local capacity in the 
process 

 



73 
 

Literature and Sources 

 

Batley, R. 2004. “The politics of service delivery reform.” Development and Change 35:1:31-56. 
Berry, C., A. Forder, S. Sultan and M. Moreno-Torres. 2004. “Approaches to improving the delivery of 

social services in difficult environments.” PRDE Working Paper 3, UK Department for 
International Development.  

Boege, V., M. Brown and  K. Clements. 2009. “Hybrid Political Orders, Not Fragile States.” Peace Review 
21:1:13-21. 

Boshoff, H., W. Vrey and G. Rautenbach. 2010. The Burundi Peace Process. From civil war to conditional 
peace. Institute for Security Studies 

Brinkerhoff, D.W. 2005. “Rebuilding governance in failed states and post-conflict societies: Core concepts 
and cross-cutting themes.” Public Administration and Development 25:3-14. 

Burde, D. 2004. “Weak state, strong community? Promoting community participation in post-conflict 
societies.” Current Issues in Comparative Education 6:2:73-87. 

Call, C.T. and V. Wyeth (eds.). 2008. Building States to Build Peace. Boulder, Colorado: Lyenne Rienner. 
Chesterman, S., M. Ignatieff and R. Thakur. 2004. Making States Work: From State Failure to State Building. 

IPA Report. New York: International Peace Academy and United Nations University. 
Chrétien, J. 2003. The Great Lakes of Africa. Two Thousand Years of History. New York: Zone Books. 
Daley, P. 2006. “Ethnicity and political violence in Africa: The challenge to the Burundi state.” Political 

Geography. 25:657-697 
Deslaurier, C. 2003. “Le „Bushingantahe‟; Peut-il Réconcilier Burundi?” Politique Africaine 92:76-96. 
Fritz, V. A.R. Menochal. 2007. Understanding state-building from a political economy perspective. An Analytical 

and Conceptual Paper on Processes, Embedded Tensions and Lessons for International Engagement. 
Overseas Development Institute 

Ghani, A., C. Lockhart and M. Carnahan. 2005. State-building in fragile and conflict-affected conditions. 
www.effectivestates.org. 

Gilley, B. 2006. “The meaning and measure of state legitimacy: Results for 72 countries.” European Journal 
of Political Research 45:499-525. 

Hamann, R. And F. Boulogne. 2008. Partnerships and cross-sector collaboration. In R. Hamann, S. 
Woolman and C. Sprague (eds.) The Business of sustainable development in Africa. Human rights, 
partnerships, alternative business models. University of South Africa.  

Harisalo, R. and J. McInerney. 2008. “Welfare state: From dream to reality.” International Journal of Public 
Administration 31:10:1303-1326. 

Hemmati, M. 2002. Multi-Stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability. Beyond Deadlock and 
Conflict. London: Earthscan. 

Kaufmann, D., A. Kraay and M. Mastruzzi 2006. Governance Matters V: Governance Indicators for 1996-2005. 
World Bank Policy Research Department Working Paper No. 4012. 

Lealy, T. 1997. “Peasants, Local Communities, and Central Power in Burundi.” Journal of Modern Africa 
Studies. 34:4:695-716.  

Lim, C. and L. Rugwabiza. 2009. “A Shock Analysis of Burundi‟s Economy. The Financial Crisis and 
Other Shocks.” African Development Bank 

Menkhaus, K. 2007. “Governance without government in Somalia. Spoilers, state building, and the 
politics of coping.”  International Security 31:3:74-106. 

Migdal, J.S. 2001. State in society: studying how states and societies form and constitute one another. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press 

Moore, M. 2007. “How Does Taxation Affect the Quality of Governance?” Institute of Development 
Studies. 

Moreyra, A. and K. Wegerich. 2006. “Highlighting the 'Multiple' in MSPs: The Case of Cerro Chapelco, 
Patagonia, Argentina.” International Journal of Water Resources Development, 22:4:629-642. 

Multipart 2008. Multi-stakeholder partnership in post-conflict reconstruction: the role of EU. Theoretical 
and methodological framework and guidance for the project. [www.multipart.eu] 

Ndukimana, L. 2005. “Distributional conflict, the state, and peace building in Burundi.” Economics 
Department Working Paper Series. University of Massachusetts – Amherst. 



74 
 

Ngaruko, F. and J.D. Nkurunziza. 2000. “An Economic Interpretation of Conflict in Burundi.” Journal of 
African Economies. 9: 3:270-409.  

Ntsimbiyanbandi, L.E. and O.P. Ntakarutimana. 2004. Le Phénomène de la Societe Civile au Burundi. 
Bujumbura : Centre Ubuntu. 

OECD. 2008a. Concepts and Dilemmas of State Building in Fragile Situations, from fragility to resilience. 
OECD. 2008b. “Service Delivery in Fragile Situations. Key concepts, findings and lessons.” Journal of 

Development 9:3:3-54 
Papagianni, K. 2008. „Participation and State Legitimation‟, in: C.T. Call and V. Wyeth (eds.) Building 

States to Build Peace. Boulder, Colorado: Lyenne Rienner. 
Pierre, J. and G.B. Peters. 2000. Governance, Politics and the State. New York: St. Martin‟s Press  
Rosser, A. 2006. “Turnaround in fragile states: Introduction.” IDS Bulletin 37:2:1-13. 
Specker, L. and I. Briscoe with J.M. Gasana. 2010. “Early Economic Recovery in Fragile States – Case study 

Burundi: operational challenges.” Conflict Research Unit Clingendael Institute. 
Swyngedouw, E. 2005. “Governance innovation and the citizen: The Janus face of governance-beyond-

the-state.” Urban Studies, 42:11:1991-2006. 
Uvin, P. 2009. Life after Violence. A People’s Story of Burundi. London/New York: Zed Books 
Van der Haar, G. 2005. “Land reform, the State and the Zapatista uprising in Chiapas.” Journal of Peasant 

Studies, special issue Rural Chiapas ten years after the Zapatista uprising 32:3&4:484-507. 
Van Doorn, K. 2010. Decentralization and Post-Conflict Recovery. Local Governance in Gashikanwa, Burundi. 

Wageningen UR. 
Vaux, T. and E. Visman. 2005. “Service delivery in countries emerging from conflict.” Report for UK 

Department for International Development, Centre for International Cooperation and Security, 
Department of Peace Studies, Bradford University.  

Vermeulen, S., J. Woodhill, F. Proctor and R. Delnoy. 2008. Chain-Wide Learning for Inclusive Agrifood 
Market Development. A guide to multi-stakeholder processes for linking small-scale producers to 
modern markets. International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), UK and the 
Capacity Development and Institutional Change Program (CD&IC), Wageningen University and 
Research Centre, the Netherlands. 

Vigoda, E. 2002. “From responsiveness to collaboration: Governance, citizens, and the next generation of 
public administration.” Public Administration Review 62:5:527-540. 

Warner, J.F. 2006. “More Sustainable Participation? Multi-Stakeholder Platforms for Integrated Catchment 
Management.” International Journal of Water Resources Development 22:1:15-35. 

Watson, N. 2007. Collaborative capital: a key to successful practice of integrated water resources 
management, in J. Warner (ed.) Multi-stakeholder platforms for integrated water management. 
Hampshire: Ashgate, pp. 31-48.  

Willems, R., J. Kleingeld and M. Van Leeuwen. 2010. Connecting Community Security and DDR: 
Experiences from Burundi. Peace, Security and Development Network. 

Yin, R. K. 2003. Case study research. Design and Methods. Sage. 

 

Sources  
Documents MSP Mwumba  
AVEDEC and CARE. 2009. Proces verbal de remise des infrastructures sociales communautaires aux beneficiaires. 

Ngozi. 
AVEDEC-CARE. Accord de financement pour l‟annee 2010. Gitega: 2009. 
AVEDEC leaflet : „Amazi meza ni ubuzima‟ (l’eau potable c’est la vie) 
AVEDEC‟s Ntunkumire action plan 2009. 
AVEDEC‟s Ntunkumire budget 2009. 
Contrat de partenariat entre CARE International et AVEDEC. Bujumbura: 2010. 
Giesen, P. and J. Krijnen. 2011. Final Evaluation of CARE Nederland ‘Don’t exclude me’-program 2007-2010. 

Amsterdam and Geneva: KC Consulting. 
Journal parlementaire No. 007.  
MoI. 2002. Ordonnance ministerielle no 530/337 du 31/05/2002 portant agrement de l’association sans but lucratif 

denommee AVEDEC. Bujumbura. 
MoI. 2003. Cadre general de collaboration entre le ministere du developpement communal et l’ONG AVEDEC. 

Bujumbura. 
MEM-DGHER. 2009. Attestation de reconnaissance d’AVEDEC. Bujumbura 



75 
 

RCE Mwumba. 2010. iRepublika y-Uburundi. Intara ya Ngozi. Regie Communale de l’Eau. Komine Mwumba. 
Mwumba. (report RCE Mwumba July, August, September 2010). 

Website CARE NL: www.carnederland.org 
MoI. 2009. Ordonnance ministerielle no. 530/118 du 20-01-2009 portant agrement de l’association sans but lucratif 

denommee ‘regie communale de l’eau’ Mazi Meza – Bugendana. Bujumbura 
AVEDEC. 2008. Acte de cession des sources d’eau potable en Butihinda. Ngozi. 
AVEDEC. 2008. Proces verbal de remise definitive des infrastructures hydrauliques aux beneficiaires. Ngozi. 
AVEDEC-DAI. Protocole de collaboration et de gestion d’un equipment d’appui aux regies communales de l’eau de 

la zone d’intervention du programme pair.  
AVEDEC. Projet eau et assainissement dans la ville de Gitega. 
AVEDEC-PROTOS. 2008. Covention de mise en ouvre de l’action eau potable et assanissement a Gitega, Burundi. 

Gitega. 
Protocole de collaboration entre la regie communale de l’eau de Bugendana et l’association villageoise d’entraide et 

de developpement communautaire ‘AVEDEC’. 
Protocole de collaboration entre la coordination provinciale des regies communales de l’eau de Ngozi et AVEDEC. 
2008. Convention de partenariat entre la DGHER et AVEDEC. Bujumbura. 
2008. Protocole de collaboration entre la coordination provinciale des regie communales de l’eau de Gitega et 

AVEDEC. Gitega. 
 
Documents Mwumba 
PCDC Mwumba commune 2008 
UNFPA. 2010. Elaboration du CSLP-2 (power point presentation) 
2010. Presentation des Scores de Bien-etre 
 
Documents MSP Buhinyuza 
CPRCE map of the rehabilitated water system. 
INEA water coverage map Muyinga. 
PEA overview CPEs of rehabilitated water points. 
UNICEF. Plan du projet. 
Website UNICEF: www.unicef.com.  
9 PEA general code of conduct documents. 
 
Documents Buhinyuza 
UNFPA. 2010. Elaboration du CSLP-2 (power point presentation) 
2010. Presentation des Scores de Bien-etre 
 
Documents Burundi 
BINUB. 2010. Seventh Report of the Secretary General on the United Nations Integrated Office in 

Burundi.  
Economist Intelligence Unit. 2010. Country Report Burundi. 
GOB. 2005. Constitution de la République Burundi 
GOB. 2007. Burundi: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper. 
Human Rights Watch. 2009. Pursuit of Power: Political Violence and Repression in Burundi. New York. 
International Crisis Group. 2006. “Burundi: Democracy and Peace at Risk.” 
International Crisis Group. 2010. “Burundi: Ensuring Credible Elections.” 

United Entrepreneurship Coalition. 2010. Compulsory Appendix 1 Thematic Summary per Country. 
UN. 2007. Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding in Burundi. 
UNDP. 2009. Human Development Report. 
 
Documents WASH Burundi 
AWF. 2006. Formulation of Burundi Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) Plan. Appraisal Report.  
Castermans, Philippe. 2009. MDG Country Status Overview Burundi. 
PROSECEAU. 2010. Note d’Orientation (version 18-10-2010) Vers un Système de Gestion Durable de l’Eau 

Potable en Milieu Rural. Bujumbura. 



76 
 

Falisse, J. 2010. Participation communautaire at financement basé sur la performance. Comités de Santé et 
Associations Locales dans les provinces de Bubanza, Makamba, Muramvya, Mwaro, Ngozi en Rutana, 
Burundi. Cordaid. 

IRIN. 2006. “In-Depth: Running Dry: the humanitarian impact of the global water crisis. Burundi: poor 

management cripples water delivery.” 

Kagari, Joachim. 2010. Etude Portant sur le Niveau de Progrès d’Atteinte de l’OMD7 – Cible 10 au Burundi. 
Bujumbura: PROTOS. 

Manual des RCE. 1990.  
MEEATU. 2009. Politique Nationale de l‟Eau. Bujumbura. 
MEEATU. 2009. Rapport Sectoriel Eau et Assainissement 2009. Revue Annuele Conjointe du Secteur ‘Eau et 

Assainissement’au Burundi. 
MEM. 1990. Note d‟Instruction aux gouverneurs de province et administrateurs communaux sur 

l‟organisation du secteur de l‟approvisionnement du milieu rural en eau potable. Bujumbura. 
MEM. 1990. Statuts des Régies Communales de l’Eau. Bujumbura. 
Notz, Simone. 2009. Diagnostic organisationnel participatif du secteur de l‟eau et de l‟aissanissement au 

niveau des provices et des communes. Bujumbura: PROSECEAU. 
Politique Nationale de l‟Eau du Burundi. Mis en oeuvre de la politique de l‟eau. 2009. (power point 

presentation) 
Role des Administratifs dans le Secteur Eau Potable en Milieu Rural. 
Sinarinzi, Evariste. 2007. Les problématiques de gestion integree des resources en eau au Burundi. (power 

point presentation) 
Situation de l’Eau au Burundi. 
Stratut de la Régie Communale de l’Eau de Gasorwe. 
UN-HABITAT. 2007. Lake Victoria Region Water and Sanitation Initiative. Report on Mission to Burundi.  
USAID. 2006. Burundi: Water and Sanitation Profile. 
 
 



77 
 

Annex 1  Informants 

 

Meetings Exploration visit September 2010  

From 1 to 12 September 2010, in Bujumbura, we spoke about Burundi‟s WASH sector with 31 people 
representing major international organizations active in Burundi‟s WASH sector (GIZ; DED; Oxfam 
NL; Solidarités International; UNICEF; Welthungerhilfe; CICR; IRC); Burundian NGOs (ACORD, 
AVEDEC, OAG) and Burundi University; various other international organizations (Maastricht 
University‟s Graduate School of Governance; Impunity Watch; the World Bank); and independent 
consultants.  

 

Meetings September-November 2010 (the Netherlands) 

In September and November 2010 we met with Burundi experts from CICAM and KIT.  

 

Interviews and focus groups field work November-December 2010  

In November and December 2010, we interviewed 19 people about the MSP in Mwumba: 2 informants 
from AVEDEC; 2 informants from CARE Burundi; 2 informants from Mwumba‟s communal 
administration; 2 chefs des collines from Mwumba commune; 3 RCE representatives; 2 CPE presidents; 
2 kiosk managers; 1 regional DGHER representative; and 3 regional/sectoral development experts. 
We furthermore conducted two focus groups with a total of 22 beneficiaries of the MSP (with users of 
two different water kiosks). 4 Additional meetings were held with representatives of the Dutch 
embassy office in Bujumbura, provincial state officials and a Dutch consultant evaluating the 
Ntunkumire program. A provincial evaluation mission of the Ntunkumire program was also 
attended. In January 2010, the author conducted a final interview with a representative of CARE NL. 

In the same period, we interviewed 24 people about the MSP in Buhinyuza: 5 informants from the 
PEA; 4 informants from Mwumba‟s communal administration; 2 chefs des collines from Buhinyuza 
commune; 2 RCE representatives; 2 fontainiers; 1 regional DGHER representative ; 5 regional/sectoral 
development experts; 2 UNICEF representative; and 1 project evaluation mission team member from 
MEM. We also conducted four focus groups: 2 focus groups with CPE members (10 members 
representing two CPEs) and 2 focus group with MSP beneficiaries (with 20 users of two water points). 
One additional meeting was held with a consultant evaluating a Muyinga based decentralisation 
program. 

We also did interviews relevant to both MSP case-studies with 5 national policy-makers. 

 

Validation workshop April 2011 

A draft version of this report was subject to a validation workshop held with 40 participants in 
Bujumbura on 18 and 19 April 2011.  

 

 

 

Detailed information on respondents as well as a report of the validation workshop can be requested 
from the author via stel@msm.nl   
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Annex 2  Interview Protocol 

 

Below, the general interview protocol as presented in the working group‟s Research and Interview Protocol is offered. Note that, in the research in 
Burundi, this general interview protocol has been tailored to the Burundian context; adapted for each specific MSPs; and specified per target 
group. These specific protocols could not be included in the country report due to size restrictions, but can be requested via stel@msm.nl.  
 

A) ACCESS AND EFFECTIVENESS OF BASIC SERVICES: What is the quality and quantity of services consumed, and by whom? Are services delivered in an effective 

manner, responsive of needs and expectations? 

Questions Informant 

1. (Quantity) How much of service x do you get? Does this match your needs?  Target group 1 

2. (Regularity) What is the frequency of your access to service x? If irregular, what are factors contributing to this? 

3. (Price) How much do you pay for service x on a monthly basis? Do you feel this amount is appropriate?  

4. (Policy) Are you aware of government policies on service x? Which ones? How were you informed?  

5. (State institutions) What is your impression regarding state institutions involved in delivering service x? Are they more or less capable in shaping 
the practices surrounding the delivery of service x then other actors (NGOs; CSOs; entrepreneurs; criminals; rebels) involved? 

6. (Arrangements) What are the main (contractual) mechanisms through which people acquire or arrange access to service X? Have you heard of 
alternative arrangements regulating people‟s access to service x? 

7. (Access) Do all groups of people have equal access? If not, who not and why? Do all households or villages in the respective region have equal 
access? If not, who not and why? 

8. (Responsibility) Who is end-responsible for good service delivery? Why? Who should be end-responsible?  All target groups  

9. (Quality) In your opinion, what are the characteristics of a high quality service? Does this apply to service x delivered? 

10. (Problems) What sort of problems do you identify with the service? Who is, mainly, to blame for these problems? 

11. (Changes) Have you observed any recent changes in the delivery of service X? (in terms of quantity, quality, coverage or governance) Target groups 1,2 and 
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3 

12. (Recommendations) What are some recommendations for improvement you would like to make regarding the effectiveness of service delivery? 
What can state institutions, specifically, do to further these improvements? 

Target groups 1,2 and 

3 

B) INTERACTION BETWEEN SERVICE AND CONTEXT: How does the socio-economical, political and security context impact services?  

Questions Informant 

1. (Political and security context) How is the availability of service X influenced by the political context? And what about the security context? All target groups 

2. (Local governance) Do local state institutions and representatives do a proper job? Do you trust them? Do you feel represented?  

3. (Recent changes) Have recent changes in the political and or socio-economic situation affected the access to and the quality of service X? 

4. (Impact of context) What political and/or socio-economic factor has had the most significant negative impact on the delivery of service X? And the 
most positive? 

5. (Main service provider) What institution(s)/organization(s)/individual(s) assure that service x is delivered? Is this done in an (in)formal 
collaboration with others? Whom? How do you describe the capacities of the actor(s) responsible for the delivery of service X? 

6. (Ideal service provider)  What institution(s)/organization(s)/individual(s) should ideally assure that service x is delivered? How do you describe 
the capacities of the actor(s) you would like to take responsibility for the delivery of service X? 

C) ARRANGEMENTS AROUND SERVICES: What are the legal, political and quality arrangements between the service provider and the consumer?  

Questions Informant 

1. (Political cohesiveness services) Do state institutions act consistent regarding service delivery? Have you heard of differences in policy and 
practice concerning service x across regions or across governance levels (national; provincial; local)? If so, how do you perceive this? 

Target groups 2, 3, 4 

and 5 

2. (Legal mechanism) What legal mechanisms are put in place to assure a good quality of service delivery and protect consumers?  

3. (Compliance) Do service providers comply with such legislation? Why (not)?  Target groups 1, 3, 4 
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and 5 

4. (Claims) Have you heard of legal cases over poor service delivery?  If so, who was accused by whom? All target groups 

5. (Repare) What happens when a breakdown or malfunctioning is observed? Who repairs it? Are these reparations done in a satisfactory manner? 
Why (not)? 

Target groups 1, 2 and 

5 

6. (Responsibility) Who takes responsibility for malfunctioning of services? How?  

7. (Funding) How is the service being paid for? What financial and fiscal arrangements are put in place to raise funds that can be used for service 
delivery? Do you pay for such arrangements (taxes/fees)? Why (not)?  Is all money raised invested in service delivery? Why (not)? 

Target groups 2, 3, 4 

and 5 

8. (Capacity building) Has any sort of capacity building in the service delivery sector take place? What, by whom? With which results?  

9. (Public actions) What type of (public) actions have led to (public/state) policy changes? By whom, how many? All target groups 

10. (Communication) What tools and mechanisms exist to communicate and coordinate with users of service x and with providers? 

11. (Impact policy changes) Have the policy changes led to changes in the actual functioning of services? Which, how many? 

12. (Impact on state institutions) Has the MSP influenced the investments, planning and priorities of the state institution(s) involved? If so, how? 
For example: In terms of financial, material and human resources devoted to the specific service delivery? 

D) MSP ON SERVICE DELIVERY: Who and how are people/institutes that are involved in service delivery via the MSP? What are the key objectives or driving factors?  

Questions Informant 

1. (Initiation) How was the MSP process initiated? When? And by whom?  Target group 2 

2. (Goals) With what goal was the MSP initiated? What is the current main objective of the MSP? If the objectives have changed, how and why has 
this happened? 

3. (Decision making) Who (what individual, organization or institution) determines the direction (goals, agenda, strategies) of the MSP? How? 
Why? Has this changed over the years? If so, how and why? How do you perceive the role of the state institutions involved in the MSP regarding 
decision making and agenda setting? 
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4. (Consensus) Will a decision be based on consensus? Why (not)? Does this mean unanimity? 

5. (Scope) At what geographical/administrative level does the process operate? Why was the choice for this level made? 

6. (Functioning) How many times do the MSP participants approximately meet (per week/month/year)? What have been the most important 
concrete achievements of the MSP since its initiation? 

7. (Conflict management) Are there any agreements on how to deal with potential conflict that may arise between the MSP members? 

8. (Leadership) Who facilitates the MSP? What is the exact role of a facilitating body? Is this a formalized function? 

9. (Motivation) Why do you/does your organisation participate in the MSP? What do you hope to achieve through participating? Have your 
motivations changed since the initiation of the MSP? If so, how and why? 

10. (Role) What is your role and what are your responsibilities within the MSP? How and by whom has this been assigned to you? Has this role 
changed over the years? If so, how and why? 

11. (Input) What is according to you the most important resource or capacity you bring in to this process? Why this/these? 

12. (Inclusion) Is the group open in case the need arises for other stakeholders to be involved? Has such expansion of the MSP occurred? Are there 
any relevant stakeholders left out? 

13. (Obstacles) Are there any factors limiting you to get fully engaged in the process or the activities of the MSP?  

14. (State participation) Which relevant state institutes take part in or are associated with the MSP? How? Why do you think they participate? How 
do you appreciate the role they play? Does their involvement mean that the MSP is part of or connected to decision-making processes of state-
institutions? If so, which processes or institutions? 

15. (Openness) What type of information about the process is documented (e.g. budgets, objectives, plans, strategies)? Is it accessible to all actors? Is 
it externally accessible? 

16. (Capacity building) How does the MSP contribute to capacity building of its members? How are these capacities of use for service delivery? Is the 
capacity of state institutions involved increased? 

17. (Funding) How are the activities of this MSP funded? And by whom; for which activities; and to what extent?  

18. (Donor involvement) How do you appreciate donor involvement in the MSP? What impact does donor involvement have on service delivery 
external to the MSP that is arranged for by the state? What preconditions must be taken into account by external donors when funding service 
delivery? Why? 

19. (Achievement objectives) Which specific activities of the MSP have contributed most to the achievement of its overall objectives? What other 
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(unexpected) results are achieved by the MSP? 

E) LEGITIMACY OF STATE INSTITUTIONS: How do the outcomes of MSP service delivery have an influence on legitimacy of state institutions?  

Questions Informant 

1. (Service improvement) Do you think that the access to and the quantity and quality of the service has improved because of the work of the 
organisations active in the MSP? What elements of delivery have improved (e.g. quantity, quality, coverage, access, governance)? 

All target groups 

2. (Main benefactors) What actors internal or external to the MSP have done most to create these improvements in service provision? 

3. (Role state institutions) Do you see any changes in the role government institutions have played with regard to service delivery? If so, what 
changes? Why do you think these changes have occurred? Can you specify this for state institutions that are internal and external to the MSP? 

4. (Perception state institutions) A) Have the changes in the role government institutions played with regard to the access to and the quantity and 
quality of services given you a more positive or a more negative image of these government institutions? B) If state institutions were participating 
in the MSP, has their participation within the MSP given you a more positive or a more negative image of these institutions? 

5. (Effective state service delivery) Do you feel the involved state institutions have been able to improve their capacity to effectively organize 
services of a satisfactory level? If so, in what way? If not, what would be priority areas for capacity improvement? 

6. (Standards) Do you feel service delivery has become more in line with international standards? Why? In what respect? 

7. (International factors) Do you feel that state institutions involved in the delivery of service x make good use of international resources, channels 
and networks to improve service delivery? How do you perceive the international organisations these state institutions cooperate with and the 
international networks they  take part in? 

DONOR FUNDING OF SERVICES: What are the influences and impact of the funding policy and mandate of the donors involved in the MSP? 

Motivation: Why do you fund this MSP? (Explanation: Based on what criteria have you selected this MSP for funding?) 

Approval: From which local institutions does your organisation needs authorization to fund projects? 

Development mission: What is you organisation‟s development mission in this country? (Is your funding policy based on development or humanitarian considerations?) 
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Project mandate: What is your organisation‟s mandate for the MSP? (Do you facilitate the MSP and the project or do you merely fund it? Do you consider yourself a donor 

or a more comprehensive stakeholder?) 

Sustainability: What are your organisation‟s considerations regarding the sustainability of the MSP? (What do you do to protect the MSP project in terms of ensuring 

maintainability? How does your organisation contribute to or aim to overcome donor dependency dynamics? How is this reflected in your spending record?) 
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Annex 3  Legitimacy Schedule 

 

Each plus refers to an indicator positively affected by the MSP for the specific target group regarding the specific state institution, while each 
minus indicates an indicator for a specific legitimacy category that was negatively influenced by the MSP in question. 

 

Legitimacy  General/Embedded Process Performance International 

Target group ↓ 

1.User/ 
Beneficiary 
(4.5.a.i.) 

Local decentralized: + / + + - 
National centralized: + / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / + 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: + + / + + - - 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + / x 
National concentrated: x / + - 

Local decentralized: + - / + - 
National centralized: x / + 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: + / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

2.MSP actors (4.5.a.ii.) 

Implementers 
(CARE/AVEDEC and 
PEA) 

Local decentralized: + + / + - 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

Local decentralized: + + / - - + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + / + - 
National concentrated: x / + + 

Local decentralized: + - / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: - / x 

Local decentralized: x / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

RCE Local decentralized: + / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: + + - / - - + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + / + +  
National concentrated: x / + + - 

Local decentralized: + / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: x / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

Communal 
administration 

Local decentralized: + / + 
National centralized: x / - 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: - / + 

Local decentralized: + + / + 
National centralized: x / - 
Local deconcentrated: + / x 
National concentrated: x / + + 

Local decentralized: + / + 
National centralized: x / + 
Local deconcentrated: + / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: x / + 
National centralized: x / - 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / - 

CPRCE Local decentralized: + - / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

Local decentralized: + / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: x / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: x / - 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

3.National policy 
makers 
(4.5.a.iii.) 

Local decentralized: x / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

Local decentralized: x / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

Local decentralized: x / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

Local decentralized: x / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

4.Donor  Local decentralized: x / + Local decentralized: + / + Local decentralized: x / + Local decentralized: x / x 
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(4.5.a.iv.) National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / + 

National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

5.Non-MSP experts 
(4.5.a.v.) 

Local decentralized: x / + 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: x / x 

Local decentralized: + + / - 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: + + / + 
National concentrated: x / + - 

Local decentralized: + - / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: - / x 
National concentrated: x / - 

Local decentralized: + - / x 
National centralized: x / x 
Local deconcentrated: x / x 
National concentrated: + / x 

 

+ = legitimacy increased               ++ = legitimacy increased significantly 
- = legitimacy decreased               -- = legitimacy decreased significantly 
x = no impact on legitimacy 

Green = Mwumba MSP / Blue = Buhinyuza MSP 

Local decentralized = communal administration (participated in MSP) 

National centralized = national representative state institutions (government; parliament; senate) 

Local deconcentrated = CPRCE (participated in MSP) 

National concentrated = primarily PEA (but also other national water-related state institutions, like DGHER-MEM and 

MEEATU) 

Figure 23: Various categories of legitimacy impacted for various target groups regarding various state institutions as a result of both MSPs 

 

 


