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Since the 1990s or even earlier, many countries across the world 
have initiated reforms in health sectors to improve national health 
systems [1-3]. Decentralisation, a mechanism in health system 
reform, has emerged as ‘a demand for the strengthening of political 
and administrative leadership’ [4]. World Bank [5] analysed the 
dynamics of decentralisation between service users (clients), citizens 
(people) and systems-by making services closer to the people, making 
government closer to citizens and making government closer to 
services. Decentralisation is also the process of bringing governments 
closer to people [6], using the argument that ‘a representative 
government works best the closer it is to the people’ [7]. In this respect, 
one can argue that stronger and more empowered local authorities 
means making decisions and utilising appropriate resources, without 
much intervention from central government to bring lasting change to 
people’s health and wellbeing through formulating ‘rationale’ policies 
in practice [8,9]. 

Wollmann [4] highlights that reforms are often triggered by two 
attributes: first, local decision-making processes have consistently been 
criticised due to poor accountability and transparency-‘democratic 
deficit’; second, local governments have failed to address wider socio-
economic political and environmental contexts-‘performance deficit’. 
This relates to the wider debates about the ‘new forms of governance 
and decision-making away from central states’, especially upwards to 
supranational organisations (for example, the European Union) and 
downwards to regional bodies [10]. The centralised government model-
the degree to which regulations follow the ‘command and control’ 
approach-is irrespective of the level at which they are implemented 
(i.e., local or national). Alesina and Spolaore [11] argue that modern 
governance should include dispersion across multiple centres of 
authority. This issue has been debated between consolidationists and 
fragmentationists [10,12]. There is, however, a general consensus that 
decisions on a variety of public services, including health services and 
planning, are better taken locally [10]. But how should authority be 
organised and for whom? Should the numbers of jurisdictions for each 
area (urban or rural) be limited, and perhaps be reduced to a single 
unit, or several (overlapping) units, to increase public service choice 
and flexibility? [10,13-15]. One response to the diffusion of authority 
has been to stretch established concepts over the new phenomenon 
[10]. Several authors have applied a power sharing approach among 
and within the states, and international scholars are extending theories 
of international regimes to include diffusion of authority within states 
[10].

At the same time, another response has emerged, often referred to 
as multi-level (or multi-tiered) governance. Ex-European Commission 
President Prodi, for example, has called for more effective Multi-
Level Governance (MLG) in Europe [16]: ‘The way to achieve real 
dynamism, creativity and democratic legitimacy in the EU is to free the 
potential that exists in multi-layered levels of governance’. The notion 
of MLG is that the actors involved would contribute to making it work 
successfully, in line with their capacities and capabilities [10,17]. Though 
the concept of MLG has evolved from studies of the EU, it can still be 
applied to many developing countries, such as Vietnam, India, Nepal 
and Zambia, where there are also different tiers of government, central, 
regional, district and community and decentralisation is a continuous 

negotiation among such nested governments to effect policy planning, 
management and collective decisions [18-22]. While some argue that 
MLG is ‘an alternative to hierarchical government, others view policy 
networks as being nested in formal governments’ [10,23,24]. Rhodes 
[23] work on governance also suggests the involvement of a range of
actors beyond central and local government. However, there is little
agreement about jurisdictional design questions of ‘for whom’ and
‘how’.

Since the 1990s, decentralisation of public services has been 
envisioned as an essential constituent of democracy [10]. The primary 
aim of decentralised governance is to ‘promote good governance, 
strengthen pluralistic democracy, and reduce poverty’ and inequality 
by giving maximum power distribution to local authorities in bottom-
up planning and decision-making, through developing consensus 
between and among the centre, region and district (vertically), as well 
as within the district and sub-district organisations; that is, education, 
health and agriculture services (horizontally) [25]. The RDF [25] report 
highlights that exercising power at different levels local authorities 
or institutions is a powerful way to deliver public services to local 
communities through fostering participatory or collaborative planning 
and development. Therefore, following Hooghe and Marks [10], the 
development of MLG, with logical and consistent health policy and 
planning, might improve health services not only by articulating 
appropriate tiers of government, but also by developing comprehensive 
governance capacities linking institutional reform, administrative 
changes and increased autonomy at different levels to make the service 
effective.
References
1. Stingl M, Wilson DM (1996) Efficiency Versus Equality: Health Reform in 

Canada. Fernwood Publishing, Canada.
2. Mwale G (1999) Health reform in Zambia. Int Nurs Rev 46: 156-157. 
3. WHO (1978) Primary health care: report of the International Conference on 

Primary Health Care, Alma-Ata, USSR.
4. Wollmann H (2008) Reforming local leadership and local democracy: the cases 

of England, Sweden, Germany and France in comparative perspective. Local 
Government Stud 34: 279-298.

5. The World Bank (2004) World Development Report 2004: Making services 
work for poor people. 

6. Hadenius A (2003) Decentralisation and democratic governance: experience 
from India, Bolivia and South Africa. Stockholm, Sweden.

7. Stigler G (1957) The tenable range of functions of local government in US 
congress joint economic committee. Washington, DC: Federal expenditure 
policy for economic growth and stability government printing Office. 

University of Bedfordshire, UK

*Corresponding author: Krishna Regmi, University of Bedfordshire, LU2 8LE, 
UK, E-mail: Krishna.regmi@beds.ac.uk 

Jo
ur

na
l o

f P
rim

ary
Healthcare: Open Access

ISSN: 2167-1079

Primary Health Care: Open Access

http://books.google.co.in/books/about/Efficiency_Versus_Equality.html?id=WyxtAAAACAAJ&redir_esc=y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10569149
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/9241800011.pdf
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03003930701852344
http://econ.worldbank.org/external/default/main?pagePK=64165259&theSitePK=469372&piPK=64165421&menuPK=64166093&entityID=000333038_20100811000458
http://www.worldcat.org/title/decentralisation-and-democratic-governance-experiences-from-india-bolivia-and-south-africa/oclc/790380314?referer=di&ht=edition


Citation: Regmi K (2012) Multi-Level Governance: An Approach to Reform Decentralised Primary Healthcare Services. Primary Health Care 2:e107. 
doi:10.4172/2167-1079.1000e107

Page  2  of 2

Volume 2 • Issue 4 • 1000e107Primary Health Care
ISSN: 2167-1079 PHCOA, an open access journal

8. Stephens GR (1974) State centralisation and the erosion of local autonomy. 
The Journal of Politics 36: 44-76.

9. World Health Organisation (1995) Decentralisation and health systems change: 
a framework for analysis. revised working document. Geneva, WHO.

10.	Hooghe L, Marks G (2003) Unraveling the Central State, but how? Types of 
Multi-level Governance. American Political Science Review 97: 233-243.	

11. Alesina A, Spolaore E (1997) On the number and size of nations. Q J Econ 
112: 1027-1056. 

12.	Bache I, Flinders M (2005) Multi-level governance relations in German and EU 
regional policy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

13.	Ostrom E (1972) Metropolitan reform: Propositions derived from two traditions. 
Social Science Quarterly 53: 474-493.

14.	Judge D, Stoker G, Wolman H (1995) Theories of urban politics. Sage, London.
15.	Lowery D (2000) A transactions costs model of metropolitan governance: 

Allocation versus redistribution in urban America. J Public Adm Res Theory 
10: 49-78.

16.	European Commission (2001) Enhancing democracy: a White Paper on 
governance in the European Union. Brussels. 

17.	Prodi R (2001) After the reform: a future strategy for Europe as a whole. 

Speech delivered on the International Bertelsmann Forum ‘Europe without 
Borders’, Berlin.

18.	Elazar DJ (1987) Exploring federalism. University of Alabama Press, 
Tuscaloosa.

19.	Hooghe L (1996) Cohesion policy and European integration: Building multi-
level governance. Oxford University Press, USA.

20.	Oates WE (1999) An Essay on Fiscal Federalism. Journal of Economic 
Literature XXXVII: 1120-1149.

21.	Benz A (2000) Two types of multi-level governance: Intergovernmental relations 
in German and EU regional policy. Regional & Federal Studies 10: 21-44.

22.	Peckham S, Exworthy M, Powell M, Greener I (2005) Decentralisation as an 
organizational model for health care in England. London, SDO.

23.	Rhodes R (2000) New politics of British local governance. In: Stoker G, 
Forward. Basingstoke, MacMillan. 

24.	Peters BG, Pierre J (2001) Development in intergovernmental relations: 
towards multi-level governance. Policy Polit 29: 131-135.

25.	Rural Development Foundation (2005) Sector devolution strategy. Nepal Rural 
Development Foundation.

http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract;jsessionid=69EC25EB80BF248DA77186080649F4EB.journals?fromPage=online&aid=6143728
http://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/61132
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=152175
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/2951265?uid=3738256&uid=2129&uid=2&uid=70&uid=4&sid=21101015481623
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=EJ075424&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&accno=EJ075424
http://books.google.co.in/books?id=bJtBOSUK3oEC&dq=Theories+of+urban+politics&source=gbs_navlinks_s
http://jpart.oxfordjournals.org/content/10/1/49.abstract
http://books.google.co.in/books?id=U1buAAAAMAAJ&q=Exploring+federalism.+Tuscaloosa&dq=Exploring+federalism.+Tuscaloosa&source=bl&ots=sIeUfxCAWG&sig=UN6I_VLb-cev_-wieiFYsCgfesM&hl=en&sa=X&ei=K_hBUMOvII3qrQfS64CgBA&ved=0CC0Q6AEwAA
http://books.google.co.in/books?id=O1U-BgbrmjQC&dq=Cohesion+policy+and+European+integration&source=bl&ots=HFsHjKA-tz&sig=ZxaOD8U4EToERJKOqvfwloafI10&hl=en&sa=X&ei=1vhBUJiCEc_irAfkjIHABA&ved=0CC0Q6AEwAA
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/2564874?uid=3738256&uid=2129&uid=2&uid=70&uid=4&sid=21101015481623
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13597560008421130
ftp://ftp.cs.kun.nl/pub/ucm/Leonardo/Course 2 - WFD/Chapter 6 - Organisation %26 Participation/Learning Unit 6.2 multilevel governance %26 cross-border cooperation/reference/Peters%26Pierre_01_towards multilevelgovernance.pd

	Title
	Corresponding author
	References



