


Bridging the Gap: Integrating Participatory Planning and Area Based Development for Effective, Inclusive, and Equitable Local Development in Tanzania

ABSTRACT 
Planning at its initial stage is always targeting in nature. Geographical targeting of development interventions or plans mainly adopted to ensure effectiveness of the plans on delivering the anticipated deliverables to the targeted groups within the manageable context. It is this view that gave the rise of Area Based Developments (ABDs) with the aim of localizing developments with reflections of the local contexts. Localization seen as the means to bring the public sector close to the people by transforming the sector to be more inclusive, equitable or adaptive and gaining self-redefinition of development at the grassroots levels.  Despite of this essence, the practicability of inclusive ABDs remains questionable. Through a critical literature review, this paper cited SAGCOT as the case study to highlight how ABDs remains as the developed development blueprints that lacks local communities’ appreciation and views. With the aid of citizen participation ladder, this paper found that, involvement of the local communities in SACGOT program from planning through implementation phase was of consultative in nature that belongs into the lowest rungs of the ladder. The key finding was bolded through critical analysis of four themes namely; land consolidation and eviction, SAGCOT and smallholder farmer’s realities, exploitative contract farming, and underrepresentation in partnership. The aforementioned themes depict the effects and even possible causes of the abandonment of an initial blueprint of the program. Further it was found that, for ABDs to be pro-human and to achieve the anticipated planning goals requires an effective participation of the local communities for proper development contextualization, inclusive and equitable distribution of planning gains, as well as effectiveness and efficiency of the ABDs. Despite the fact that ABDs theoretically are participatory in nature, but the effectiveness of the ABDs models requires a sound political ecology of planning that enhance political willingness, institutional autonomy, and redistribution of power. Therefore, this paper call for the need of developing a clear planning and practical model for effective integration of Participatory planning and ABDs approaches that takes into account democratic governance in the planning profession.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The literature exhibits that, in the 21st Century two major forces of globalization and localization will be shaping the world in which development policies will be defined. Localization has been proclaimed as the desire for self-determination and the devolution of power. In the context of this paper, localization will adopt the definition provided by Boex (2023), which referred it as engagement by the central government of local governments and other subnational actors in pursuing inclusive governance and sustainable development. The essence of localization is bringing the public sector close to the people by transforming the sector to be more inclusive, equitable or adaptive and gaining self-redefinition of development at the grassroots levels.  
Since its inception, planning perceived as the means for optimum utilization of limited resources on making the world a better human’s habitat. This profession has one ultimate goal of ensuring that the needs of the people are adequately met. While the major challenging part of planning is meeting peoples’ needs with the limited resources at hands, targeting approaches to planning enables efficiency and effectiveness of different interventions on meeting its pre-defined ends. 
Targeting strategies or approaches to planning described as decision making about ‘who to target’ and ‘why’, as well as mechanisms to screen potential beneficiaries and identify those who are eligible (Sabates-Wheeler, Hurrell & Devereux, 2014; Slater & Farrington, 2009). Through geographical or area targeted strategies the governing bodies and development actors localize global and national development strategies. In practice, geographic targeting typically constitutes one of the first levels of targeting of any intervention (Garcia & Moore, 2012). 
Geographic targeting strategies in different literatures have been synonymously as Area Based Development strategies (Santini et. al., 2012; Atkinson and Zimmermann, 2018), neighborhood planning (Grander et. al., 2022), Area-based initiatives (ABIs) (UNDP 2025; Atkinson and Zimmermann, 2018), and integrated area development planning (Cameron et.al, 2004). Since the focus of the current article dwells on Area Based Developments (ABDs), the identified concepts will be held relevant and will be applied interchangeably as long as the prescription is geographical target oriented. 
ABDs on its conception it’s not a new concept. According to UNDP (2025), UNDP first embraced this approach in the late 1980s in Central America and was widely applied throughout the 1990s, often in post-conflict contexts. Area-based initiatives (ABIs) emerged in the 1980s and 1990s as a new policy tool in the context of urban regeneration in various European countries (Atkinson and Zimmermann, 2018). However, it is difficult to say exactly when ABIs first emerged as policy instruments as there were initiatives that could be classified as ABIs in the UK in the 1960s and in France in the 1980s (Atkinson and Zimmermann, 2018). Mingione (1996) highlighted that the wider application of ABIs across Europe was the result of a new discourse on urban poverty associated with the growing recognition of a new form of urban social exclusion during the 1990s. Atkinson and Zimmermann (2018) identified key characteristics of ABDs which are;
· Partnership and co-governance between public and private social service providers and departments of local government. 
· Territorial or place-based approach, that is, a concentration of resources within a functional space. 
· Participation of citizens (in part following the communicative turn in planning). 
The focus of the current paper aligns with the third characteristic in which experiences in the implementation of ABDs showed that civic networks existed in many neighborhoods were not always considered a valuable resource by professional social service providers (IfS, 2004; Zimmermann, 2010). The highlighted experience is concomitant with the argument that, most of geographical targeting initiatives are strategic and are conventional in nature whereby professionals, elites, and technocrats control the planning act. 
The key rationale for ABDs is that deprivation is geographically concentrated whereby deprivations are greater in small and remote geographical areas. Therefore spatial focus allows for tailored strategies that address the unique challenges and opportunities in the area. This aligns with different arguments grounded on interconnectedness of area based challenges with structural forces that requires merging macro and micro-perspectives as the key foundation for addressing different socio-economic, political, and cultural issues in the deprived areas.
Acquisition and integration of the micro-perspectives of specific area challenges is critical for contextual understanding of the area and this is only possible through embracing participatory planning approaches and methodologies within the ABDs. Among the crucial factors for failures of most of development plans is Theory versus Practice gap. The gap keep widening as what is ought to be during the course of planning, practical experiences depicts the divergences. This also is a notable case for most ABDs based planning which theoretically is inclusive and participatory, albeit the literature has painted its ignorance on this aspect during the implementation phase (Oates et. al., 2024; Nikuze et. al., 2020). Therefore it’s this gap that invited the current paper to envision how the synergy of participatory planning and ABDs would leads to not only effective development planning, but also leads to equitable, inclusive, efficient, and sustainable developments. 
The governments and other development organizations pioneered the new concept of participatory planning in their planning process as the means also to improve relevancy, effectiveness, efficiency and even sustainability of their plans. Various scholars (Arnstein, 1969; Lauria & Slotterback, 2020; Faludi, 1973; Friedmann, 1973; and Chambers, 1997) played a greater role in championing this new paradigm of planning. The literature exhibits that among the filliping factors for participatory planning is decentralization reforms that seeks to bestow local governments with more responsibilities and makes them more accountable to their citizens. This concurs with the conception drawn in this paper on localization of development frameworks through decentralization as it conveys people close to their governments. Through localization of developmental interventions, the role of public participation reduced to legitimization and validation of planning goals. 
Being depicted from the literature that participation is the challenging phenomenon in most ABDs, the objective of this paper is to highlight necessity of mainstreaming participation into ABDs citing Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) as the case study. Before proceeding it’s essential to shed the light on the key theoretical frameworks that will guide analyses of participatory planning, ABDs, their synergy, and its relevance in addressing developmental challenges through ABIs.



2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS
In general, planning theory suggests two options; celebrating differences in order to keep debate completely open; and reconciling differences in order to improve understanding among varying perspectives (Allmendinger, 2002). On both options as Connel (2023) held, the essence of planning is, differences is not a basis for rejection, rather it is or can be the basis for discovering and confirming meaning. This affirms that planning is all about weigh-up alternatives in relation to the demands or confronting challenges as well as resources at hand on decision making manner. On such affirmation different scholars embraced the collaborative planning theory (CPT) with the view that planning is collaborative, multi-actor, and context-sensitive process.
Emerging from Habermas’s theory of communicative action, CPT became dominant in the 1990s and early 2000 (Friedmann, 1987; Healey, 1997; Innes, 1996 & Innes and Booher, 2010) emphasizing participatory planning with consensus as an ultimate goal of the planning process. Thus, the ideal argument of collaborative planning (CP) is viewing planning beyond traditional Rational Comprehensive Planning (RPC) to embracing democracy within planning as its core value. 
Through participatory and democratic governance of planning course, CPT more specifically is characterized with mutual construction of interests and knowledge, respect for all stakeholders, and reflective capacity. All of these support argument drawn by Healey (1996) that CP is fundamentally inclusive. CP received a number of critics with regards to its core tenant of democratic and inclusivity of the planning process. The critics highlight the complex challenges facing CP and even positioning ABDs being questionable to its core value of development localization.  
For instance Peric (2024) pointed out that, implementing democratic urban planning faces multifaceted challenges stemming from both macro-level global trends and micro-level local dynamics. The macro-level covers national and global structural forces while the micro-level challenges covers the ones that stems from the target (local) place ranging from community needs to power relations among the community members, and other stakeholders. Deficiencies at both levels are the key driving forces that influence planning process from the design through its implementation on its designated geographical boundaries or ABDs.
While CPT argues that effective planning outcomes emerge when affected communities are genuinely involved in shaping policies that influence their livelihoods, the depth of citizen involvement can vary significantly within participatory discourse. Arnstein’s (1969) “Ladder of Citizen Participation” remains a valuable analytical metaphor for understanding these variations. Arnstein’s ladder identifies eight rungs ranging from non-participation (manipulation and therapy), through degrees of tokenism (informing, consultation, placation), to degrees of citizen power (partnership, delegated power, and citizen control). Under CPT the higher rungs of the ladder align closely with the ideals of deliberation, empowerment, and shared governance. Conversely, the lower rungs reflect consultative or symbolic participation, which marks passive citizen participation.
Thus, this study uses collaborative planning theory, informed by Arnstein’s participation continuum, to assess how the SAGCOT program operationalized inclusiveness and participation in practice. It particularly examines whether local communities were genuine collaborators or merely consulted participants in the planning and implementation processes. 
3. METHODOLOGY 
This paper employs a critical literature review methodology to examine empirical evidences on potentiality of participation within the ABDs citing SAGCOT as the reference point. Critical literature review explained by Carliner (2016), as a detailed review method that permit the literature reviewer to review, critique, evaluate critically and synthesize literature that is representative of the area under review. Since that, critical review focuses on interpretive synthesis of empirical findings, identifying key debates, contradictions, and gaps in the literature (Grant & Booth, 2009), the key findings of this paper are grounded on these aspects. Relevant literature was retrieved through Google scholar database. 
The Google scholar data base was chosen based on recommendation from various scholars who recommend it on the basis of being extensive, comprehensive and open access (Jalali & Wohlin, 2012; Mpofu, 2021; Xiao & Watson, 2019). The key words used during searching were participation, participatory planning, area based initiatives or interventions, neighborhood planning, SAGCOT, area targeted planning, development strategies and local community development. The use of key words, and prior skimming reading on abstracts, and conclusions was useful in narrowing down (deciding what to include and exclude). The retrieved literatures were critically analyzed to identify the possible outcome of SAGCOT initiative if power was real vested to the local communities. Critical analysis complemented with the use of thematic and narrative analyses to ensure that key contradictions are adequately synthesized. Thematic and narrative analyses were done without rigorous procedures as critical review methodology allows in-depth interpretation over rigid procedural protocols.  The employed approach concurs with Mpofu (2021), who argued that critical review is semi-systematic in nature. 
4. AN OVERVIEW AND FINDINGS OF SAGCOT PROGRAM 
In 2010, Tanzania launched the Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) an investor-based agricultural growth strategy and Private Public Partnership (PPP) designed to implement the national Kilimo Kwanza (Agriculture First) policy and promote agricultural commercialization (SAGCOT, 2011; Scherr et al., 2013). As a policy for agricultural development and modernization, SAGCOT has largely relied on the promotion of agribusiness investments as a catalyzing force, and also attracted international business partners in the sector, such as YARA (Tups & Dannenberg, 2021). However, more than halfway to 2030, various evaluative and scholarly studies, highlighted the dissonance between the policy vision of promoting large corporate nucleus farms and its achievements been largely abandoned (Sulle, 2020; Pauline et al., 2023).
Development models based on parallel existence of Large-Scale Agricultural Investments (LSAI) in Tanzania is not a new phenomenon. The history can be traced back to colonialism and post-colonial eras. The empirical evidences shows that, despite of other contributing factors for massive failures of such developmental models is acting on local knowledge ignorant. For instance, during colonial era, both Illiffe (1979), and Coulson (1977) acknowledged that groundnut scheme led by agricultural expertise viewed the local population as a nuisance and sought to establish the scheme on ‘empty land’ without questioning why these lands were not favored by local farmers.
This history aligns with the view that, SAGCOT programs took a conventional planning approach in which the technocrats and planners at different levels took the responsibility to plan and implement the program with little or without the views from the local communities on what really matters to their geographical areas termed as the development corridors. This view is supported by previous scholarly works who criticized the design, introduction, consultations and decision making processes of SAGCOT which preceded in a top-down manner with high level elite, and political buy-in  rather than via broad consultations and inclusive designs (Pauline et.al, 2023; Tanzania Natural Resources Forum (TNRF), 2012; West and Haug, 2017).
The literature exhibit that the failures of the initial SAGCOT blueprint plan to meet its key performance indicators in different aspects including establishment of small, medium and large agricultural investments in the area is attributable to the exacerbated non-inclusive top-down planning approach. Among the weaknesses identified by various evaluators and scholars with regards to attainment of the desired ends of the program, is the failure to accommodate the local communities’ needs and means to realize the contextualized developments. SAGCOT has attracted heavy criticism from a number of NGOs, civil society groups, and academics, who viewed it as a vehicle to marginalize smallholder livelihoods, impoverish rural communities, and exploit the environment (Oxfam, 2014). This weakness has led to the resistant from the local community on the implementation phase of the program. Some of the perceived resistant or narratives with significant relation to this weakness includes; 
4.1 Land consolidation and Eviction 
According to Bluwstein et al., (2018), investments in large-scale and commercial agriculture can have serious negative impacts on smallholder farmers, leading to the land alienation of rural population and new manifest of social differentiation. Various scholars viewed SAGCOT as possibly the largest land grab in the history of the country as many smallholder farmers are evicted from their land in favor of international companies not (adequately) compensated, and exploited (Chung, 2021; Mdee et al., 2021;Schopp, 2023; Sulle, 2021). Concerns of land grabbing in the favorite of large-scale investors within SAGCOT corridors have been highlighted to pose resistance from local farmers and pastoralists, and even failure of the anticipated outcomes of the program (Nelson et al., 2012; West and Haug, 2017; Boudreaux, 2012). For instance Sulle (2020) found that, in Songea and Rufiji clusters, there were large-scale land acquisitions which associated with direct or indirect displacement of rural communities.
Land ownership and acquisition tension between the local communities and the investors within the corridors not only led to the delay of implementation of the SAGCOT blueprint but also has high negative impacts to local communities. Since that the program took a conventional approach as proclaimed, the assumption of available plenty free land was a misconception, without knowing the realities on the ground. Most of parts of the land under village authority as per country’s land acts were under customary and traditional land uses rights. For instance in Morogoro, the new established Mkulazi estate has blocked grazing routes and this exacerbates land-use conflicts among the pastoralists and other land users.
4.2 SAGCOT and smallholder farmer’s realities 
Various scholars questioned agriculture transformation under modernization discourse in relations to its compatibility to the smallholder farmer’s realities on the ground. Kweka and Ouma (2020) argued that, both modernization and transformation are rooted in western ontologies and therefore a result of intellectual colonialism that influences both western and local experts. Also Lala et.al, (2023), analyzed smallholder farmer’s narratives about agriculture development and their visions of their ideal future farms, and found that the prevailing narratives and visions are not compatible with the ideas of SAGCOT under modernizing agriculture discourse. 
To analyze this aspect, Schopp (2023) highlighted three types of values that are useful in analyzing human relationship with nature; namely utility value (nature having functional use for humans); relational value (human values the nature for aesthetic symbolic, spiritual, and emotional uses) and intrinsic value (moral obligations towards nature). These values seem crucial with regards to agriculture modernization and transformation strategies as the ecosystem is to be disturbed by one way or another. For instance local farmers has their own strategies on the ground to meet the demand of the changing society (Kweka & Ouma, 2020) this is related to utility value; climate change adaptation strategies (Shikuku et.al, 2017) can also be related to relational value; and agriculture practices in relation to nature (Schopp, 2023) which relates to the whole set of the values. The analysis implies the high need of integrating local knowledge into development policies and strategies as its valuable on sustainability, equity, and for realization of the program’s strategic goals. 
This contention concur with other researchers’ arguments on agriculture modernization that it does not specifically address the challenges of smallholder farmers and policy frameworks are dominated by an Aid-driven donor discourse that favor commercial interests (Mdee et.al, 2021; Birner and Resnick, 2010; and Mdee et.al., 2018). A clear example is the findings drawn by West and Hang (2016), who found that, smallholders living near Kilombero Plantations Limited (KPL) will not apply System of Rice Intensification (SRI) methods unless they are able to meet their household needs and preferences and produce profits; and it is not necessarily easy to apply Agrica Green Growth (AGG) investments in ways that lead to the desired social, economic, and environmental outcomes. Inability of the local communities to adopt the introduced modern agriculture techniques under SRI and AGG is due to the limited capabilities of the local communities, and negative perceptions over sustainability of the introduced methods. 
4.3 Exploitative contract farming 
Contracting farming (CF) and out grower farming (OG) schemes are the specified agricultural models in SAGCOT to ensure agriculture transformations in the region. CF can be used interchangeably with the most common used concept of out grower (OG) schemes under SAGCOT. To effectively analyze the nature of the farming model adopted by SAGCOT, this paper adopt four Henry’s (2010) questions of political economy; Who own what? Who do what? Who get what? What do they do?. The four questions are useful on analyzing the relationship between investors and the local farmers, through contract farming or out grower schemes for agrarian change. 
Starting with the first question of who own what? Traditionally the smallholder farmers own the land under customary rights, but the investors can consolidate the large pieces of land under SAGCOT. As it has highlighted above land tenure insecurity and unequal ownership of land persist in different clusters. On the other hands the investors own all inputs for farming including agrochemicals, necessary infrastructures such as irrigation schemes, and capital.  The second question of who do what? most of smallholder farmers serve as labor and producers, providing land and labor to the agribusiness investors. On the other hand the investors define production terms, supply inputs, set prices and manage the market. Therefore through this model smallholders dominate the role of providers while the investors control decision making to control the value chain. The third question focus on who get what?, smallholders earn income albeit of small prices fixed by the investors, deduction for inputs and credits. So the distribution is skewed towards investors and the elites while smallholders receive exploitative returns. Lastly, what do they do question provide an insight on the benefits accrued from farming. Smallholders are likely to spend all they earn to maintain their subsistence while investors expand their investments. This implies that, smallholder farmer’s production fragile and not expansive unlike to their counterpart investors who reinforces structural inequalities. 
This analytical view is supported by the literature which raised concern over out grower schemes as may have negative impacts on smallholder livelihoods, food security, and access to land (Kaarhus et al. 2010; Sulle and Hall, 2013). West and Haug (2016), found that stakeholders at the district and local levels fears commercial partnerships between smallholder farmers and large estates as would disadvantage smallholder farmers, as illustrated by the following quotes:
 “The nucleus-estate model is not a win-win at all, because people are here to do business, so it will not benefit small farmers.” (Medium farmer and service provider, Mbarali District, 2016) 
Both CF and OG models principally perceived to be inclusive and transparent while the governing bodies are accountable to enable a win-win situation. Despite of inclusivity and transparency principles of the models, the literature revealed that, assessments of the Tanzanian government’s performance in implementing past and current national agricultural policies in transparent, inclusive and accountable ways and in the interests of broad-based poverty reduction are, however, disappointing (West and Haug, 2016). This is supported by the fact that smallholders regularly lack a ‘voice’ in national agricultural policy and decision-making processes (West and Haug, 2016). By referring to Ernestine’s ladder of Citizen Participation, with no doubt the analyses of the literature findings holds smallholder farmers on the lower level of the ladder which is characterized with passive participation and lack of control over decision making on the form of consultative means.  
4.4 Underrepresentation in partnership 
A central critique of SAGCOT has focused on the perceived top-down way in which it has been designed and the lack of transparency, inclusiveness, and accountability in consultation and planning processes (West and Haug, 2016). Principally, to invest under SAGCOT, investors need to demonstrate a commitment to include smallholders into their operations (SAGCOT, 2011). Up to 2014 SAGCOT had 53 partners, most of which represent the private sector while only four represents Tanzania farmer associations (SAGCOT, 2014). Involvement of Tanzanian farmers associations into the program is governed by alignment with SAGCOT vision. 
A critical literature review found that, associations which are activists (the one that are against the plan) are deliberately excluded while the pragmatic ones (the one that support it) are included (Bergius, 2016) under SAGCOT. This implies that, involvement and representation of smallholders is decided upon willingness to support the program despite that, the strategies are tailored in a top-down manner. This is supported by Byers and Rampa (2013), who warned that SAGCOT may, became a corridor of power in which benefits are monopolized up-wards in the value chain towards global agribusiness capital. Under the participation continuum this kind of involvement seems to lie on lower rungs and signify passive participation. 
5. WHY THE INTEGRATION MATTER? 
Sustainable local development requires planning approaches that are both inclusive and targeted. The synergy of the both planning approaches ensures that development is both strategic and socially inclusive. While targeted area development ensures geographic focus on either integrated or sectoral development view, participatory planning fosters local communities’ empowerment, ownership of development processes, and accountability. 
As we discussed in previous sections, geographic targeting typically constitutes one of the first levels of targeting of any intervention (Garcia & Moore, 2012). Interventions need to have geographical limits and a projection of what is feasible, which delineates its capacity to include a specific number of beneficiaries. To gain understanding of the key determinants for local development through area targeted interventions, need critical analyses of socio-economic and spatial factors for development. Agarwal et al., (2009) supported the view by arguing that, in understanding the determinants of rural development, the socio-spatial conceptualization of rural areas is also helpful as socio-spatial factors are among the major determinants of rural development. 
While development is an outcome, it has a spatial dimension (Komor, 2020), with their varying socio-spatial features and interactions (Beer et al., 2020; Coe et al., 2013; Gaddefors & Anderson, 2019; Zahra et al., 2014), and a spatial element acts as an important factor affecting development (Komor, 2020). On the other hand, participatory planning provides local insights that enrich the technical and spatial analysis (Nelson & Wright, 1995). Therefore, critical analysis of the socio-spatial factors is only possible through a participatory ABD.
Mainstreaming of participatory planning in area based interventions is critical in maintaining effectiveness and efficiency of the intervention. As presented by Labianca (2021), on examining types of rural development strategies, endogenous and neo-endogenous approaches which are participatory and bottom-up in nature, ensures efficiency through mobilization and the use of both internal and external resources contrary to top-down exogenous approach that utilizes external resources. On the other hand, various scholars argued that, development effectiveness depends on putting local knowledge and participation at the center (Chambers, 1997; Sulle, 2023; UNDP, 2016; Mansuri and Rao, 2013). For instance Mansuri and Rao (2013) asserted that, where communities have real decision making power, projects tend to be more effective in meeting local needs and more efficient in resource use. 
In the case of SAGCOT, efficiency and effectiveness aspects have been highly linked with the type and modality where local individuals were involved in the program. Local stakeholder engagement was uneven, which not only affected program efficiency (UNDP, 2016), but also undermined effectiveness of land and agribusiness projects in the corridors (Sulle, 2023). Local community participation in SAGCOT’s development corridors as anticipated previously and as narrated by Sulle (2023), is tokenistic consultative process that fueled contestation and resistance of the initiative. Tokenistic consultative as identified in Arnstein (1969) ladder of citizen participation situate authorities to be inclusive but retain full control of decisions. This supported by Arnstein (1969) who asserted that consultation offers no assurance that citizen concerns and ideas will be taken into account. Further cornwall (2008) asserted that, consultations are structured around externally defined agendas. These views reflect that participation of the local communities within SAGCOT corridors was symbolic and passive. 
Furthermore, participatory planning approach ensures targeting interventions are inclusively and equitably distributed without monopolization of the elite groups in the target community or other stakeholders like investors as for SAGCOT case. Multiple pioneers of participatory approaches, and scholars extensively revealed that participation enhance inclusivity, and equity in development interventions (Cornwall, 2008; Chambers, 1997; Sulle 2023; Cooksey, 2012). For instance it is reported that, tokenistic consultation processes in SAGCOT excluded smallholder farmers from decision making, (Sulle, 2023) and the exclusion has undermined inclusivity and equity in benefit sharing for the marginalized smallholder farmers (West & Haug, 2017;). Within SAGCOT development corridors, smallholder farmers positioned as out growers and has been dominated by the elite groups; issues like land grabbing, crops pricing and marketing, agriculture inputs and infrastructures are highly controlled  by the elite groups and the accrued socio-economic benefits are neither equally or inclusively distributed. 
Lastly, participation offers local people an opportunity to move from being passive dependents waiting for others to solve their problems to being active participants who are capable of solving problems they experience themselves (Oakley, 1991). Vesting power to the local community through participation in ABDs, will restructure the view of territories as “a space not technical support base for productive only for production but also for social reproduction”, in which the objectives must necessarily be defined starting from the bottom through a participatory, integrated (Labianca et al., 2020, p. 115), inclusionary and visionary approach (Labianca, 2021). Therefore, the synergy of ABDs and participatory planning seems to be of high importance to offset imbalanced sharing of the benefits among the wide arrays of program’s beneficiaries and investors. 
6. CONCLUSION 
The scope of this paper was to highlight the potentialities of mainstreaming active participation into area based interventions. The critical review of the literature found some limitations of both ABDs and participatory approaches. Since that the current paper is limited on the importance of the synergy, deep scrutiny of the deficits of the both approaches is missing. While it is highlighted that any intervention is targeted, albeit of its critics, participation found to be an essential element not only for realization of the planned goal in any intervention but also for pro-human interventions. The synergy ensures that local people are given the opportunity to decide on matters that affect their lives. Further this review found that, modernity discourses under development course, undermine local people involvement as agents for change but rather as change recipients. This is contrary to the views of pioneers of human capability view of development who demarks people as both the means and ends of development. Therefore this paper concludes that there is the need to mainstream modernity discourses with local social-cultural perspectives through contextualization of the development interventions through a two way dialogue forum between the outsiders and the local community. It is this paper conclusion that this will only realized through embracing strong democratic synergy of area based developments and participatory planning approaches. 
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